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Executive Summary 

Introduction 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT) as joint lead agencies are 
proposing the major rehabilitation and reconstruction of the Cleveland Innerbelt Freeway system infrastructure to address 
operational, design, safety, and access shortcomings that severely impact the Freeway’s ability to function in an acceptable 
manner.  The Innerbelt Freeway system provides for the collection and distribution of traffic between the radial freeway system 
(I-71, I-90, I-77, SR 2, I-490, and SR 176) and the local street system, and it also moves traffic between each of the radial 
freeways, within the City of Cleveland Central Business District (CBD) area.   

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), which incorporates the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) by 
reference, constitutes a full disclosure document, under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and related regulations, 
for the proposed Cleveland Innerbelt Project in Cleveland, Ohio.   

The FEIS document provides a summary of public and agency comments on the DEIS, with additional discussion provided for 
issues requiring clarification, along with errata for minor changes to the DEIS. Updated information regarding cultural 
resources and environmental site assessments is provided.  This document also contains the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation for 
the project. 

Comments on the DEIS 

Notice of Availability 
Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was published in the Federal Register on March 20, 2009. (A 
copy is included in Appendix A.)  Notice of the DEIS and public hearing was published by advertisement in:  The Cleveland 
Plain Dealer on March 20, April 15 and April 19, 2009; The Call & Post on April 14, 2009; El Sol in the April Issue available 
April 7, 2009; and the Erie Street Journal April issue, available March 31, 2009.  (Copies of the advertisements are included in 
Appendix A.)   

Public hearing notifications were also made through the following methods:  e-mail announcement to local stakeholders; 
announcement on ODOT’s website; and news release to local newspapers, television and radio stations.   

Copies of the DEIS were made available for public viewing on the project website at www.innerbelt.org and at 3 public 
libraries, 5 Community Development Corporation (CDC) offices, Cleveland City Hall, NOACA, and ODOT’s District 12 office.  
The public comment period ended May 21, 2009.   

Public Hearing 
A public hearing was held on April 21, 2009 to provide an opportunity for interested persons to review and comment on the 
DEIS.  The hearing was held at the Annunciation Greek Orthodox Church from 4:00 to 8:00 p.m.  This location was chosen 
because it is located within the project area near residential areas, is easy to find, has adequate parking, is ADA accessible, 
and has been host to previous, well-attended meetings on the project. 

The hearing was conducted in an open house format with large display boards graphically depicting the project and probable 
impacts, as well as the right-of-way needed to construct the project.  Copies of the handouts are included in Appendix A.  The 
hearing was attended by 183 members of the public and public officials, as indicated by the sign-in sheets in Appendix A. 

A presentation of project development, including the explanation of the preferred alternative, was given from approximately 
5:30 to 6:15 p.m. by the project manager, Mr. Craig Hebebrand.  A copy of the presentation is included in Appendix A.  After 
the presentation, verbal comments from 19 audience members were recorded.  A copy of the transcript, including the 
presentation and verbal comments from the public, is included in Appendix A.  

The public also had opportunity to provide hand written comments at a separate station.  The public also had the opportunity 
to provide comments verbally to a court reporter at another station, but no one used this option. 

Comments were accepted until May 21, 2009.  Media coverage of the project during this period is provided in Appendix A.  
Copies of all the hand written and verbal comments received are summarized in Section 2.3.   All written comments received 
at the meeting, or by mail, e-mail or submission to the project website by that date, are included in Appendix B. 

In addition to the official public hearing, ODOT provided an update on the project at the Urban Core Projects Committee 
Meeting on April 2, 2009.  (Minutes, with list of attendees, and copy of presentation are included in Appendix A.)   

Summary of Public Comments 
Table 1a contains a summary of written comments received during the DEIS availability period.  Table 1b contains a summary 
of verbal comments from the public hearing transcript of April 21, 2009.  Table 1c contains comments received after the close 
of the comment period.  The actual comments or concerns made are found in the public involvement record in Appendix B, 
which displays the comment as received. 

Agency Coordination 
Following notification of availability in the Federal Register, the Cleveland Innerbelt Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) was distributed to the following agencies for opportunity to review: 

Federal Agencies: 

• U.S. Department of Homeland Security, United States Coast Guard 
• U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 
• U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service 
• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
• U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration 
• U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration 

State Agencies: 

• Ohio Department of Agriculture 
• Ohio Department of Natural Resources 
• Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
• Ohio Historic Preservation Office 

Formal comments were received from six agencies, highlighted above.  These comments, along with responses, are 
summarized in the Table 2.  Copies of the coordination letters are included in Appendix C. 
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Issues and Resolutions 
None of the issues during the comment period require substantive changes to the information provided in the DEIS.  However, 
some issues require additional information to supplement information in the DEIS.  

The majority of public comments on the DEIS were regarding a few main issues: 

• Stormwater management (FEIS Section 2.5.1) 
• Access Changes and Economic Effects (FEIS Section 2.5.2) 
• Bicycle and Pedestrian Access (FEIS Section 2.5.5) 
• Aesthetics (FEIS Section 2.5.6) 
• Project Development Process (FEIS Section 2.5.9) 

Comments from agencies requiring additional discussion pertained to the following topics: 

• Stormwater management (FEIS Section 2.5.1) 
• Air quality and climate change (FEIS Section 2.5.3) 
• Transportation System Management (FEIS Section 2.5.4) 
• Impacts to Burke Lakefront Airport (FEIS Section 2.5.7) 
• Marine Transportation (FEIS Section 2.5.8) 

Additional discussions for each of these issues are provided within the FEIS document in the sections noted in parentheses. 

Update to Information Provided in the DEIS 

The following sections provide additional information that was developed subsequent to publication of the DEIS. 

Cultural Resources (Section 106) 

Archaeological Resources.  An archaeological disturbance study was conducted as a part of the Phase I Cultural Resources 
survey in May 2006.    Based upon a preliminary review, the Ohio Historic Preservation Office (OHPO) concluded by letter of 
July 5, 2006, there is a potential for that encountering historic residential, commercial and industrial deposits, given the large 
affected area.  OHPO concluded that the archaeological issues would be best addressed by a land use review of historic 
atlases, insurance maps, and a visual inspection when the Preferred Alternative is selected and the work limits for the project 
are better known.  On February 17, 2009, ODOT’s Office of Environmental Services and OHPO conducted a joint field review 
focused on the preferred corridor.  This field review confirmed that the entire area is thoroughly disturbed by commercial, 
residential, and industrial development, landscape modification, artificial landform construction, parking lot construction, and 
underground utility installation.  The severity of the disturbance precludes the existence of intact archaeological deposits.  The 
shallow nature of the land surface along the Cuyahoga River would also preclude the existence of stratified archaeological 
deposits.  On February 27, 2009, ODOT documented the above finding in a letter to the Ohio Historic Preservation Office.  
OHPO concurred with this finding on March 9, 2009.  The concurrence letter is included in Appendix E. 

History/Architecture.  As discussed in the DEIS Section 4.2.11, the Ohio Historic Preservation Office (OHPO) concurred on 
December 9, 2008, that a finding of “adverse effect” was applicable to the project.  For the Preferred Alternative, the crossing 
of the Cuyahoga River valley will result in an adverse effect for three buildings (Broadway Mills, Marathon Gas Station, and 
Distribution Terminal Warehouse).  Discussion of avoidance alternatives for these properties is included in the Final Section 
4(f) discussion (see FEIS Chapter 5). Visual, noise, and vibration effects on other historic properties in the Area of Potential 
Effects (APE) have been monitored but are not anticipated to add to the adverse effect of the project overall.   

On December 19, 2008, the ODOT Office of Environmental Services (OES) notified the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP) of the finding of “adverse effect”.  The notification included the following supporting documentation: a 
copy of the CUY-IR71/90 PID: 77510 Section 106 Assessment of Effects for the Feasible Alternatives, September 2008; 
documentation of the Section 106 consultation process between September 24, 2008 and December 1, 2008; a copy of the 
“Notice of Intent” published in the Federal Register Thursday, September 7, 2006;  a request to determine their participation in 
resolving the “adverse effects” and the development of a Programmatic Agreement for the Section 106 process.  

The ACHP responded by letter dated January 9, 2009.  The ACHP concluded that their participation in the consultation to 
resolve adverse effects was not needed.  The consulting parties were provided a copy of the ACHP response, a copy of the 
draft Programmatic Agreement, and an invitation to participate in consultation.  

The Programmatic Agreement (PA) specifies the process to be used to develop mitigation to resolve adverse effects, including 
a list of potential mitigation measures that will be considered.  No specific mitigation plans are included in the PA.  A 
consultation meeting regarding the development of the PA was held on March 18, 2009.  At the meeting, ODOT reviewed the 
Programmatic Agreement.  Consulting parties requested a definition of mitigation versus enhancement.  Following the 
meeting, ODOT provided FHWA’s response to this request.  (See copy of e-mail in Appendix E.)  Following the meeting and 
the Consulting Party comment period, the PA was finalized and executed by OHPO, ODOT, and FHWA on May 20, 2009.  A 
copy of the executed Programmatic Agreement is included in Appendix E. 

The first construction project (new bridge over Cuyahoga River for I-90 westbound) will impact the three properties that are the 
basis for the “adverse effect.”  These include the Broadway Mills Building, Marathon Gas Station, and Distribution Terminal 
Warehouse (AKA Cold Storage Building).  A Section 106 Consulting Parties meeting was held May 20, 2009, in accordance 
with the PA.  Treatment plans to mitigate adverse effects were discussed, as well as potential project specific enhancements 
and locally sponsored plans.   

Project specific enhancements will be developed with aesthetic committee members and local officials.  These enhancements 
may include: aesthetic treatments to the new bridge abutments and piers; pedestrian overlooks and facilities; reuse of the 
Central Viaduct Bridge abutment; and commemorative parks.  Locally sponsored enhancements may include reuse of buried 
rail lines and multi-use pedestrian trails.   

In accordance with the PA, FHWA and ODOT propose the following treatment plans to resolve the adverse effect on the three 
impacted historic properties: 

• Broadway Mills - Level II documentation as specified by the Historic American Building Survey (HABS) will be 
prepared.  A commemorative display will be located at or near the existing mill site.  

• Marathon Gas Station – Level II documentation as specified by the Historic American Building Survey (HABS) 

• Distribution Terminal Warehouse – A historic context will be prepared documenting the significance of the resource in 
relation to the City of Cleveland’s food distribution industrial history. 

On June 5, 2009, ODOT described the proposed treatment plans for the above buildings in a letter to OHPO.  (See letter in 
Appendix E.  For additional details, please refer to letter.) ODOT requested OHPO’s concurrence that the proposed treatment 
plans mitigate the adverse effects of the undertaking on historic cultural resources.  In accordance with the PA, FHWA and 
ODOT provided copies of the coordination and proposed treatment plans to Consulting Parties.  During the 30-day Consulting 
Parties comment period, no comments were received relative to the proposed plans.  (One comment was received regarding 
fire department operations, see discussion in Table 1c.)  OHPO concurred with the proposed plans on July 7, 2009.    (See 
letter in Appendix E.) 
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Environmental Site Assessments 
Recently, it has been determined that property currently part of Burke Lakefront Airport is considered by OEPA as unregulated 
landfill.  Therefore, a 27-13 permit will be required from OEPA for investigations and construction within this area. 

Updated results are available regarding Environmental Site Assessments for two properties within the project limits, the Cold 
Storage Building (AKA Distribution Terminal Warehouse) and the BP Oil Station at 900 Carnegie Ave. 

Regarding the Cold Storage Building, ODOT’s Office of Environmental Services (OES) reviewed the Phase I and Phase II 
Environmental Site Assessment reports and concluded that no additional investigations are required.  The wipe samples taken 
of transformers found in the building did not detect the presence of PCBs.  Materials found during a floor-by-floor 
reconnaissance of the building should be considered as personal items to be removed by the owner prior to ODOT taking 
possession of the property.  If they are not removed, ODOT will have them removed prior to demolition of the building.  
Useable products would be salvaged for use or sale.  Wastes will be analyzed and properly disposed. Copy of Interoffice 
Communication is included in Appendix F. 

Regarding the BP Oil Station, OES reviewed the Phase II report and concluded that no further investigations are required and 
no special material management is necessary for this site, based upon the current work limits and proposed shallow 
excavation. 

Additional Noise Studies 
Subsequent to the publication of the DEIS, noise analyses were revisited to consider internal noise levels at three locations:  
the Western Reserve Fire Museum, Fire Station #28, and Hilton Garden Inn.  Based upon the study results (included in 
Appendix F), the interior noise levels do not approach or exceed the FHWA noise abatement criterion for these properties.  
Therefore, no noise impacts are anticipated at these locations and no abatement measures are recommended. 

Access Modification Study 
The Access Modification Study (AMS), which presents the traffic operations and geometric design details of the project, was 
conditionally approved on July 8, 2009.  The Preferred Alternative, Alternative A, was found to be acceptable from a geometric 
and operational standpoint.  The AMS analysis validated that Alternative A will provide for the effective collection and 
distribution of traffic between the radial freeway system and the local street system and that Alternative A will effectively 
facilitate the movement of traffic between each of the radial freeways.  The design and operational deficiencies that are 
retained within Alternative A are minor, localized in nature, and in all cases provide for a build condition that is substantially 
better than the existing or no build condition.  Final approval of the AMS will be provided with the Record of Decision. 

The AMS was referenced in the DEIS and was available upon request from ODOT District 12.  The AMS document and 
appendices are included on DVD in Appendix G of the FEIS.   

Implementation Plan/Cost Estimate 
Current cost estimates were developed during the Cleveland Innerbelt cost estimate review meeting held June 1-5, 2009, at 
the ODOT District 12 office.  The workshop was facilitated by FHWA and included attendees from ODOT and the project 
consultants.  The objective of the review was to conduct an unbiased risk-based review to verify the accuracy and 
reasonableness of the ODOT and consultant team preliminary cost estimate and to develop a probability range based upon 
the project’s current stage of design.  Risk-based analyses were based upon a Monte Carlo Simulation model to generate 
project estimate forecasts as a range of values by taking into consideration threats and opportunities and the impact and 
probabilities associated with each.   The greatest factor influencing the range of costs is inflation. 

The total cost estimate for the project is approximately $1.6 - $1.7 billion in 2009 dollars, with $109-121 million for engineering, 
$75 - $82 million right-of-way, and $1.4 -$1.5 billion construction.   

The size and complexity of the Cleveland Innerbelt Project, its extensive cost, and the need to maintain traffic require that the 
improvements be systematically phased, with implementation expected to occur over the period from 2010 to 2033.  The 
project team developed a proposed phasing plan taking into consideration current conditions, maintenance of traffic, 
constructability, and the utility of the finished segment.  The resulting recommended contract groups are listed in Table 7.  The 
project elements included in each construction contract group will be designed together and may be constructed as one 
contract or broken into phases (A, B, C, etc.).  All pieces within a group must be completed to have a useable segment. 

Table 7 also lists the current cost estimates inflated to the year of expenditure.  Based upon these figures, the estimated total 
project cost is over $2.7 - $3.5 billion, with $155 - $197 million for engineering, $83 - $106 million right-of-way, and $2.5 - $3.1 
billion for construction.   

As a major project of over $500 million, a Project Management Plan and Annual Financial Plan will be required.  The Project 
Management Plan is required within 90 days of the Record of Decision.  The Initial Financial Plan is required prior to Federal 
authorization for construction and must be updated annually.  These documents are currently in development. The current 
cost estimates, along with funding sources for each phase, will continue to be evaluated.  This information will be updated, as 
required, as part of the financial plan described above.  

Relationship to State and Local Transportation Plans  
The project’s relationship to state and local transportation plans is provided in DEIS Section 4.3.4.  Since publication of the 
DEIS, the regional transportation plan, NOACA’s Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) has been amended with the following 
projects in the project area: 

• 85531 - Cuy -IR90-14.90  Amendment dated 6-30-09  
• 85049 - Cuy-IR490 -1.87WN/VAR - Amendment dated 4-21-09  

Compliance with Planning Requirements 
For compliance with applicable planning requirements, the project must be included in the fiscally constrained long range plan 
for NOACA.  In addition, the first construction section, CCG1 (see Table 7), will be included in NOACA’s TIP. 

The overall project is accounted for in the long rage plan under an older proposed phasing plan and estimates.  The long 
range plan will have to be updated with the current phasing plan and estimates prior to issuance of the Record of Decision. 

The first construction segment is currently within the TIP, but does not reflect the updated scope and cost estimates. NOACA 
will be administratively modifying and updating the plan and will issue a TIP amendment to adjust these figures prior to 
issuance of the Record of Decision. 

Segments with project implementation of any phase (design, right-of-way or construction) within the time horizon of the current 
TIP are included within the TIP or will be added by amendment.  The current phasing plan, described above, will require 
updates to the TIP and cost estimates, which will be incorporate by TIP amendment prior to authorization of project activities 
for those segments.   
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Environmental Impacts & Comparison of Feasible Alternatives 

Impacts of the Feasible Alternatives are summarized in Table 8.  Noteworthy differences between the two alternatives are 
highlighted in the table and discussed below.  Several issues results in impact differences in more than one category.  They 
are grouped by issue below. 

Historic Properties Alternative A impacts three stand-alone historic buildings that were recently determined to be eligible for 
the National Register:  Broadway Mills, Marathon Gas, and the Distribution Terminal Warehouse.  The Distribution Terminal 
Warehouse has been vacant for more than five years, it has been in foreclosure, and the owners have petitioned ODOT to 
request that it be purchased from them.  (See DEIS Section 4.2.5 Property Impacts and Relocations.)   

In comparison, Alternative B also affects the Broadway Mills building and Marathon Gas building, but in exchange for avoiding 
the Distribution Terminal Warehouse, this alternative has an adverse effect on the Tremont National Register Historic District, 
resulting in removal of two residences that are contributing elements and one non-contributing building, plus adverse access 
and proximity impacts to the Annunciation Greek Orthodox Church.  (See DEIS Section 4.2.11 Cultural Resources and FEIS 
Chapter 5 Final Section 4(f) Evaluation.) 

Religious Facilities.  Alternative A is projected to have no impacts on religious facilities.  Alternative B would have impacts on 
the Annunciation Greek Orthodox Church that also fall under the Visual, Access, and Historic Properties categories.  
Alternative B would introduce proximity impacts to the church, affect its access, block views to and from, and impact the 
attributes that make it a contributing element to the Tremont National Register Historic District.  (See DEIS Section 4.2.1 
Visual Resources. DEIS Section 4.2.3 Neighborhood and Community Access, DEIS Section 4.2.11 Cultural Resources, and 
FEIS Chapter 5 Final Section 4(f) Evaluation.) 

Maintenance of Traffic.  Alternative A and Alternative B have one important difference with regard to maintenance of traffic.  
The Northern Alignment for the Central Viaduct/Central Interchange, which runs continuously north of the existing alignment 
until its tie-in point, can be constructed almost entirety off-line, permitting traffic to use the existing alignment while the 
Northern Alignment is constructed.  During a Maintenance of Traffic Alternatives Analysis (MOTAA), only one conflict area 
was found just north of East 22nd Street.  

The Southern Alignment also contains this conflict point at East 22nd Street.  In addition, it crosses the existing alignment near 
9th Street, which restricts traffic from being maintained on the existing alignment at this point and continuing to the north. 
Maintaining traffic while the Southern Alignment is being constructed will require a crossover to be constructed to the north 
and west of existing I-90 to permit the contractor to work while traffic is being maintained.  The only way to avoid the need for 
the cross-over would be to shift the Southern Alignment into the Cuyahoga County Juvenile Justice Center, a property eligible 
for the National Register of Historic Places.   

The Southern Alignment would also require the concurrent construction of the westbound alignment to 22nd Street to maintain 
traffic in both the eastbound and westbound directions.  The Northern alignment allows the westbound lanes to be constructed 
under a separate contract, which provides for better cash flow management for implementing the project.  In addition, 
substantial additional costs would be required, not only to construct wider structures associated with the crossover, but for the 
additional fills, structures, and pavement.  The specific cost cannot be estimated without detailed cross sections, but is 
expected to be in the millions of dollars based upon ODOT’s experience with similar projects.    

Relocations.  Alternatives A and B would impact businesses and residences.  Alternative A would have fewer impacts, with 25 
commercial buildings (57 businesses) and 10 residential buildings (19 households) compared to 27 buildings (57 businesses) 
and 12 residential buildings (22 households) on Alternative B. (See DEIS Property Impacts and Relocations, Section 4.2.5.) 

Access and Neighborhood Street Impacts.  Alternative B will require the elimination of 14th Street between Fairfield Avenue 
and Abbey Avenue, requiring vehicles to go around the block to gain access.  Alternative A retains 14th Street in its current 
location.  In addition, Alternative A would provide for a relocated access from I-90 eastbound to Broadway Avenue 
southbound, while Alternative B would not provide this access. The Broadway ramp provides access to the main post office.  
Without this connection, vehicles will be routed via East 22nd Street, past St. Vincent Hospital, and through Cuyahoga 
Community College. (See Neighborhood and Community Access, DEIS Section 4.2.3.)   

Identification of Preferred Alternative 

This FEIS, which incorporates the DEIS by reference, constitutes a full disclosure document, under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and related regulations, for the proposed Cleveland Innerbelt Project in Cleveland, Ohio.  
Based upon the information presented within the DEIS and FEIS, and summarized in Table 8, the FHWA and ODOT have 
determined that Alternative A satisfies the project’s purpose and need, and that it causes the least impact to the natural and 
human environment in comparison to Alternative B, because of: 

• Fewer Adverse Effects under Section 106 and least net harm under Section 4(f) 
• Ability to incorporate off-ramp to Broadway Avenue to maintain direct access to Quadrangle area, including main post 

office 
• Ability to maintain 14th Street between Fairfield and Abbey Avenues to avoid impacting access the Annunciation 

Greek Orthodox Church 
• Fewer relocations of residences and businesses 
• More straightforward maintenance of traffic, which permits smaller construction segments and improves cash flow 

In addition FHWA and ODOT have determined that the No Build alternative would not fully address the project’s needs and 
does not enable the Innerbelt Freeway system to function acceptably.  Compared to the No Build and other alternatives 
considered, Alternative A best provides for the balanced consideration of the purpose and need for the action and justifies the 
impacts and costs.  All substantive comments on the DEIS have been addressed.  Appropriate mitigation measures are 
included in the project, as are commitments for future coordination and implementation.  The project complies with all 
applicable laws, such as Section 4(f) and Section 106.  For future actions, the project’s analyses provide reasonable 
assurance that all requirements can be met.  Therefore, Alternative A remains the identified Preferred Alternative for the 
project.
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1.0 Introduction 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT) as joint lead agencies are 
proposing the major rehabilitation and reconstruction of the Cleveland Innerbelt Freeway system infrastructure to address 
operational, design, safety, and access shortcomings that severely impact the Freeway’s ability to function in an acceptable 
manner.  The Innerbelt Freeway system provides for the collection and distribution of traffic between the radial freeway system 
(I-71, I-90, I-77, SR 2, I-490, and SR 176) and the local street system, and it also moves traffic between each of the radial 
freeways, within the City of Cleveland Central Business District (CBD) area.   

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), which incorporates the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) by 
reference, constitutes a full disclosure document, under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and related regulations, 
for the proposed Cleveland Innerbelt Project in Cleveland, Ohio.   

The FEIS document provides a summary of public and agency comments on the DEIS, with additional discussion provided for 
issues requiring clarification, along with errata for minor changes to the DEIS. Updated information regarding cultural 
resources and environmental site assessments is provided.  This document also contains the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation for 
the project. 

2.0 Comments on the DEIS 

2.1 Notice of Availability 

Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was published in the Federal Register on March 20, 2009. (A 
copy is included in Appendix A.)  Notice of the DEIS and public hearing was published by advertisement in:  The Cleveland 
Plain Dealer on March 20, April 15 and April 19, 2009; The Call & Post on April 14, 2009; El Sol in the April Issue available 
April 7, 2009; and the Erie Street Journal April issue, available March 31, 2009.  (Copies of the advertisements are included in 
Appendix A.)   

Public hearing notifications were also made through the following methods:  e-mail announcement to local stakeholders; 
announcement on ODOT’s website; and news release to local newspapers, television and radio stations.   

Copies of the DEIS were made available for public viewing on the project website at www.innerbelt.org and at 3 public 
libraries, 5 Community Development Corporation (CDC) offices, Cleveland City Hall, NOACA, and ODOT’s District 12 office.  
The public comment period ended May 21, 2009.   

2.2 Public Hearing 

A public hearing was held on April 21, 2009 to provide an opportunity for interested persons to review and comment on the 
DEIS.  The hearing was held at the Annunciation Greek Orthodox Church from 4:00 to 8:00 p.m.  This location was chosen 
because it is located within the project area near residential areas, is easy to find, has adequate parking, is ADA accessible, 
and has been host to previous, well-attended meetings on the project. 

The hearing was conducted in an open house format with large display boards graphically depicting the project and probable 
impacts, as well as the right-of-way needed to construct the project.  Copies of the handouts are included in Appendix A.  The 
hearing was attended by 183 members of the public and public officials, as indicated by the sign-in sheets in Appendix A. 

A presentation of project development, including the explanation of the preferred alternative, was given from approximately 
5:30 to 6:15 p.m. by the project manager, Mr. Craig Hebebrand.  A copy of the presentation is included in Appendix A.  After 
the presentation, verbal comments from 19 audience members were recorded.  A copy of the transcript, including the 
presentation and verbal comments from the public, is included in Appendix A.  

The public also had opportunity to provide hand written comments at a separate station.  The public also had the opportunity 
to provide comments verbally to a court reporter at another station, but no one used this option. 

Comments were accepted until May 21, 2009.  Media coverage of the project during this period is provided in Appendix A.  
Copies of all the hand written and verbal comments received are summarized in Section 2.3.   All written comments received 
at the meeting, or by mail, e-mail or submission to the project website by that date, are included in Appendix B. 

In addition to the official public hearing, ODOT provided an update on the project at the Urban Core Projects Committee 
Meeting on April 2, 2009.  (Minutes, with list of attendees, and copy of presentation are included in Appendix A.)   

2.3 Summary of Public Comments 

Table 1a contains a summary of written comments received during the DEIS availability period.  Table 1b contains a summary 
of verbal comments from the public hearing transcript of April 21, 2009.  Table 1c summarizes comments received after the 
close of the comment period on May 21, 2009.  The actual comments or concerns made are found in the public involvement 
record in Appendix B, which displays the comment as received.  Within the table, a reference is provided to other reports, 
sections of the DEIS, or sections of this FEIS where the issue is discussed in more detail.   

2.4 Agency Coordination 

Following notification of availability in the Federal Register, the Cleveland Innerbelt Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) was distributed to the following agencies for opportunity to review: 

Federal Agencies: 

• U.S. Department of Homeland Security, United States Coast Guard 
• U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 
• U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service 
• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
• U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration 
• U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration 

State Agencies: 

• Ohio Department of Agriculture  
• Ohio Department of Natural Resources 
• Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
• Ohio Historic Preservation Office 

Formal comments were received from six agencies, highlighted above.  These comments, along with responses, are 
summarized in the Table 2.  Copies of the coordination letters are included in Appendix C. 
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Table 1a: Summary of Public Comments - Written 

Responses/References Name or Organization Comments 
Todd Alexander 1) Project should include features to make bike usage/pedestrian traffic simple. 2) Project should promote growth within the 

city. 3) Plans should move forward only after consulting a larger number of stakeholders. 
1) For bike/pedestrian issues, see DEIS Section 4.2.10 and further discussion in FEIS Section 2.5.5.  2) The project is 
projected to have an overall positive economic effect, with construction jobs in the short-term and long-term benefits of 
reduced congestion for area businesses.  See DEIS Section 4.2.7.  3) Public involvement for the project has been on-going 
since 1999, with numerous meetings with a wide range of stakeholders.  Public involvement efforts are summarized in the 
Strategic Plan Section 1.7.3, Conceptual Alternative Study (CAS) Section 3.3 and DEIS Section 5.0. 

William E. Alfonsi The new bridge is an opportunity to rekindle Cleveland's national presence.  Cleveland has much to offer and a strong 
history.  The bridge should show that history with bronze plaques, statuary, and lighting to give it drama. 

ODOT is committed to working with an aesthetics committee to focus on the appearance of the structure and the corridor.  
Further discussion is provided in FEIS Section 2.5.6. 

Paul Alsenas There are substantive deficiencies and questions regarding the Project development process and the Project 
recommendations.   

 For a discussion of process issues, please see CAS Section 1.1, DEIS Section 1.2, and further discussion in FEIS Section 
2.5.9.   

Anonymous #1 Instead of directing traffic to fewer exits, should build express lanes for people to bypass Cleveland if desired. Express lanes were not considered because a small volume of traffic is "through" traffic. Approximately 85% of traffic on the 
Innerbelt during the AM or PM peak has an origin or destination within the City. 

Anonymous #2 1) Need to keep as many exits open as possible to keep Cleveland economically competitive. 2) The southern alternative is 
preferable. 

1) For access issues in the Trench, see further discussion in FEIS Section 2.5.2. 2) For the comparison of alternatives, see 
FEIS Chapter 4. 

Anonymous #3 ODOT should repair sidewalks and pave empty lots along West 15th Street between Kenilworth and Auburn Avenue that 
were left unattended since ODOT built the Innerbelt. 

ODOT’s maintenance forces periodically address issues such as litter, graffiti, and brush removal as part of the County Work 
Plan.  ODOT addresses complaints about maintenance of right-of-way on a case-by-case basis.  At this particular location, 
ODOT District 12 executed a 10 year renewable Joint Use License Agreement with the St Augustine Church on July 1, 2009. 
The Church will be maintaining this area for parking purposes.  

Anonymous #4 Don't obstruct the view of the water and landscape for motorists.  There should be a view from the bridge. ODOT is committed to working with an aesthetics committee to focus on the appearance of the structure and the corridor.  
Further discussion is provided in FEIS Section 2.5.6. 

Anonymous #5 When will ODOT clean up all the trees and undergrowth along I-71 leading up to the Innerbelt bridge? ODOT’s maintenance forces periodically address issues such as litter, graffiti, and brush removal as part of the County Work 
Plan.  ODOT addresses complaints about maintenance of right-of-way on a case-by-case basis.  Citizens may submit 
concerns to ODOT District 12 Highway Management Administrator.  ODOT has committed to working with local Community 
Development Corporations regarding such issues during the final design process.  This specific comment will be forwarded to 
the appropriate party for follow-up. 

Fred L. Backus Concerns with original appraisal for impacts to building of TIG Welding Specialties. All property will be acquired following federal regulations.  A new appraisal for this property is pending. 

Jamie Baker, St. Clair 
Superior CDC 

Will Kirtland Park be used as an Innerbelt construction staging area? Response sent 3/20/2009: There is no temporary or permanent work in Kirtland Park.  It is not being considered for use as a 
construction staging area. 

David Beach 1) Project has deficiencies in purpose and need by not considering quality of life, economic redevelopment, and more 
sustainable transportation alternatives. 2) Project fails to consider transportation demand management solutions, such as 
flex-time programs, telecommuting, transit incentives, bicycle facility improvements, and promotion of downtown housing. 3) 
Project fails to address stormwater pollution and water quality. 4) Project fails to implement a complete-streets solution that 
includes bicycles. 

1) Purpose and need is focused on existing infrastructure and safety, primarily because the existing infrastructure is in poor 
condition, lane closures on the bridge are already occurring.  See Purpose and Need in DEIS Chapter 2.  2) Various project 
strategies were considered during the planning phase, as documented in the Strategic Plan, included in DEIS Appendix C. 3) 
Stormwater issues are discussed further in FEIS Section 2.5.1.  4) Bicycle and pedestrian issues are discussed in DEIS 
Section 4.2.10 and in FEIS Section 2.5.5. 
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Table 1a: Summary of Public Comments - Written 

Responses/References Name or Organization Comments 
William C. Beckenbach, 
Quadrangle 

1) DEIS fails to address secondary and cumulative impacts of access modifications, making generalized statements without 
data. 2) Draft AMS referenced in DEIS was not included in the DEIS and not located on the website. 3) Project should 
include improvements to local roads that will handle increased traffic due to relocated entrance and exit ramps. 4) Local 
road improvements should include enhancements to improve urban design aesthetics and the pedestrian realm. 5) DEIS 
does not adequately address impacts on Cuyahoga Community College Administration Building, including loss of parking, 
noise, vibration, and visual impacts. 6) E. 9th St. has insufficient capacity to handle outbound traffic from the Gateway 
sports complex destined for Broadway and I-77 south. 7) Elimination of connector from Orange to Woodland may create 
traffic bottlenecks during PM peak and special events. 8) Increased traffic on E. 30th will create traffic bottlenecks at 
several major intersections between Broadway and Euclid. 9) ODOT and GCRTA should move the E. 34th St. station to E. 
30th and Broadway and enhance pedestrian and bus connections between Maingate and the new station. 10) Ohio 
Educational Credit Union will lose parking, experience impacts on traffic flow for the back lot, and experience noise and 
vibration impacts. 11) Cuyahoga Community College Boulevard no longer connects to E. 14th St.  Bus routes and access 
to St. Vincent Charity Hospital from Playhouse Square will be affected. 12) St. Vincent will lose over 50 parking spaces. 13) 
Cedar Avenue continues to end in a cul-de-sac although a new Cedar Ave extension is connected to Carnegie Avenue.  
14) The Trench retaining walls should be constructed to support future caps over East 22nd, Carnegie, Prospect and 
Euclid.  FEIS should commit to this.  15) Elimination of I-90 eastbound exit ramp at Broadway creates truck safety concerns 
due to severe angle of 9th St. south exit ramp and blind approach to 9th St, creating a conflict between exiting vehicles and 
southbound E. 9th traffic, particularly trucks turning left at Orange Ave. There is insufficient capacity on E. 9th St. 
southbound, so adding the ramp in this location is contrary to purpose and need. 

See Access Modification Study text in Appendix G for information on all operational conditions on local streets.  1) DEIS 
Section 4.4 discusses secondary traffic impacts.  Secondary impacts in the form of economic effects are discussed in DEIS 
Section 4.2.7 and 4.2.8. 2) Draft AMS referenced in the DEIS was available during the review period upon request from 
ODOT District 12.  A copy of the AMS is included in FEIS Appendix G.  3) The project includes improvements to local roads 
and intersections where appropriate to address projected traffic volumes.  4) ODOT will work with an aesthetic committee 
where appropriate during final design with regard to elements within ODOT’s jurisdiction.  5) Impacts on affected properties 
are illustrated on exhibits in the DEIS.  Noise and vibration were examined for the property and no substantial impacts are 
anticipated on this property.  Loss of parking will be addressed through right-of-way process. 6) Capacity analyses indicate 
that E. 9th Street will function as good or better in the build condition. 7) Bottlenecks in the PM peak are not anticipated in the 
area of Orange and Woodland based upon analyzed traffic volumes.  The project has been designed for morning and evening 
rush hour peak traffic volumes, not for special event traffic volumes.  It should be noted that special event traffic typically does 
not overlap with normal rush hour traffic.  8) E. 30th Street intersections within the project area are projected to operate at an 
acceptable level of service. 9) GCRTA has considered requests to move the E. 34th Street Station to E. 30th Street.  
Coordination with GCRTA indicates that any action on this issue is several years away. 10) Noise and vibration were analyzed 
for the DEIS for the credit union property. Parking issues will be addressed during detailed design and right-of-way process. 
11) Traffic connecting between Community College Avenue and East 14th Street will be redirected. Under the current 
conditions, traffic can connect between the Carnegie Avenue/East 14th Street intersection to the East 22nd Street/Community 
College Avenue through the Central Interchange area via connector roadways along a distance of approximately 0.3 miles. 
With the elimination of these connector roadways, which is necessary for the reconstruction of the Central Interchange traffic 
is redirected to the Carnegie Avenue/East 22nd Street intersection along a distance of 0.5 miles. GCRTA will continue to use 
E. 22nd and E. 21st to connect to the area.  GCRTA’s proposed Stephanie Tubbs-Jones Transit Center will be located along 
the south side of Prospect Ave. between E. 22nd and E. 21st. 12) Parking issues will be addressed during detailed design and 
right-of-way process. 13) The end of Cedar is maintained in order to provide access to the Juvenile Justice Center. 14) ODOT 
will continue to evaluate whether or not it would be appropriate to construct the retaining walls within the Trench to support 
caps.  The decision will be made during final design for that portion of the project with input from the City of Cleveland on the 
viability of caps. 15) It has been confirmed that the safety, operation, stopping sight distance, and intersection storage length 
associated with this ramp meet current design standards. See DEIS Section 3.4.2.3. 

Norm Beznoska The project will shut down Cleveland and cut off public access to downtown. A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2. 

Scott Carpenter Bridge and on-ramp at Carnegie and Ontario should be moved as far as possible from the Western Reserve Fire Museum 
and fire station.  This would be an improvement for use and view of this historic site. 

ODOT has committed to evaluating this issue in detailed design to see if the alignment can be moved a little farther away.  In 
order to maintain traffic and for constructability, the northern alignment alternative cannot be moved very far away because 
pushing the alignment farther south would have dramatic maintenance of traffic/constructability impacts in the central 
interchange -- requiring the westbound lanes to be closed during construction for a period of up to two years.   

Jeffrey Champion Project will make freeways move but city traffic will be at a standstill due to changes in exits and entrances. A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and in FEIS Section 2.5.2. 

Brad Chase ODOT should serve the needs of the community by providing bicycle and pedestrian accommodations on the Innerbelt 
bridge.  ODOT should follow federal law requiring bike lanes on new bridge projects. 

Bicycle and pedestrian issues are discussed in DEIS Section 4.2.10 and in FEIS Section 2.5.5. 

Dominic J. Chillemi Should build the new bridge above the existing bridge to save money, time, and businesses. During the fatal flaw analysis of the definition of Conceptual Alternatives in the Cleveland Innerbelt Planning Study, ODOT 
considered double-decking of the Central Viaduct. It was assumed that the lower deck of the double decked bridge would 
need to be 130 feet over the river (100 foot shipping clearance and 30 foot allowance for the possibility of under deck truss). 
This would result in the riding surface of the upper deck being approximately 155-160 feet over the river. In order to be viable, 
the traffic traveling on that upper deck would need to access the Abbey Avenue/West 14th Street interchange on the west and 
the Ontario Street ramps on the east end of the bridge. This is not possible with the elevation of the upper deck. As such, the 
double deck concept did not survive the fatal flaw analysis and was not pursued further. 

Moses Cintron Existing concrete walls are crumbling into traffic, creating a hazard for motorists.  Walls and barriers should be built on steel 
rails instead of concrete. 

 Retaining walls will be designed utilizing current design standards and materials. 
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Table 1a: Summary of Public Comments - Written 

Responses/References Name or Organization Comments 
Walter Collins Changes to access undermine efforts to revitalize the City of Cleveland A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2. 

James Corrigan, Office of 
Cuyahoga County Board 
of Commissioners 

On behalf of Cuyahoga County Commissioners: unequivocal support for the northern alignment as proposed. Comment noted. 

Kevin Cronin, Cleveland 
Bikes 

1) ODOT fails to protect the health and safety of cyclists by increasing street congestion, due to closure of highway exits, 
resulting in more and heavier trucks, harmful diesel fuel emissions, longer and more frequent idling, and reducing the area 
bike plan’s limited routes north and south in the central city. 2) ODOT improperly excludes bicycles and pedestrians from 
the bridge, by exaggerating the value of alternative routes and underestimating demand. 3) ODOT does not meet federal 
regulations requiring consideration of bicycle facilities. 4) Because details are not resolved, the project is not “shovel ready” 
as required for stimulus funds. 

1) Analyses indicate that the local street system will generally operate as good as or better than the existing.  Refer to 
summary in DEIS Table 3-3 and AMS included in Appendix G.  2) & 3) Bicycle and pedestrian issues are discussed in DEIS 
Section 4.2.10 and in FEIS Section 2.5.5. 4) FHWA will make a determination as to whether the project is eligible for stimulus 
funding, or whether other federal funds will be used, based upon the project’s status as of the authorization deadline. 

David H. Daams Supports the plan as proposed.  Agree with elimination of a few ramps, since some kind of access is provided.  Plan 
provides what public expects from modern highway. 

Comment noted. 

Wendy Dalton Should make a 2 level bridge, with top level as a bypass that doesn't need access to downtown. During the fatal flaw analysis of the definition of Conceptual Alternatives in the Cleveland Innerbelt Planning Study, ODOT 
considered double-decking of the Central Viaduct. It was assumed that the lower deck of the double decked bridge would 
need to be 130 feet over the river (100 foot shipping clearance and 30 foot allowance for the possibility of under deck truss). 
This would result in the riding surface of the upper deck being approximately 155-160 feet over the river. In order to be viable, 
the traffic traveling on that upper deck would need to access the Abbey Avenue/West 14th Street interchange on the west and 
the Ontario Street ramps on the east end of the bridge. This is not possible with the elevation of the upper deck. As such, the 
double deck concept did not survive the fatal flaw analysis and was not pursued further.  The top level could not be 
constructed as a bypass without access because 85% of the traffic on the Innerbelt during peak hours is destined for exits 
within the limits. 

Lora DiFranco 1) Should include more downtown exits. 2) Should include bike lanes to reduce traffic and encourage sustainable 
transportation choices. 

1) A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2. 2) Bicycle and pedestrian issues 
are discussed in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and in FEIS Section 2.5.5. 

Kelly Dowling Closing Carnegie and Prospect ramps will be detrimental to Midtown Cleveland.  If a clear, easy route is not available, 
many people will not come downtown. 

A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2. 

Jon Eckerle 1) Prefer the southern alternative. 2) Opportunity corridor should be built first or will cut off access to University 
Circle/Cleveland Clinic area. 3) Project should include a bike lane. 4) Should be more emphasis on holistic system (road, 
rail, bike, bus, pedestrian). 

1) A comparison of alternatives is included in FEIS Chapter 4. 2) The Opportunity Corridor Project is currently in project 
development, scheduled to move into Step 5 of the PDP within the next few months.  Project development is funded through 
completion of an environmental document.  At this time, the preferred alignment is unknown and it has not been determined 
whether the project will be funded for construction prior to construction of the Innerbelt project. 3) Bicycle and pedestrian 
issues are discussed in DEIS Section 4.2.10 and in FEIS Section 2.5.5. 4) The overall Cleveland Innerbelt Plan evaluated the 
overall system and considered recommendations.  See Strategic Plan in DEIS Appendix C. 

James V. Fazzino 1) In the proposed plan, how will traffic move from eastbound Orange to Woodland Avenue?  Why has the underpass been 
eliminated and what benefit would that provide to drivers to make two additional turns to be on Woodland?  2) Concerned 
with closure of eastbound exit ramp from I-490 to Broadway and westbound entrance ramp to I-490 from Broadway. 

1) Response sent 4/29/2009: The direct connection between EB Orange and EB Woodland has been eliminated and drivers 
will turn left onto E. 30th St. and then right on Woodland.  Similarly, the WB Woodland to WB Orange connection has been 
eliminated.  The first change allows for improvements in operation of the exit ramp from NB I-77 to Woodland.  The second 
change allows for improvements to the operation of the exit ramp from NB I-77 to East 9th St. 2) Response sent 4/28/2009: 
The Cleveland Innerbelt project does not close either of these two ramps. 

Jim Folk, Cleveland 
Indians 

1) Have some reservations about Carnegie exit in the Trench. 2) Supportive of balance of ODOT's plan. 3) Look forward to 
"signature" design elements for bridge. 

1) For further discussion of access issues in the Trench, see DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2.  2) Comment noted. 
3) ODOT is committed to working with an aesthetics committee to focus on the appearance of the structure and the corridor.  
Further discussion is provided in FEIS Section 2.5.6. 
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Table 1a: Summary of Public Comments - Written 

Responses/References Name or Organization Comments 
Carl Frey 1) DEIS speaks only briefly of land use and development without considering positive opportunities. 2) Assuming northern 

alignment is used, why not relocate eastbound I-90 to this alignment as well? 3) Why not build one new bridge for both east 
and westbound I-90? 4) Could the East Shoreway be converted to a boulevard with at-grade intersections to eliminate need 
for extensive ramps, bridges, and frontage roads along the Innerbelt Curve? 5) Does further discussion of relocating the 
Port support the opportunity to convert the Shoreway to a boulevard? 6) Could the Central Interchange utilize single point 
interchanges or a continuation of the Trench to the Cuyahoga River to reduce impacts? 7) Ramp alignments should be 
critically reviewed to ensure they closely align with the mainline, avoid loops, avoid excessive length, or are configured to 
meet local street intersections. 8) A more southern alignment seems beneficial from a land use standpoint in respect to 
Gateway investments. 9) A straight WB exit ramp to Fairfield in lieu of the loop ramp with a local road connection back to 
Abbey would reduce impacts. 10) The realignment of Commercial Road should eliminate the need to maintain the remnant 
of the existing road with two cul-de-sacs. 11) Is there an alignment that would avoid crossing the EB I-90 to E. 9th Street 
exit loop with the WB I-90 to SR I-77 exit? 12) Is there an alternative that would avoid the EB I-90 exiting loop ramps?  
Could both E. 9th and Ontario be served from a single loop ramp from I-90? 13) Is there an alignment of NB I-77 to EB I-90 
that would avoid impacts to the institutions?  14) Why is Community Avenue and E. 14th St. separated?  15) Could the EB 
I-90 to Central Ave ramp be fitted more closely to the mainline? 16) Why are there two exit ramps from WB I-90 to E. 26th 
St.?  17) The Woodland Ave on-ramp to I-77 NB seems to set up a weave with I-77 exit to Community Ave. 18) The NB I-
77 ramp to E. 22nd seems excessive.  Could this link occur via Woodland?  Could Woodland extend to 14th and 9th 
Streets? 

Details regarding the alternatives and the specifics of their operational performance and geometric design are provided in the 
AMS included in Appendix G.  1) Positive economic results are discussed in 4.1.7 Regional Economic Effects. 2) The new 
eastbound bridge will be on essentially on the existing alignment.  Details of the alignment will be determined during detailed 
design.  3) When a major bridge structure gets as wide as 10 lanes plus shoulders, it becomes more expensive than building 
two bridges side-by-side. 4) Constructing the SR 2 and I-90 interchange as a service interchange was considered early on 
and eliminated due to operations.  5) This project did not examine the shoreway or the effects of the port issues on the 
shoreway.  6) The use of a SPUI was considered as part of planning study and was rejected due to operations. 7) Ramps 
have been designed to meet engineering operational performance needs and design standards, while minimizing impacts to 
surrounding community.  8) The southern alignment may be more beneficial with regards to the Gateway area, but it would 
have more impacts in other areas.  (See FEIS Chapter 4.) 9) A direct connection to Fairfield cannot be done due to the 
elevation difference between Fairfield and the mainline bridge.  The loop ramp is necessary to achieve an acceptable grade 
on the ramp. 10) The remnant is maintained to provide access to remaining properties.  11) Not that would meet design 
standards.  12) Several options were considered for interchanges in the central interchange – using service style, directional 
style, etc.  The proposed configuration is the only one that meets operational needs.  AM peak volumes for 9th and Ontario are 
too high to serve on one ramp.  Ontario and East 9th Street corridors service different quadrants of the City.  13) Not that 
would meet design standards.  14) With the other changes made to central interchange, it is not possible to maintain this 
connection.  15) Ramps are as close as possible while still meeting design standards.  16) The cut off ramps provide more 
directional access to the light industrial and distribution properties north of Superior, similar to the existing condition.  17) Yes, 
this is a weave, but it functions at an acceptable level.  18) Each of the exits from NB I-77 service a different travel shed of the 
Cleveland CBD.  Woodland cannot extend to 14th and 9th due to conflicts with several of the proposed ramps. 

David Furyes This is an opportunity to make an architectural statement with a landmark bridge. ODOT is committed to working with an aesthetics committee to focus on the appearance of the structure and the corridor.  
Further discussion is provided in FEIS Section 2.5.6. 

Paul Gluck Supports the plan as proposed. Comment noted. 

Rick Greiner Closing Carnegie and Prospect ramps will hurt businesses.  They rely on easy access from the freeway.  East 22nd and 
Chester are difficult due to traffic and signals. 

A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2. 

Michael Hirz Concerned with design aesthetics: that two bridges do not match, that varying design elements for noise barriers and 
bridge colors have no consistency.  Suggests decking on bridge and irrigation systems for adjacent landscaping. 

ODOT is committed to working with an aesthetics committee to focus on the appearance of the structure and the corridor.  
Further discussion is provided in FEIS Section 2.5.6. 

Franklyn P. Kellogg 1) ODOT should abandon the idea of constructing an additional bridge.  2) Or, the new bridge should be constructed over 
the existing alignment as two-level with eight lanes of traffic, express lanes, a rail system, and bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations.  3) Noise barriers should not be constructed unless requested. 4) Access to Carnegie and Prospect must 
be maintained. 

1) An additional bridge is required to meet the project needs.  See Purpose and Need in DEIS Chapter 2.  2) During the fatal 
flaw analysis of the definition of Conceptual Alternatives in the Cleveland Innerbelt Planning Study, ODOT considered double-
decking of the Central Viaduct. It was assumed that the lower deck of the double decked bridge would need to be 130 feet 
over the river (100 foot shipping clearance and 30 foot allowance for the possibility of under deck truss). This would result in 
the riding surface of the upper deck being approximately 155-160 feet over the river. In order to be viable, the traffic traveling 
on that upper deck would need to access the Abbey Avenue/West 14th Street interchange on the west and the Ontario Street 
ramps on the east end of the bridge. This is not possible with the elevation of the upper deck. As such, the double deck 
concept did not survive the fatal flaw analysis and was not pursued further.   3) Before noise barriers are constructed, ODOT 
considers the views of affected property owners. See DEIS Section 4.1.13.  4) A discussion of access issues is included in 
DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2. 

Dennis J. Kucinich, U.S. 
House of Representatives 

1) ODOT should resolve the matter of purchase for Cleveland Cold Storage immediately. 2) Another alternative should be 
considered that doesn't close off access in the Trench, such as the one presented by the Cuyahoga County Planning 
Commission. 3) I would support repaving the Trench with no structural changes. 4) To improve safety along the Trench, the 
speed limit could be lowered. 

1) The Cold Storage Building has been appraised and an offer will be made in the summer of 2009.  2) A discussion of access 
issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2.  No option from the Planning Commission was provided 
during the comment period.  Earlier suggestions were evaluated and found to have unacceptable impacts on the Tremont 
National Register Historic District. 3) Repaving the Trench without adding additional lanes or changing access would not meet 
the project’s purpose and need.  See DEIS Chapter 2.  4) The average operating speed within the Trench during peak periods 
is less than the allowable legal speed.  Reducing the legal speed will have no discernable effect on safety conditions within 
this area. 
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Table 1a: Summary of Public Comments - Written 

Responses/References Name or Organization Comments 
Robert Lash 1) Eliminating Carnegie access, and forcing everyone to use Chester, will result in enormous back-ups at the exit and on 

the north-south city streets. 2) People who work, visit and live here do not see the safety issues to justify changing access. 
1) A discussion of access issues is included in FEIS Section 2.5.2. 2) Safety issues are discussed in the Purpose and Need 
DEIS Chapter 2. 

Chris Lebiedz Proposes new plan: Route I-90 along new Opportunity Corridor. Eliminate bridge over Cuyahoga River. End I-71/I-90 into 
the downtown.  Strategic ramps to service Steelyard Commons/Tremont. Extend East 9th to new Opportunity Corridor.  
End I-77 at Opportunity Corridor. Make all other routes local traffic only, since through traffic would be on new bypass.  
Build RTA light rail lines and park-n-rides at Steelyard Commons to reduce number of cars coming into downtown. 

Conceptual alternative solutions, representing a wide range of ideas for transportation improvements, were developed and 
evaluated as part of the planning phase.  This work is documented in the Strategic Plan.  (See DEIS Appendix C.) 

Lee Requested geotechnical information at hearing.  Response sent 5/14/2009: Geotechnical reports placed on ftp site and link provided to the requesting party. 

Brandi M. Leslie Closing Carnegie and Prospect ramps will hurt MidTown corridor.  Depends on these ramps for quick and easy access. 
Closure will cause lost time due to further travel. 

A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2. 

Peter Mac Ewan, 
Cuyahoga Community 
College 

1) Closer proximity of freeway will result in visual, noise and vibration impacts on Tri-C's headquarters. 2) Tri-C's 
headquarters will lose 50 percent of its parking, which is used for staff but also for income from special events. 3) 
Concerned with temporary construction impacts, including loss of parking, noise and vibration. 4) Tri-C would like to work 
with ODOT to develop mitigation strategies. 5) The DEIS did not adequate address secondary impacts to traffic patterns. 6) 
Draft AMS was not available in the DEIS or on the project website. 7) E. 9th Street south of Carnegie is restricted to one 
lane, which would cause E. 9th to be severely congested after special events. 8) Increased traffic volumes on E. 30th will 
make Tri-C campus less pedestrian friendly. 9) Bottleneck conditions currently exist on E. 30th between Community 
College Blvd and Carnegie.  Widening of this segment could mitigate future congestion on E. 30th and improve connections 
between Tri-C and the community. 10) Elimination of Orange connector to Woodland will affect truck movements to food 
terminals and other businesses.  11) GCRTA and ODOT should move 34th St station to E 30th Street and enhance 
pedestrian and bus connections to the station as part of the traffic impact mitigation strategy. 12) Tri-C's Center for Creative 
Arts building is being constructed facing Woodland Ave and I-77.  The major retaining wall proposed across from this 
location should include public art.  13) Concerned about ability of local roadway system to respond to peak and special 
event traffic. 

 1) Noise and vibration study provided by Tri-C’s consultant indicates no vibration impacts, no outdoor uses for which exterior 
noise is a concern, and indoor noise levels that exceed FHWA’s criterion of 51 decibels. A review of this study by ODOT’s 
Office of Environmental Services indicates that the predicted interior noise levels for Tri-C based upon building and window 
type is 43 decibels, which is below the criterion.  (See OES Interoffice Communication in Appendix F.) 2) Parking issues will 
be examined during detailed design and during the right-of-way acquisition process. 3) Temporary uses of property will be 
determined during the right-of-way acquisition process.  Noise and vibration during construction are discussed in DEIS 
Section 4.1.13 and 4.1.14.   4) ODOT will work with Tri-C during design and right-of-way acquisition. 5) In DEIS Section 4.4, it 
is noted that secondary traffic impacts are evaluated within the overall traffic analysis for the project.  No substantial impacts 
to the local street system are anticipated. 6) Draft AMS was available upon request from ODOT District 12.  AMS is included 
in FEIS Appendix G. 7) The project is designed for average day peak periods, not special event traffic. 8) Signalized 
pedestrian crosswalks exist on E. 30th Street. Traffic volumes on E. 30th Street are similar to other city streets with heavy 
pedestrian volumes.  There are no proposed changes to sidewalks or the character of the roadway in this area; therefore, no 
substantial changes to the pedestrian experience are anticipated. 9) Traffic analyses indicate that local streets affected by the 
project operate as good as or better than existing. The noted location on E. 30th Street is outside the impact area of the 
project.  10) The direct connection between EB Orange and EB Woodland has been eliminated and drivers will turn left onto 
E. 30th St. and then right on Woodland.  Similarly, the WB Woodland to WB Orange connection has been eliminated.  The 
first change allows for improvements in operation of the exit ramp from NB I-77 to Woodland.  The second change allows for 
improvements to the operation of the exit ramp from NB I-77 to East 9th St. 11) GCRTA has considered requests to move the 
E. 34th Street Station to E. 30th Street.  Coordination with GCRTA indicates that any action on this issue is several years away.  
12) ODOT will work with an aesthetic committee as appropriate regarding such issues. 13) The project is designed to address 
peak hour traffic. 

Deane Malaker The southern alternative is not acceptable to Tremont. Comment noted.  Northern Alignment is the preferred alternative. 

Meagan S. Mauter DEIS insufficiently addresses the impacts of the project on stormwater quality. 2) DEIS fails to investigate alternatives for 
stormwater management or mitigation for water quality impacts due to stormwater runoff. 3) DEIS misrepresents or fails to 
document the extensive debate that has occurred during the project development process regarding stormwater issues.4) 
ODOT and FHWA should enter the process of third party environmental mediation for the project. 5) Environmental 
commitments should include assessment of existing water quality conditions of Lake Erie and Cuyahoga River, determine 
likely Innerbelt stormwater quality characteristics, development of stormwater management alternatives, cost-benefit 
analysis of stormwater treatment options, and commitment to on-going research to develop improved stormwater BMPs 
that address specific water quality issues of Innerbelt runoff. 

Stormwater issues are further discussion in FEIS Section 2.5.1. The public record regarding stormwater is supplemented in 
FEIS Section 2.5.1 and FEIS Appendix D. 



CUY-90-Innerbelt 

ODOT PID No 77510 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

7 

Table 1a: Summary of Public Comments - Written 

Responses/References Name or Organization Comments 
Michael J. May, Maingate 
Business Development 
Corporation 

1) Elimination of entrance ramps from E. 9th and Ontario/Broadway to I-77 southbound will create traffic bottlenecks along 
eastbound Orange Ave. and on northbound and southbound 30th St. 2) Orange Street has insufficient capacity.  ODOT 
should consider the possibility of widening eastbound Orange Ave. 3) ODOT should consider double left-turn lanes for 
Orange Ave onto northbound E. 30th St. and double left-turns for southbound E. 30th St. onto the I-77 South entrance 
ramp. 4) The elimination of the Orange Ave eastbound underpass connector to Woodland Ave will affect all truck 
movements to the distribution businesses in Maingate and beyond and result in severe congestion. 5) Recommend that a 
wider turning radius be provided at the southeast corner of E. 30th and Woodland to accommodate trucks. 6) Elimination of 
Orange-Woodland underpass connector combined with elimination of downtown I-77 entrance ramps will create congestion 
and safety problems at the confluence of Orange, E. 30th, and the I-77 south entrance ramp. 7) Elimination of I-90 east to 
Broadway exit ramp creates truck safety concerns due to severe angle of 9th St. south exit ramp and blind approach to 9th 
St, creating a conflict between exiting vehicles and southbound E. 9th traffic, particularly trucks turning left at Orange Ave. 
8) There is insufficient capacity on E. 9th St. southbound.  9) ODOT and GCRTA should move the E. 34th St. station to E. 
30th and Broadway and enhance pedestrian and bus connections between Maingate and the new station.  10) DEIS fails to 
address secondary and cumulative impacts of access modifications on Orange Ave and E. 30th.  11) Draft AMS referenced 
in DEIS was not included in DEIS and not located on the website.  12) Traffic modeling should be provided to demonstrate 
how these routes will perform under increased traffic volumes due to relocated entrance and exit ramps. 13) Local road 
improvements/changes should also include enhancements to improve urban design aesthetics and the pedestrian realm. 

1) 2) 3) 6) 8) 12) Where necessary, improvements to local streets are included within the project.  Traffic analyses indicate 
that affected local roadways will operate as good as or better than the no build condition.  See AMS in Appendix G.  4) The 
direct connection between EB Orange and EB Woodland has been eliminated and drivers will turn left onto E. 30th St. and 
then right on Woodland.  Similarly, the WB Woodland to WB Orange connection has been eliminated.  The first change allows 
for improvements in operation of the exit ramp from NB I-77 to Woodland.  The second change allows for improvements to the 
operation of the exit ramp from NB I-77 to East 9th St. 5) Intersections will be designed appropriately for trucks. 7) It has been 
confirmed that the safety, operation, stopping sight distance, and intersection storage length associated with this ramp meet 
current design standards. See DEIS Section 3.4.2.3. 9) GCRTA has considered requests to move the E. 34th Street Station to 
E. 30th Street.  Coordination with GCRTA indicates that any action on this issue is several years away. 10) In DEIS Section 
4.4, it is noted that secondary traffic impacts are evaluated within the overall traffic analysis for the project.  No substantial 
impacts to the local street system are anticipated. 11) Draft AMS was available upon request from ODOT District 12.  AMS is 
included in FEIS Appendix G. 13) ODOT is committed to working with an aesthetics committee to focus on the appearance of 
the corridor.  Further discussion is provided in FEIS Section 2.5.6. 

Caroline McClennan Closure of Carnegie exit would be detrimental to revival of Cleveland's downtown. A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2. 

Alec McClennan 1) Little consideration is being paid to how the road affects the city and neighborhoods. ODOT should work with city 
planners to reach a compromise that is good for Cleveland. 2) Bike lanes would be great. 3) Access to city roads is crucial. 

1) A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2. 2) Bicycle issues are discussed in 
DEIS Section 4.2.10 and further in FEIS Section 2.5.5. 

Jim McClurg New span should be placed as close as possible to the original span in order to reduce the overall footprint. The location of the new span is controlled by several factors, such as maintenance of traffic and constructability.  The new 
span is located as close to the original span as possible given these issues. 

Neil Mohney and K.C. 
Yasmer 

Forest City Enterprises presented a southern alignment alternative concept for the Central Interchange at Ontario and 9th 
Street interchanges. 

Several southern alignment options were evaluated during project development. (See CAS Chapter 6.) No additional options 
other than the southern alignment as shown were found that would meet operational needs without extensive impacts. 

Lynn Murray and Glenn 
Murray 

1) Underpasses at Kenilworth, Fairfield and Abbey are litter strewn, graffiti tagged, ill maintained, dark and dusty.  (Photos 
provided.) They need to be safe and inviting for pedestrians and bicyclists, including lighting and art. 2) The underpass at 
Abbey is unfenced, unpaved, and poorly lit, and experiences illegal dumping.  The area should be fenced, paved, have 
lighting and art (photos of lighting examples provided), and be used as covered parking for neighborhood events and as a 
trailhead for the Towpath Trail. 2a) A separate multi-purpose trail should be provided in the public right-of-way at the 
underpass. 3) University Road between West 11th and Scranton Road should remain open.  This will allow for 
redevelopment and lessen congestion on surface streets caused by on/off ramp location at Fairfield. 4) ODOT must 
implement a maintenance plan to monitor and remove graffiti, stop illegal dumping, and maintain the underpasses.  5) 
ODOT must expedite the purchase and demolition of the derelict Cold Storage Building. 6) The project will place traffic 
closer to homes and churches in Tremont.  The visual, noise, vibration, and lighting impacts must be fully identified and 
appropriate mitigating measures presented in the FEIS. 7) Shielded lighting should be mounted at lower heights to 
minimize light pollution and spillover.  8) Sound barriers must be high quality and aesthetically appealing, especially on the 
neighborhood side. 9) The bridge must accommodate pedestrian/bike paths linking downtown to Tremont.  This could be 
accomplished on the existing 8-lane bridge when it is converted to 5 lanes eastbound.  10) Impacts of ramp modifications to 
the Greek Orthodox Church and Tremont must be fully identified and mitigation presented in the FEIS.  11) The alignment 
of the exit ramp to Abbey from I-90 WB should be configured to maximize development of property along Abbey Ave and 
W. 15th St.  12) The local street network, including Train Ave., must remain intact. 13) The project should enhance the 
visual quality and create a signature gateway, including bridges, retaining walls, landscaping, and infrastructure lighting.  
14) Impacts of stormwater runoff must be identified and mitigation measures included in the FEIS. 

1) 2) and 4) ODOT’s maintenance forces periodically address issues such as litter, graffiti, and brush removal as part of the 
County Work Plan.  ODOT addresses complaints about maintenance of right-of-way on a case-by-case basis.  Citizens may 
submit concerns to ODOT District 12 Highway Management Administrator.  ODOT has committed to working with local 
Community Development Corporations regarding such issues during the final design process.  This specific comment will be 
forwarded to the appropriate party for follow-up. 2a) The Towpath Trail is proposed to provide connectivity under the Central 
Viaduct. 3) In order to improve stability of the west bank of the Cuyahoga River, the project includes unloading of the slope.  
When this is implemented, the grade difference will not allow for continuation of University Road in this area. 5) The Cold 
Storage Building has been appraised and an offer will be made in the summer of 2009. 6) Visual, noise, and vibration impacts 
were evaluated and disclosed in the DEIS. See DEIS Sections 4.1.13, 4.1.14, and 4.2.1.  7) Lighting issues will be addressed 
during detailed design and will take into consideration spillover into residential areas. 8) Per ODOT noise policy, affected 
residents will be afforded the opportunity to determine whether the proposed noise walls are constructed and provide input on 
the appearance on the neighborhood side. 9) Bike lanes cannot be accommodated on the existing bridge.  It is anticipated 
that the existing bridge will be removed and replaced following completion of the new westbound bridge.  The same factors 
that eliminate consideration of bike lanes on the new westbound bridge apply to the new eastbound bridge. See DEIS Section 
4.2.10. 10) Impacts of the project adjacent to Tremont are illustrated and discussed in the DEIS.  See discussion in Section 
4.2.11. 11) The exit ramp from I-90 Westbound to Fairfield/Abbey is controlled by the grade difference between the mainline 
bridge and Abbey Avenue. 12) Train Avenue intersects with Fairfield Avenue and Scranton Road just to the southwest of 
where the proposed Abbey Avenue loop ramp will be. The project makes no changes to the intersection. Since we are 
proposing to build the Abbey Avenue loop ramp on retaining wall and maintain Fairfield Avenue, this connection will be 
preserved.  13) See additional discussion of aesthetics in FEIS Section 2.5.6 14) Stormwater issues are further discussion in 
FEIS Section 2.5.1. 
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Table 1a: Summary of Public Comments - Written 

Responses/References Name or Organization Comments 
Glenn Murray Do not close University Road between West 14th and Scranton.  It provides important access for Tremont residents.  In order to improve stability of the west bank of the Cuyahoga River, the project includes unloading of the slope.  When this is 

implemented, the grade difference will not allow for continuation of University Road in this area. 
Dan Neubert 1) Eliminating the Carnegie and Prospect exits will cause massive back-ups. 2) Design will have economic impact on 

businesses in the area. 3) Projections that Chester exit can handle traffic volumes are inaccurate. 
A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2. 

Betsy Nosse Will Travelers Custom Case building be impacted? Response sent 4/6/2009: The improvements to the East 14th St. intersection with Carnegie Ave. will be designed to avoid the 
existing Travelers Custom Case building (2261 East. 14th St.) 

Stephen M. O'Bryan 1) When was Access Modification Study submitted to FHWA? Has it been approved?  Is it available for public review?  2) 
When was the DEIS submitted for review and approval?  When was it available to the public?  Was the original AMS 
submitted in February 2007?  Was that available to the public, or was the March 2009 version the first available one? 

1) Response sent 5/11/2009: FHWA is expected to complete review of the AMS by end of May 2009.  It is available for public 
review upon request.  2) Response sent 5/14/2009: DEIS was submitted to FHWA for review on August 29, 2007.  The DEIS 
was approved by FHWA on March 3, 2009.  The approved DEIS was made available to the public on March 20, 2009.  The 
draft AMS was submitted to FHWA for review on February 7, 2007.  The final AMS was submitted to FHWA on March 2, 
2009, at which time it was also made available to the public. 

Arlene Olson Project should take into account effect on businesses of lack of accessibility during construction.  Euclid Corridor project 
resulted in businesses going out of business due to lack of access.  Should allow for business relocation or compensation.   

Maintenance of traffic, including public communication plans, is discussed in DEIS Section 4.3.1.  The nature of the work for 
the Cleveland Innerbelt project is different from the Euclid Corridor.  Access to business during construction will be indirectly 
affected, rather than parking and walk-up access problems as were experienced on Euclid Avenue.  ODOT will work with 
CDCs to get information to businesses about construction activities. 

Patrick Paoletta Objects to removal of I-90 eastbound exit to Carnegie, as this exit connects to University Circle and Heights area.  
Alternative at E. 22nd would require going through two additional lights to get to Carnegie and add hours of commute time 
annually.  Suggests eliminating E. 22nd Street instead, since it is less traveled.   

A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2. 

Frank H. Porter, Jr. Objects to design of Midtown Connector.  Concerns with impacts of project to business: impacts to parking, change in 
internal traffic flow, fire lane and emergency egress altered, difficulty in exiting property when traffic light is installed at 
Carnegie/Midtown Connector.  Suggests moving connector closer to I-90 to reduce impacts and terminating it at Carnegie 
instead of Cedar. 

 Impacts to property and parking will be refined during detailed design and resolved through the right-of-way acquisition 
process.  The Midtown Connector as proposed is as close to I-90 as possible while meeting design standards.  The connector 
cannot be terminated at Carnegie, as connection to Cedar Avenue is needed to maintain access (including continuation of bus 
routes) to large low income housing complex on Cedar. 

Greg Puntel Elimination of ramps through the Trench will result in negative economic effects on businesses greater than any gain.  
Businesses depend on customers being able to access and rely on drive by traffic for visibility. 

A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2. 

Wayne T. Puntel 1) The project will be a disaster for retail business on Carnegie. 2) Carnegie exits are needed for access to University 
Circle/clinic area. 

A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2. 

Audre Puskorius The Central Interchange is a large area with no unique architectural details or pedestrian-friendly green space.  Elements 
should be added to connect the north (Progressive Field) and the south (Post Office and Tri-C). Should get input from 
artists and educators. 

ODOT is committed to working with an aesthetics committee to focus on the appearance of the corridor.  Further discussion is 
provided in FEIS Section 2.5.6. 

Michael Resch 1) Eliminating access ramps in the Trench will kill business, cause people to burn more gas and slow down.  2) No need to 
change the Trench as other areas (Deadman's Curve to I-271) are more dangerous. 

A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2. 

Marilyn P. Rhein Two bridges would be a waste of money.  Should build one bridge large enough and demolish the old bridge. A bridge of this size width and length is less expensive to construct as two bridges compared to a single bridge. 
Garry Risner Create no bottlenecks in the flow of traffic. Operational analyses indicate that the freeway, ramps, and local streets will function acceptably.  See Access Modification 

Study in Appendix G. 
Craig Rommel In order to reduce salt usage, ODOT should invest in a self contained steam deck heating system rather than waste the 

funds on appearance features. 
ODOT has not identified an economical deck heating system for a bridge of this size. 

Daniel Rothenfeld Two suggestions for design ideas for a signature bridge: an elevated park by planting the outer shoulder lane with 
vegetation; or an observation tower at the center point. 

ODOT is committed to working with an aesthetics committee to focus on the appearance of the structure and the corridor.  
Further discussion is provided in FEIS Section 2.5.6. 

Terri Burgess Sandu Construction of the project will bring much-needed jobs to Clevelanders. Comment noted. 

Charles Scaravelli Need access to go east from Ontario. There is currently no access to or from past Prospect Ave.  This condition will remain.  Please note that traffic from the west (I-
90), southwest (I-71) and south (SR 176) all enter the CBD via the Innerbelt bridge, thus all of the entrances and exits south of 
Carnegie are oriented to the west.  Traffic from the east (I-90) enters the CBD via SR 2 (E 9th and W. 3rd) or the Innerbelt 
Trench (Superior, Chester, Prospect).  The system, existing and proposed, is designed so that access is to the CBD globally 
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Responses/References Name or Organization Comments 
and not to a specific location within the CBD. 

Harvey J. Schach Hilton Garden Inn needs a left turn on Carnegie to enter the main entrance to hotel parking.  Plans show a median island 
on Carnegie. 

 The “median” shown in the drawings is a painted channelizing island.  Left-turns will not be prohibited. 

Jay Schach 1) On Carnegie between E 14th and E 9th, there should be no physical barriers that would prevent traffic from turning left at 
E. 13th Street or into the main entry to the Hilton Garden Inn. 2) Concerns over four eastbound lanes and two westbound 
lanes on Carnegie, due to traffic having to cross four lanes of traffic to turn left into businesses on the south side of 
Carnegie.  Would prefer three lanes each way with a center turn lane. 

1) There is no physical barrier in this location.  The “median” is a painted channelizing island. 2) Traffic volumes in the area 
require the proposed four eastbound and two westbound lanes. 

Michele L. Slotta Requested details regarding how the property and business (Tempcraft) will be impacted. Response sent 5/20/2009: It is anticipated that ODOT will eventually need to acquire right-of-way near the northwest corner of 
the parking lot when South Marginal Road and E. 38th St. are under construction.  ODOT will work with Tempcraft and the 
City of Cleveland to determine the best way to handle access to the loading dock along East 38th.  Cleveland has 
successfully managed similar situations. 

Ricky D. Smith, Cleveland 
Airport System 

 Summary of primary issues: 1) The project as proposed would have property impacts on Burke Lakefront Airport.  The 
DEIS does not disclose how the airport will be compensated for these impacts. 2) The impacted property is important to the 
airport for future development as a revenue stream.  The project will impact the viability of the remaining property for this 
purpose. 3) The project will be very close to the aircraft hold pad.  The DEIS did not disclose the effect on airport operations 
or commit to design and funding of the blast fence that would be required. The blast fence should be included as mitigation. 
4) A proposed realignment was discussed in 2008 that would provide for a trade-off of land, which was not disclosed in the 
DEIS.  The airport would prefer this option. 5) The DEIS does not disclose that an FAA land release would be required. 6) 
Airport Access Road is not a public local road, as implied in the DEIS Table 4-39. 7) FAA response to coordination was not 
included in Appendix E. 8) Intent of this portion of the project needs to be clarified, as to the realignment of North Marginal 
Road and extent of impacts on BKL.  9) DEIS should disclose that the project is not consistent with the BKL Master Plan. 

 For a discussion of airport concerns and issues, please refer to FEIS Section 2.5.7. 

Rick Stunek 1) Project completely eliminates access to downtown from the south if people have to exit at 30th Street. 2) This will have a 
negative economic impact on the area. 3) Does ODOT consider anything besides traffic flow? 4) Who or what is the 
impetus behind the project? 

 1) 2) Access is provided to E. 14th, Ontario, Orange, and East 22nd, in addition to 30th Street.  See DEIS Table 4-14. 
Directional signing will direct motorists to these available connections. 3) The Purpose and Need (DEIS Chapter 2) and 
discussion of issues associated with development of the alternatives (CAS and DEIS Chapter 3) illustrates the range of issues 
that are considered, in addition to traffic flow. 4) The impetus behind the project is described in the Purpose and Need (DEIS 
Chapter 2).  The most pressing issues are the deteriorating condition of bridges and pavements, congestion and safety 
issues. 

Scott Sweress My design idea is a treble clef and bass clef for the front and back of the bridge to denote music for the Rock-n-Roll Hall of 
Fame. 

ODOT is committed to working with an aesthetics committee to focus on the appearance of the structure and the corridor.  
Further discussion is provided in FEIS Section 2.5.6. 

Nellie Ruby Taylor My design idea is a treble clef and bass clef for the front and back of the bridge to denote music for the Rock-n-Roll Hall of 
Fame. 

ODOT is committed to working with an aesthetics committee to focus on the appearance of the structure and the corridor.  
Further discussion is provided in FEIS Section 2.5.6. 

Jason Therrien Closing the Prospect and Carnegie exits would have devastating economic consequences on businesses in the area that 
rely on the traffic that passes or use the exits for deliveries, client and employee routing. 

A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2. 

Jerry Sue Thorton, Ph.D., 
Cuyahoga Community 
College 

1) Closer proximity of freeway will result in visual, noise and vibration impacts on Tri-C's headquarters. 2) Tri-C's 
headquarters will lose 50 percent of its parking, which is used for staff but also for income from special events. 3) 
Concerned with temporary construction impacts, including loss of parking, noise and vibration. 4) Tri-C would like to work 
with ODOT to develop mitigation strategies. 

1) Visual, noise and vibration impacts were discussed in the DEIS.  No substantial impacts were found in this area.  The noise 
and vibration study provided by Tri-C’s consultant indicates no vibration impacts, no outdoor uses for which exterior noise is a 
concern, and indoor noise levels that exceed FHWA’s criterion of 51 decibels. A review of this study by ODOT’s Office of 
Environmental Services indicates that the predicted interior noise levels for Tri-C based upon building and window type is 43 
decibels, which is below the criterion.  (See OES Interoffice Communication in Appendix F.) 2) Parking issues will be 
examined during detailed design and right-of-way process. 3) There will be no loss of parking during construction that is not 
addressed during the right-of-way acquisition phase.  Noise and vibration during construction are discussed in DEIS Section 
4.1.13 and 4.1.14.   4) ODOT will work with Tri-C during design and right-of-way acquisition. 

Tony Cleveland needs a bridge that will put the city back on the map. ODOT is committed to working with an aesthetics committee to focus on the appearance of the structure and the corridor.  
Further discussion is provided in FEIS Section 2.5.6. 
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Jerome R. Valco 1) The project will have a negative impact to the Ohio Educational Credit Union building with loss of 22 of the 58 rear 

parking spaces.  Loss of parking was not addressed in the DEIS.  2) There would also be noise and vibration impacts on 
the building. 

 1) Parking issues will be addressed during final design and right-of-way acquisition. 2) Noise and vibration impacts were 
assessed in the DEIS Section 4.1.13 and 4.1.14.  No impacts are predicted in this area. 

R. Van Petten Suggested changes related to Carnegie Access: From I-90 eastbound, create a ramp from the spur and bring it up to grade 
to exit to Carnegie near location of existing access. "Beef up" proposed exits to ease access from Carnegie to the innerbelt. 
Consider eliminating loop ramp from Chester to I-90 and create an exit from I-90 westbound past Prospect to grade near 
Carnegie and strengthen Midtown Connector on the west side as a collector.  Extend the Midtown connector east side to 
Carnegie and find a place to drop it down to the Innerbelt near the Chester Ave underpass. 

This suggested option was evaluated and found to function acceptably; however, it would have impacts to the Cuyahoga 
County Juvenile Justice Center, which is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.  Intersections are already being 
designed to operate at LOS D or better.  Cannot eliminate the Chester loop ramp as it has an extremely high traffic volume – 
1360 using ramp in PM peak.  Ramp connections to Carnegie were examine during planning phases – Midtown connector is 
result of the work done to provide access from interstate to Euclid Prospect and Carnegie corridors via the Chester 
interchange.  No place to add another connection to freeway. 

Istvan van Vianen Submitted suggested designs (in form of sketches) for a signature bridge. ODOT is committed to working with an aesthetics committee to focus on the appearance of the structure and the corridor.  
Further discussion is provided in FEIS Section 2.5.6. 

Bonita Vargo 1) Unfortunate to close the Carnegie exit that provides direct access to the Cleveland Clinic and University Circle 
neighborhoods. 2) Incorporate bicycle lanes in the bridge design. 

1) A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2.  2) Bicycle and pedestrian issues are 
discussed in DEIS Section 4.2.10 and FEIS Section 2.5.5. 

Andy Vidra Submitted TRANSWAC comments through e-mail/web submission.  See TRANSWAC comments below. See TRANSWAC comments below. 

Dick Warren 1) Closure of Carnegie Avenue access ramp would impact businesses, health care organizations, and eastern suburbs. 2) 
Safety was cited as need for ramp closure, but has never seen an accident at the ramp in 26 years. 

1) A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2.  2) The section of I-90 from I-77 to 
Payne Avenue, eastbound and westbound, is consistently ranked among the highest crash locations in the state.  The 
accident rate within this area is more than two times the statewide average rate for similar facilities.  (See DEIS Section 2.2.3.)   

Kurt C. Weaver Would prefer that Cedar not be cut off. Cedar is being realigned to intersection with Carnegie east of the E. 22nd Street to eliminate the 5-legged intersection that 
exists at Cedar/Carnegie/E. 22nd.  Traffic volumes at this location require a less complicated intersection in order to function 
acceptably. 

Christopher Weigand The new bridge is a once in a lifetime opportunity to leave a mark.  It should be aesthetically pleasing.  Suggestion: large 
sculptures or large steel arches to tie into Cleveland's past. 

ODOT is committed to working with an aesthetics committee to focus on the appearance of the structure and the corridor.  
Further discussion is provided in FEIS Section 2.5.6. 

Rev. Will 1) The Innerbelt bridge needs to be worked on right now. 2) Put people to work, as many bridge companies are going 
under. 

1) Current work is scheduled for maintenance of the Innerbelt bridge until such time as it can be replaced. 2) Comment noted. 

Charles Wilson 1) The I-71 "metro curve" is most important.  Too much money is spent reducing afternoon congestion when surveys show 
that morning time is valued higher. 2) Need to look again at completing the I-71 to I-90 to Shoreway route as many of the 
impacted homes may already be lost to foreclosure. 3) Should consider rush hour directional lanes instead of building 10 
lanes. 4) Suggestion: Bring the E. 9th on-ramp from north of Carnegie (bridge over) to bypass the stoplight which is the 
worst loss of time downtown. 

 1) The Purpose and Need, as related to traffic flow, is intended to address the AM and PM peak conditions. 2) The old 
concept for the Innerbelt from the 1960’s followed this suggested route.  ODOT currently has no plans to evaluate this 
alignment, as the impacts would be extensive beyond just the housing areas. 3) On the river crossing bridges in the PM peak, 
there are 7,872 vehicles westbound and 5,173 eastbound.  With these levels, it is not possible to use reversible lanes.  All 
lanes are needed for both directions. 4) A fly-over option was considered and eliminated.  See DEIS Page 3-15. 

Charles Wilson Design suggestion: Use the southern alignment splitting shortly after crossing the river.  Have a group of three exit lanes 
(Ontario, E. 9th, E14th) bending right and sweeping back west (counterclockwise instead of clockwise as currently shown).  
This would allow for adding an additional ramp to provide relief to south half of downtown. 

Various configuration of a southern alignment were evaluated during project development.  None of these were found to 
operate acceptably without extensive impacts.   
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Table 1a: Summary of Public Comments - Written 

Responses/References Name or Organization Comments 
Jason Worcester 1) ODOT and GCRTA should coordinate an effort for commuter traffic relief. 2) The Cleveland and Lorain commuter train 

should be implemented. 3) Carnegie and Prospect Avenue ramps should be kept open. 4) The bridge should be rebuilt 
within the existing right-of-way. 5) The bridge should accommodate all modes of travel -- car, rail, pedestrian and bicycle. 6) 
The bridge should be double or triple level.  
 

1) Three existing park-n-ride lots are being expanded by 150 to 220 spaces to assist GCRTA in serving commuter traffic in the 
corridor.  These are located in North Olmsted, Strongsville, and Westlake.  2) The Lorain - Cleveland commuter rail concept 
was studied by NOACA about ten years ago. The study's conclusions revealed several challenges, including identification of 
start-up capital funding, provision for operations funding, and finding a multi county operator.  Local opposition prevented any 
further progress at that time. Currently a coalition of Lorain and western Cuyahoga public and private partners is again looking 
at this commuter route.  Lorain County has received a federal earmark of almost $350,000 to perform an FTA Alternatives 
Analysis. Local matching funds are being sought.  Completion of the Analysis and resolution of the aforementioned issues 
remain before implementation of any commuter rail service could begin.  3) A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS 
Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2.  4) The needed lanes cannot be constructed entirely inside existing right-of-way. 5) A 
discussion of bicycle and pedestrian access to the bridge is included in DEIS Section 4.2.10 and further discussed in FEIS 
Section 2.5.5. 6) During the fatal flaw analysis of the definition of Conceptual Alternatives in the Cleveland Innerbelt Planning 
Study, ODOT considered double-decking of the Central Viaduct. It was assumed that the lower deck of the double decked 
bridge would need to be 130 feet over the river (100 foot shipping clearance and 30 foot allowance for the possibility of under 
deck truss). This would result in the riding surface of the upper deck being approximately 155-160 feet over the river. In order 
to be viable, the traffic traveling on that upper deck would need to access the Abbey Avenue/West 14th Street interchange on 
the west and the Ontario Street ramps on the east end of the bridge. This is not possible with the elevation of the upper deck. 
As such, the double deck concept did not survive the fatal flaw analysis and was not pursued further.   

Kenny Yuko, 
Representative, Ohio 7th 
House District 

Concerns with the bridge being close to historic Western Reserve Fire Museum.  Negative impacts to access, parking, and 
general enjoyment of the exterior of the historic resource.  Requests that alignment be moved as far to the south as 
possible, away from the museum. 

As noted in DEIS, access for buses and equipment has been evaluated and found to function.  Parking will be addressed 
during detailed design and right-of-way process. 

John A. Zangerle,  
Western Reserve Fire 
Museum  

Concerns with the bridge being too close to historic Western Reserve Fire Museum: access for buses, parking, road noise, 
obstructing views of the south side, restrict ability to maneuver some historic apparatus into the building. 

As noted in DEIS, access for buses and equipment has been evaluated and found to function.  Noise and visual impacts of 
the project were evaluated in the DEIS, Sections 4.1.13 and 4.2.1.   

NOACA 
Transportation/Water 
Quality Advisory Council 
(TRANSWAC) 

1) NOACA provides a series of specific comments regarding stormwater impacts and management options. 2) Public 
record regarding coordination is incomplete.  Summary provided. 

1) Stormwater issues are further discussion in FEIS Section 2.5.1. 2)The public record regarding stormwater is supplemented 
in FEIS Section 2.5.1 and FEIS Appendix D. 

MidTown and Cleveland 
Clinic 

Summary of main issues listed in submission:  1) ODOT did not prepare a “final” economic impact study following 
discussions with citizen groups. 2) The Regional Economic Effects analysis in the EIS is not substantiated.  3) Traffic 
models do not take into account potential future growth in Cleveland Clinic/University Circle area. 4) ODOT did not follow its 
Project Development Process because it did not prepare a separate Assessment of Feasible Alternatives. 5) ODOT failed 
to consider alternatives to elimination of the Carnegie and Prospect ramps and adoption of mitigation measures to address 
the elimination of those ramps is insufficient. 6) ODOT improperly dismissed the Carnegie exit "compromise solution" based 
upon Section 4(f) impacts to the Juvenile Justice Center. 7) The project does not meet the stated Purpose and Need 
regarding local roadway connectivity and access. 8) ODOT should pursue a “minimum build” alternative plus the Carnegie 
ramp, after all other improvements are constructed, or 9) If the “minimum build” plus Carnegie is not selected, the project 
should be segmented to consider the Trench independently. 

1), 2), 3), 5), 6), 7), 8) and 9) Further discussion of the economic impact study and access within the Trench is provided in 
FEIS Section 2.5.2.  4) The Project Development Process is discussed further in FEIS Section 2.5.9. 
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Table 1b: Summary of Public Comments – Verbal 

Responses/References Name Comments 
Howard Maier, 
NOACA 

1) NOACA participated in the process and NOACA is pleased that economic recovery funds would be used for the bridge.  2) Personal 
comment that the bridge is a good opportunity for a statue of Superman. 

1) Comment noted. 2) ODOT is committed to working with an aesthetics committee to focus on the appearance of 
the structure and the corridor.  Further discussion is provided in FEIS Section 2.5.6. 

Mallory Jackson The bridge project is an opportunity to put laborers and tradesmen back to work. Comment noted. 

Ken McGovern The state is threatening one of Midtown's key assets, its accessibility.  ODOT is urged to restudy the Trench design with a specific focus on 
equal or better access to and from Midtown, the Cleveland Clinic and downtown. 

A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2. 

Paul Stanard Sensible to build new structure while maintaining traffic on the existing.  The plan will put people back to work.  It will make the highway safer 
and improve transportation greatly in the Cleveland area. 

Comment noted. 

Brooke Deines The area where the Cold Storage building is going to be demolished should be developed using urban and environmental planning to make 
a green, usable space for the residents of Tremont, rather than the dark dangerous place that it is now.   

ODOT is committed to working with an aesthetics committee to focus on the appearance of the structure and the 
corridor.  Further discussion is provided in FEIS Section 2.5.6. 

Kevin Cronin 1) ODOT is failing to provide for the health and safety of cyclists by denying bicycle and pedestrian access to the bridge. 2) The project is not 
the shovel-ready status called for by the stimulus plan. 3) Cycling on improved bike lanes will be less safe, such as Superior Ave., E.24th, E. 
30th., E. 55th, and cross streets. 4) Project will cause more and heavier truck traffic, which reduces safety. 5) Project will cause more harmful 
diesel emissions, which affects bicycles and pedestrians. 6) Fewer highway exits are going to cause longer, more frequent idling, which has 
health effects. 7) Federal law says that if you're replacing the bridge deck and there is cycling on both sides, then there should be cycling 
access on the bridge.  8) Other bike routes cited by ODOT as alternatives are unsafe. 

Similar to written comments provided by Mr. Cronin.  See above.  Further discussion of bicycle and pedestrian 
issues is provided in FEIS Section 2.5.5. 

Steve Hom 1) Yet to see convincing argument that the existing exits and entrances in the Innerbelt trench are hazardous. 2) The project will increase the 
speeds in the Innerbelt trench.  Will this result in more accidents and more serious accidents?  3) What is the probability that the traffic model 
is incorrect?  What is elimination of access points leads to gridlock on the highway and city streets? 

 1) The section of I-90 from I-77 to Payne Avenue, eastbound and westbound, is consistently ranked among the 
highest crash locations in the state.  The accident rate within this area is more than two times the statewide average 
rate for similar facilities.  (See DEIS Section 2.2.3.)  2) The project has been developed to address the Purpose and 
Need, which includes consideration of safety. 3) See discussion of travel demand model under FEIS Section 2.5.2. 

Mark Leonard 1) If Carnegie ramp is closed, lack of easy highway access will radically affect the neighborhood. 2) Business will be forced to move due to 
economic hardship. 3) Without easy access to Carnegie Avenue, visitors will have a hard time finding the Cleveland Clinic. 

A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2. 

Marty McGann 1) Cleveland Clinic is concerned that the elimination of the east-on-Carnegie exit will create access issues for the clinic and other major 
employers. 2) The Trench should be addressed independently from the bridge project. 3) The data used for the project does not contemplate 
the growing economic importance of health care and has the potential to cause large scale problems on city streets. 

A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2. 

Frank Porter Removing the ramps at Prospect and Carnegie cuts off the flow of funds and traffic and will force businesses to go elsewhere. A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2. 

James Carpenter Closing Prospect Ave exit shuts off one of the major exit ramps for Cleveland State, the athletic complexes that are to the west, and 
businesses to the east.  Shutting exit ramps will impact economic vitality. 

A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2. 

Brooke Willis ODOT should consider neighborhood input on whether or not to install noise walls and what they look like.  Noise walls should not be put up 
at all. 

Per ODOT noise policy, ODOT considers the views of affected residents prior to deciding whether to construct 
proposed noise walls.  Residents are also given input on wall appearance. 

Jim Haviland 1) Elimination of Carnegie ramp will have adverse effect on social and economic development.  Planned growth is going to happen -- without 
access, there will be a negative impact. 2) The Trench segment should be studied separately. 

A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2. 

Eric Smith ODOT needs to get through this environmental phase and get this project built to put people back to work. Comment noted. 

Steve O'Bryan 1) Removing Carnegie and Prospect will destroy economic value. 2) ODOT has proceeded without a recommended and promised economic 
impact study. 3) There is precedent to consider the Trench separately from the EIS.  4) ODOT has not followed NEPA or its own process. 

A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2.  Project Development 
Process issues are further discussed in FEIS Section 2.5.9. 

Nabil Farah Supports the project.  Likes the northern alignment and the reconfiguration of E. 22nd St. Comment noted. 

Don Scipione 1) Eliminating access to Midtown Cleveland will be an enormous burden on the economy. 2) Slow the speed limit in the Trench and keep the 
access as it is. 3) Separate the decision on the bridge from the decision in the Trench. 

1) and 3) A discussion of access issues is included in DEIS Section 4.2.3 and FEIS Section 2.5.2. 2) The current 
average operating speed within the Trench during peak periods is less than the allowable legal speed.  Reducing 
the legal speed would have no discernable effect on safety conditions within this area.  The No Build alternative 
would not address the project’s needs. 

Vicki Wildeman Fully supports the project as it is shown. Comment noted. 

Scott Carpenter 1) The southern alignment is preferable. 2) The Western Reserve Fire Museum is going to be impacted by the bridge being constructed so 
close.  ODOT needs to work with the museum to minimize impacts. 

 1) A comparison of alternatives is provided in FEIS Section 4.0.  2) As noted in DEIS, access for buses and 
equipment has been evaluated and found to function.  
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Table 1c: Summary of Public Comments – Received After Comment Period 

Responses/References Name Comments 
Paul Alsenas, Cuyahoga 
County Planning Commission 

Written comments dated 6/10/2009 expressed support of NOACA’s TRANSWAC comments on behalf of Cuyahoga County Planning 
Commission. 

See discussion of Stormwater, FEIS Section 2.5.1. 

Timothy J. O’Toole, Cleveland 
Division of Fire 

Letter of 7-7-09 in response to Section 106 correspondence. Notes that appropriate clearance is necessary to ensure that equipment can 
access fire department facilities at 312 Carnegie Avenue. 

As noted in DEIS, access for buses and equipment has been evaluated and found to function.   

Dennis J. Kucinich, U.S. House 
of Representatives 

Letter of July 10, 2009 reiterates earlier comments (included in Table 1a) regarding changes to freeway access in the Trench area. See discussion of access in the Trench, FEIS Section 2.5.2. 

Forest City Enterprises Comments and presentation dated June 21, 2009, suggests consideration of an alternative that would be located south of the existing 
Central Viaduct bridge.  In addition, the document questions the redirection of the Carnegie Avenue ramp. 

ODOT held a meeting with Forest City Enterprises on June 30, 2009 to discuss their concerns.  This 
meeting was also attended by representatives of Midtown Cleveland, University Circle, and the 
Cleveland Clinic.  ODOT discussed the reasons for identification of the northern alignment as the 
Preferred Alternative (FEIS Chapter 4) and the basis for the decision regarding the Carnegie Avenue 
ramp (see FEIS Section 2.5.2.) 

“Save Our Access” campaign A number of e-mails were received after the close of the comment period from supporters and visitors to the website of “Save Our Access,” 
organized by individuals and groups opposed to the modifications to access within the Trench area. 

See discussion of access in the Trench, FEIS Section 2.5.2. 
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Table 2: Summary of Agency Comments on DEIS 

Agency Date Status Comments Response 

U.S. Department of Interior, 
Fish and Wildlife Service 

May 18, 2009 Participating Agency Comments provided jointly with USDOI, National Park Service.  See below. N/A 

U.S. Department of Interior, 
National Park Service 

May 18, 2009 
Participating Agency,  

required due to 
Section 4(f) 

Section 4(f) comments: 
• The Department has reviewed the temporary and de minimis use descriptions in the evaluation and concurs with those determinations.  

The OHPO concurrence letters should be included in the Appendix. 

• The Department concurs with FHWA that there are no feasible or prudent alternatives to the proposed alternatives resulting in impacts 
to Section 4(f) properties. 

• Because the measures to minimize harm will need to be negotiated with the OHPO resulting in a programmatic agreement to resolve 
the adverse effect determination, the Department cannot yet concur that all measures to minimize harm have been employed.  The 
Department defers final determination until that agreement is finalized, which should appear in the FEIS. 

Fish and Wildlife comments: 
• It is recommended that the project use best construction techniques to minimize erosion.  All disturbed areas should be mulched and 

revegetated with native plants. 

• The Department strongly recommends that even short-term impacts to Lake Erie and shoreline habitat be avoided and minimized to the 
extent possible.  Erosion and sedimentation control should be a priority concern when addressing stability issues on the west bank of 
the Cuyahoga River. 

Endangered Species comments: 
• FWS concurs that the project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the Indiana bat.  FWS notes other species discussed in 

DEIS and agrees with conclusions. 

• OHPO concurrence letters are included in DEIS Appendix 
E.  

• The Programmatic Agreement was executed on May 20, 
2009.  Specific mitigation measures regarding the three 
impacted historic properties have been developed.  
Additional discussion is provided in FEIS Section 3.1 and in 
FEIS Chapter 5 Final Section 4(f) Evaluation. 

• Erosion and sedimentation control will be established 
through the NPDES permit process and stormwater 
pollution prevention plan developed for the project. 

U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 

May 21, 2009 Participating Agency 

• Recommend that the FEIS examine and discuss green infrastructure alternatives for managing wet weather flows, including features 
like swales, detention ponds, and rain gardens to filter and absorb stormwater.  Stormwater parks should be considered. Noted that 
separating wet weather flows from the combined sewer system will reduce pollutant loadings to the River and Lake due to combined 
sewer overflow discharges. 

• Stormwater discharges will require NPDES permit from OEPA.  The FEIS should include a description of both during and post 
construction stormwater control measures. 

• Disagree with DEIS implication that just because OEPA concedes that contamination of the Cuyahoga River makes its full recovery 
improbable, it is therefore acceptable to consider the pollution load this project contributes to these waters to be negligible. 

• USEPA accepts analysis in DEIS for ozone and particulate matter.  Recommend that FEIS estimate the greenhouse gas emissions 
associated with the project, and conversely how global climate changes might impact this project. 

• Because peak hour traffic congestion is a significant component of the purpose and need, USEPA recommends that some of the 
developing TSM concepts be considered in combination with the build alternatives in the FEIS. 

• Stormwater issues are further discussed in FEIS Section 
2.5.1. 

• Air quality and climate change issues are further discussed 
in FEIS Section 2.5.3. 

• Transportation System Management is further discussed in 
FEIS Section 2.5.4. 
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Agency Date Status Comments Response 

U.S. Coast Guard April 6, 2009 
Cooperating Agency, 

required due to 
Section 9 permit 

• Marine transportation was not discussed in DEIS.  Coordination will be required prior to any construction or removal activities that could 
affect permitted navigational clearances. 

• Coast Guard will require statement from OEPA confirming water quality certification status once a bridge permit application is 
submitted.  

• If the bridge is constructed as a design-build, minimum vertical and horizontal clearances must be identified in the bridge permit and 
adhered to in the final structure. 

• Section 9 permit is needed as discussed in the text, not Section 10 as listed in table. 

• Coast Guard not listed with other agencies at beginning of Appendix E of DEIS, but the coordination was included. 

• Discussion of Marine Transportation included in FEIS 
Section 2.5. 

• ODOT will apply for a Section 9 permit from the U.S. Coast 
Guard and provide OEPA confirmation for water quality 
certification.   

• If the bridge is constructed as design-build, ODOT agrees to 
provide required clearances and document these in the 
permit application. 

• Minor typographical errors and omissions are noted and are 
included on Errata list in FEIS Section 1.0. 

U.S. Department of 
Transportation, Federal 
Aviation Administration 

May 21, 2009 Participating Agency 

• ODOT and Cleveland need to continue their dialog on the feasibility of acquiring land currently owned by the City and dedicated to 
Burke Lakefront Airport.  Any taking of property will require an FAA land release, which requires public notice, a NEPA document, and 
may take several months. 

• As plans are refined, FAA will need to conduct an aeronautical study of the project and proposed changes at Burke Lakefront Airport.  
The changes need to be depicted on the Airport Layout Plan (ALP).  This study will enable FAA to determine if there are any possible 
safety/operational/development concerns with the project.  

• The FEIS should contain meeting minutes of past and future meetings on road modifications near the airport.  Also, FAA recommends 
that the FEIS include a final description of land requirements and mitigation, concurred with by the airport. 

• The FEIS should clearly note that FAA approval will be required for any land transfer of airport property to the State. 

• Notice must be filed for construction near airports, per 14 CFR Part 77.  FAA recommends that notice be filed for the estimated location 
and heights of the Innerbelt curve and the proposed eastbound/westbound bridges.   

• FHWA may want to reference FAA Order 5000.3C”Coordination with the Federal Highway Administration” in the FEIS. 

• Discussion of on-going coordination regarding Burke 
Lakefront Airport is included in FEIS Section 2.5.8.   

• ODOT acknowledges that a land release will be required, 
along with changes to the ALP.   

• Meeting minutes are available in the project file and are not 
included in the appendices. Final description of land 
requirements will not be available until final design.  ODOT 
intends to continue to work with airport to minimize impacts 
during the design process.   

• ODOT acknowledges that notice must be filed for 
construction near airports.   

• Requested reference is provided in FEIS Section 2.5.8. 

Ohio Environmental Protection 
Agency 

April 22, 2009 None 

• No major concerns regarding the project alternatives described. 

• Ecological impacts appear to be relatively minor.  Would appreciate more details on the nature and magnitude of the impacts to the 
Cuyahoga River and its tributaries, if applicable.   

• There are water quality concerns in the Cuyahoga River watershed, with increase in impervious surface directly related to degree of 
degradation.  The problem may be minimized by implementing BMPS, pursuing “green space” opportunities, and exploring innovative 
technologies. 

• Regarding stability issues of the west bank of the Cuyahoga River, will the problem be fixed and not compromise the integrity of the 
river? 

• The project impacts appear to be below the threshold that would require an individual Section 401 Water Quality Certification.  
However, if a Section 9 permit is required from the Coast Guard, they will require an Individual Section 401 Certificate.  Please update 
OEPA on this status. 

• If individual Section 404 is needed from US Army Corps of Engineers, then an individual 401 authorization would also be required 

• Stormwater issues are further discussed in FEIS Section 
2.5.1. 

• The project includes slope stabilization, through unloading 
of the slope, which is intended to address the west bank of 
the Cuyahoga River.  

• A Section 9 permit is required; therefore, a Section 401 
Water Quality Certificate will be required. 
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2.5 Issues and Resolutions 

This section of the FEIS addresses topics raised by public and agency review of the DEIS, as reflected in the comment 
summaries above.  None of the issues during the comment period require substantive changes to the information provided in 
the DEIS.  However, some issues require additional information to supplement information in the DEIS.   

The majority of public comments on the DEIS were regarding a few main issues: 

• Stormwater management (FEIS Section 2.5.1) 
• Access Changes and Economic Effects (FEIS Section 2.5.2) 
• Bicycle and Pedestrian Access (FEIS Section 2.5.5) 
• Aesthetics (FEIS Section 2.5.6) 
• Project Development Process (FEIS Section 2.5.9) 

Comments from agencies requiring additional discussion pertained to the following topics: 

• Stormwater management (FEIS Section 2.5.1) 
• Air quality and climate change (FEIS Section 2.5.3) 
• Transportation System Management (FEIS Section 2.5.4) 
• Impacts to Burke Lakefront Airport (FEIS Section 2.5.7) 
• Marine Transportation (FEIS Section 2.5.8) 

Additional discussions for each of these issues are provided within the FEIS document in the sections noted in parentheses. 
Minor errors and omissions are included in Table 3.   

Table 3: Errata for the DEIS 

4.1.2 Aquatic 
Resources 

The DEIS states that the Cuyahoga River is the sole aquatic feature mapped in the project area.  This is a true 
statement.  However, it should be noted that a portion of the project area drainage eventually reaches Lake 
Erie.  Therefore, stormwater issues will consider Lake Erie as well. 

Section 4.2.2 “Relocation” is misspelled. 

Page 4-40 

Under heading of “Burke Lakefront Airport,” “coordination” should be “coordinated.”  Text should note that the 
impacted airport property is intended for economic development as a revenue stream for the airport. Text 
should note that a blast fence is likely to be required adjacent to the aircraft hold pad, which will be a part of the 
project cost as mitigation. 

Table 4-39 Airport access road is not a local public road, but a private access road for the airport. 

Sections  
4.5 and 4.6 

 A number of misspellings were identified in DEIS Section 4.5 Comparison of Feasible Alternatives and Section 
4.6 Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation.  These sections are repeated and updated, with typographical errors 
corrected, within this FEIS as Section 4.1 Identification of the Preferred Alternative and Chapter 5 Final Section 
4(f) Evaluation. 

Page 5-6 
Table 5-3 states that U.S. Coast Guard involvement is required due to a “Section 10” permit.  This should read, 
“Section 9.” 

Section 5.9 Agency 
Coordination 

Stormwater coordination is listed as occurring with the Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District.  This 
coordination also includes NOACA’s Transportation/Water Quality Advisory Council (TRANSWAC). 

Section 6.1 
The DEIS stated that the Project Management Plan and Annual Financial Plan would be completed prior to the 
Record of Decision.  This is incorrect.  For corrected timeline, please refer to FEIS Section 3.4. 

Section 6.3 
Other federal actions will also include a land release from the FAA for property from Burke Lakefront Airport.  
This will also require a revision to the Airport Layout Plan by the City of Cleveland Airport System. 

Appendix E, cover 
page 

In the list of agencies on the cover page for Appendix E, the U.S. Coast Guard was omitted.  The actual 
coordination was included. 

2.5.1  Stormwater and Water Quality 

Based upon a study from August 17, 2007, the existing drainage area for the project is approximately 280 acres.  
Approximately 48% drains to the existing combined sewer system.  Approximately 52% drains to either Lake Erie or the 
Cuyahoga River.  ODOT is pursuing a separation strategy which will consider removing existing water from the combined 
sewer system and discharging that to either the Cuyahoga River or Lake Erie, where hydraulically and economically feasible.  
These stormwater discharges will utilize storm water quality best management practices (BMPs).   

The project has not yet entered detail design, so there has been no detailed look at future stormwater acreage which will 
remain connected to the combined sewer system versus that which will be separated.  ODOT anticipates that there will likely 
be areas that remain connected to the combined sewer system.  These areas will require coordination with NEORSD and 
Cleveland’s Division of Water Pollution Control, to understand both local pipe capacity and combined sewer overflow (CSO) 
control impacts.   

The Cleveland Innerbelt Project is being constructed within an ultra urban corridor.  Even with the current economic downturn, 
property acquisition will be a substantial part of this infrastructure investment.  At the current time, it is anticipated that the 
necessary RW acquisition costs are in the range of $75 million in current dollars.  During the project, ODOT has attempted to 
minimize the impact to neighboring property as much as possible.  The City has a vested interest in keeping as much 
downtown property as possible available for economic development.  ODOT will utilize the current project footprint to 
implement stormwater BMPs.   

The project does not have any special allocations or contingency funding for storm water quality issues.  All storm water 
elements will be paid out of normal project funding. 

Within the public comments, including comments from NOACA’s Transportation/Water Quality Advisory Council 
(TRANSWAC) and the Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District (NEORSD), the primary unresolved issues are: 

• Effects on water quality 
• Regulatory requirements for stormwater treatment 
• Timing for consideration and commitments regarding stormwater management strategies 
• Public record regarding stormwater issues 

Each of these issues is discussed in more detail below. 

Project’s Effects on Water Quality 
ODOT maintains that the project will improve water quality conditions, by separating stormwater from the combined sewers 
and reducing combined sewer overflows into the Cuyahoga River and Lake Erie, and by meeting OEPA requirements for 
stormwater management.  TRANSWAC maintains that the project has the potential to degrade water quality by allowing this 
separated water to flow to Lake Erie without adequate water treatment. TRANSWAC would like ODOT to consider treatment 
of Innerbelt stormwater discharges in NEORSD central treatment facilities, particularly “first flush” stormwater.  (“First flush” 
refers to the beginning of each rainfall event, when the majority of contaminants are washed from the road surface.) 

A stormwater tie to the combined sewer system is complicated, in that the intensity of storms used to design the NEORSD 
system and the ODOT system are dramatically different.  It is our understanding that NEORSD typically uses a 1-5 YR storm 
for the design of their CSO control program.  ODOT’s design manual requires significantly higher storm return intervals: 

� Storm sewer design – 10 YR storm 
� Hydraulic Grade Line check – 25 YR 
� Hydraulic Grade Line check in sag vertical curves – 50 YR 
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The Innerbelt storm sewer system could not be tied exclusively into the NEORSD combined sewer system, as the limited 
capacity of the existing system would likely cause flooding either within the local combined sewer system, or within the high 
speed Interstate pavement.  Only a small percentage of the pavement drainage could be tied to the combined sewer.  Some 
sort of a diversion system would have to be in place to divert >1-5 YR storm flows away from the combined sewer system and 
safely off the Interstate pavement.  ODOT has concluded that the base cost of a pipe drainage conveyance system would 
likely be the same for one that ties to the combined sewer system as to one that discharges to a separate storm only system, 
due to the ODOT design storm requirements.  The difference in approach is how stormwater quality is addressed.  At this 
time, ODOT’s approach is to construct stormwater quality BMPs to treat stormwater from this project.  In addition to the 
unknown NEORSD plant treatment cost, and the required CSO tunnel capital cost, is the unknown NEORSD system modeling 
work that would be required to ensure overall CSO compliance.  OEPA does not require that stormwater be treated at central 
treatment facilities.  ODOT will utilize stormwater quality BMPs in order to comply with current OEPA regulations.  Where 
feasible, ODOT will entertain BMPs such as extended detention to settle out potential pollutants.  The USEPA DEIS 
comments dated May 21, 2009, specifically state, “Separating wet weather discharges from the highway to the combined 
system will contribute to reduced pollutant loadings to the River and the Lake from CSO discharges.”  As regulations evolve, 
ODOT will comply with any new requirements to manage particular pollutants. 

ODOT’s existing policies and procedures have been developed to keep its projects in compliance with current OEPA 
regulations regarding water quality.  ODOT’s Location and Design Manual, Volume 2, Drainage Design, is the basis of 
ODOT’s policy with respect to drainage design.  Section 1115-Post Construction Water Structural Best Management 
Practices, is the basis of ODOT’s policy to comply with the current Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) regulations.  
As the implementation of the Cleveland Innerbelt Corridor projects is anticipated to span numerous years, it is likely that the 
projects will span several versions of OEPA storm water quality regulations.  ODOT’s commitment is to meet the applicable 
OEPA regulations in effect as each project is in final design.  ODOT has in the past, and will continue in the future, revising its 
standard drainage policies as necessary to comply with evolving regulations.  Additionally, ODOT currently has over $900,000 
in on-going research projects on several BMPs including Vegetated Biofilters and Exfiltration Trenches.  ODOT will continue to 
evaluate and update its drainage policies and procedures as these research projects evolve.   

In the event of spills, primary spill containment on the I-90 river crossing bridges is performed by Cleveland emergency 
response crews.  Often, the primary method to control spills is to keep the liquids from entering the bridge drainage systems 
utilizing items such as sand bags.  If detention is determined to be a recommended BMP for the river valley, the detention time 
would provide an additional buffer between potential spills and the Cuyahoga River.  

Regulatory Requirements for Stormwater Treatment 
ODOT’s existing policies and procedures are in compliance with current OEPA regulations.  These regulations allow reduced 
treatment percentages for “redevelopment” projects such as the reconstruction of the Innerbelt.  The current regulations allow 
projects to treat 20% of existing impervious area while treating 100% of new project impervious area.  ODOT will look to 
exceed the 20% treatment requirement where practical.  The current conceptual work for the first construction phase is 
evaluating both the minimum regulatory treatment percentage and 100% treatment.  

Timing for Consideration and Commitments of Stormwater Management Strategies 
A preliminary Best Management Practice (BMP) feasibility analysis was completed and documented in Cleveland Innerbelt 
Corridor Storm Water Best Management Practice Report, April 17, 2007.  This report discusses specific BMPs that are 
considered to be feasible, by geographic areas of the project.   (This report is on file and is available for review at ODOT 
District 12.)  The table at right (ES-1) is taken from this report and summarizes the potential BMPs that were identified for each 
project area. 

 

 

ODOT has indicated that the identification of specific stormwater management strategies and their locations will occur during 
detailed design of each construction segment.  Several public comments requested that these strategies be evaluated and 
their locations be identified in the EIS.  USEPA’s comments recommended that the FEIS examine and discuss green 
infrastructure alternatives for managing wet weather flows, including features like swales, detention ponds, and rain gardens 
to filter and absorb stormwater.  USEPA also suggested that the FEIS should include a description of both during and post 
construction stormwater control measures.   

Source: Cleveland Innerbelt Corridor Storm Water Best Management Practice Report, April 17, 2007 (URS Corporation) 
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Within this urban corridor, the complexity of the drainage will require detailed design-level information in order to evaluate and 
finalize specific BMPs.  ODOT commits to working with TRANSWAC, NEORSD, and the City of Cleveland during design of 
each project phase to consider these issues. 

The issue of water quality as part of the project’s purpose and need was discussed at the beginning of the study.  It was 
decided that stormwater was not a likely a differentiator of transportation solutions for this project, as stormwater issues would 
be addressed with the same approach, regardless of the transportation solution selected.  Adequate analysis is available to 
assess the magnitude of impacts for the purpose of the NEPA decision. 

 Public Record Regarding Stormwater Issues 
ODOT has attended virtually all of the NOACA TRANSWAC meetings during project development, and has participated in 
numerous Innerbelt specific meetings.  The DEIS concentrated on providing public and agency comments that were received 
subsequent to the publication of the Conceptual Alternatives Study in August 2006.  In addition, correspondence regarding 
details of stormwater strategy was not provided. Several comments were received that objected to providing only the recent 
and incomplete coordination in the DEIS and requested a full record of coordination regarding stormwater issues.  A complete 
summary of stormwater coordination is provided in Table 4.  Copies of correspondence are included in Appendix D.   

Table 4: Stormwater Coordination Summary 

Date Topic 

March 14, 2003 
Meeting between NEORSD and ODOT.  NEORSD identified water quality as an Innerbelt concern and 
encouraged long range coordination efforts via management of Innerbelt stormwater. 

April 3, 2003 
E-mail from ODOT to NEORSD with assurance that current goals of Innerbelt project were inclusive of goal to 
“protect and enhance water quality.” 

February 9, 2004 
NEORSD letter to ODOT requesting that Innerbelt planning comprehensively consider stormwater management 
issues 

September 2, 2005 ODOT transmits conceptual drainage maps to NEORSD 

October 4, 2005 NEORSD/ODOT coordination meeting at NEORSD 

February 14, 2006 ODOT attends TRANSWAC meeting 

March 20, 2006 TRANSWAC report: TRANSWAC identifies 11 issues that should be considered in the planning process. 

April 10, 2006 ODOT transmits draft stormwater separation study to NEORSD 

April 21, 2006 ODOT provides stormwater statement to NOACA Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) 

May 3, 2006 ODOT follow-up e-mail to NEORSD regarding 4/10/2006 submission of stormwater separation study 

May 16, 2006 ODOT attends TRANSWAC meeting 

June 23, 2006 ODOT follow-up e-mail to NEORSD regarding 4/10/2006 submission of stormwater separation study 

July 7, 2006 Informal meeting between ODOT and NEORSD regarding stormwater issues 

August 16, 2006 
ODOT letter to NEORSD requesting information on charges related to the storm water utility for “first flush” 
methodology 

October 16, 2006 
NEORSD response to 8/16/2006 letter.  NEORSD responded that the identification of a fee for storm water was 
uncertain.  NEORSD indicated willingness to work with ODOT on ongoing strategic implementation. 

November 12, 2006 An editorial appears in the Cleveland Plain Dealer regarding regional concern over cost of CSO control program 

Date Topic 

November 20, 2006 
ODOT letter to NEORSD.  ODOT stated intent to begin investigation of a storm water separation strategy to 
provide separate storm sewer systems for roadway drainage, where hydraulically appropriate. 

January 12, 2007 ODOT formal response to TRANSWAC report 

March 5, 2007 
TRANSWAC letter to ODOT.  States that ODOT”s formal response of 1/12/2007 does not address issues of the 
3/20/2006 report for purposes of the DEIS. 

March 2007 ODOT issues Level 1 Ecological Survey Report to resource agencies 

April 8, 2007 
TRANSWAC comments ecological survey report.  Among other comments, notes that report fails to address 
Lake Erie impacts. 

April 10, 2007 
TRANWAC letter to ODOT.  NOACA/TRANSWAC request ODOT to include various analyses of stormwater 
management as part of the EIS, including request for cost/benefit analysis of centralized treatment of first flush 
in NEORSD centralized facilities. 

April 26, 2007 
ODOT meeting with NEORSD technical staff to go over specific locations where interstate stormwater enters the 
combined sewer system. 

May 29, 2007 

ODOT Letter to NEORSD. ODOT stated to NEORSD that the Department will pursue a stormwater separation 
strategy, as hydraulically appropriate.  The strategy will include installation of stormwater quality best 
management practices (BMPs) along the corridor to address water quality requirements.  Proposed BMPs will 
address: water quality requirements on existing stormwater-only sewer systems with the corridor and storm 
water only systems which may be designed as a result of separating highway run-off from the existing combined 
sewer system. 

June 22, 2007 
NEORSD letter to ODOT.  NEORSD suggests approach and cost data to assist in evaluation of cost and 
benefits for centralized treatment for first flush treatment option 

July 25, 2007 ODOT participates in NOACA TRANSWAC meeting 

September 6, 2007 ODOT transmits draft BMP report to NOACA and NEORSD 

October 16, 2007 ODOT transmits draft BMP report to Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) 

October 19, 2007 ODOT transmits hard copy of draft BMP report to NEORSD 

December 3, 2007 ODOT transmits draft BMP report to Cleveland Water Pollution Control 

January 23, 2008 ODOT participates in NOACA TRANSWAC meeting 

March 20, 2008 ODOT and NEORSD coordination meeting 

July 23, 2008 ODOT participates in NOACA TRANSWAC meeting 

July 25, 2008  TRANSWAC comments on ODOT BMP report. (transmitted to ODOT on 4/9/2009) 

April 24, 2009 ODOT participates in NOACA TRANSWAC meeting 

May 15, 2009 ODOT attend NOACA TAC meeting 

June 8, 2009 ODOT meeting with Cuyahoga River Remedial Action Plan Executive Director to discuss Green Bulkheads 

July 10, 2009 ODOT response to TRANSWAC comments on BMP report 
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2.5.2 Access in the Trench Section 

A third of the 89 written comments received on the DEIS, as well as half the 19 verbal comments at the public hearing, 
expressed concerns with the potential impacts resulting from these changes to freeway access.  Cited concerns include the 
following, which are also discussed in more detail below: 

• Failure to meet Purpose and Need regarding local access  
• No consideration of alternatives  
• Validity of traffic models 
• Congestion on local roadways 
• Economic impacts on businesses from loss of direct access or changes in travel patterns 
• Desire to delay NEPA decision concerning project elements in the Trench, by segmenting that portion of the road 

from the remainder of project 

Purpose and Need 
Certain comments suggested that proposed project elements in the Trench portion of the study area would not meet the 
stated Purpose and Need.  These comments improperly segregate individual project elements and ignore the overall 
balancing of operational performance, safety, design improvement and freeway access that must be conducted to evaluate 
the project as a whole and key to the function of the Innerbelt freeway system.  

The purpose of the Innerbelt Freeway system is to collect and distribute traffic between the radial freeway system (I-71, I-90, I-
77, SR 2, I-490, and SR 176) and the local street system, and to move traffic between each of the radial freeways, within the 
Cleveland CBD area.  Within the Trench section, the existing Innerbelt Freeway System provides the following traffic 
functions: through traffic, local street to interstate, interstate to local street, and local-to-local movements (where traffic uses 
the interstate to go a distance of only one interchange).  Safety and operation in the Trench section is affected by the 
numerous, closely spaced interchanges and the large number of weaving maneuvers within this section. 

With respect to the Trench area, evidence in the DEIS demonstrates that redesign of the ramps in the Trench will in fact 
address safety, design deficiencies and performance issues that currently exist in that area. (See Purpose and Need element 
summarized in FEIS Table 8 for proposed conditions compared to No Build.)  Each of the functions in the Trench is 
addressed.  Through traffic will experience improved travel times and safety due to reduced congestion and fewer conflicts.  
Traffic accessing local streets from the freeway, and vice versa, will experience the same improvements on the freeway as 
through traffic and will use ramps that meet current design standards, which have a safer merging distance.   

Local-to-local movements, which are presently using the freeway to go from one interchange to the next, will be able to use 
the new Midtown connector to access several east-west corridors in the Trench area.  In addition, the Midtown connector will 
serve to distribute traffic from the Innerbelt Freeway system to the local street system.  In the build condition, the local streets 
in the vicinity of the project will function as good as or better than existing conditions.  Therefore, the project meets the access 
need from the Purpose and Need. 

 Figure 1-1: Innerbelt Study Area Points of Interest 

Trench Section 
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Consideration of Alternatives 
As discussed above, the alternatives developed for the Trench section focused on maintaining all of the Innerbelt Freeway 
system functions while addressing the safety and operational shortcomings that cause the system not to function acceptably.  
The alternatives within the Trench area focused on consolidating some of the interchanges within this section, reconfiguring 
the remaining interchanges such that access to the CBD and Midtown were equally accessible, and minimizing the number of 
weaving locations through use of a frontage road system, braided ramps, improving weaving distances or a combination of 
these approaches.  Ten different conceptual alternatives (Trench 1 through Trench 10) were developed to address freeway 
through traffic and freeway-to-local movements.  At the conclusion of the conceptual alternatives phase, two feasible 
alternatives remained for the Trench:  one option which provided for an interchange at Chester Avenue and a second option 
that provided for a split interchange at Chester and Payne Avenues. The primary difference between these alternatives is how 
access is provided to the Payne Avenue corridor. As such, these alternatives were referred to as the “With Payne” and “No 
Payne” alternatives. (See CAS Chapter 5).   

The “With Payne” alternative provided direct freeway access to Payne Avenue via a modified split diamond interchange with 
Payne Avenue and Chester Avenue. Operational analyses showed that this alternative improved operation for Chester 
Avenue. However, there was strong public opposition to the provision of direct freeway access to Payne Avenue. Key 
stakeholders, including the City of Cleveland, were concerned that this change in access would change the character of this 
arterial. The “No Payne” Alternative removes freeway access from Payne Avenue and consolidates access at the Chester 
Avenue interchange, a modified diamond interchange. While this design better addressed access concerns raised by 
stakeholders, it raised other concerns regarding the operation of the Chester Avenue arterial corridor in the interchange area 
and access patterns to Payne Avenue.  After working extensively with stakeholders in this area, the “No Payne” alternative 
was modified in the DEIS to include refined versions of the existing cut-off ramps that provide indirect access to Payne 
Avenue. Therefore, an alternative was considered that would have provided for more of the direct access desired by the public 
at an additional location in the Trench, but this option was eliminated from further consideration as a result of public comment 
which strongly expressed the desire to not change the character of the Payne Avenue corridor. 

Eighteen conceptual alternatives (Midtown 1 through Midtown 18) were developed to address local-to-local movements in the 
CAS. At the conclusion of the CAS, the Midtown Connector remained the feasible solution; however, the exact configuration of 
the connector was left open for additional consideration.   

The Conceptual Alternatives Study (located in Appendix C of the DEIS, included as Appendix G of this FEIS) details the 
development of the Innerbelt Trench conceptual alternatives through the identification of Feasible Alternatives.  Figures 3-3a, 
3-3b, 3-3c, 5-3a, and 5-3b of the CAS illustrate the progression of these alternatives in relation to the numerous meetings held 
with area stakeholders, including Midtown Cleveland, in order to identify Feasible Alternatives for the Trench.  Extensive 
coordination, including approximately two dozen meetings (as documented in Table 5a), occurred during development of 
conceptual alternatives for the Trench area.   

During development of the DEIS, Coordination with the City of Cleveland and area stakeholders resulted in a modification to 
the Midtown connector to create one-way pairs on either side of I-90 and to extend the connector to Cedar Avenue.  
Coordination during development of the DEIS is listed in Table 5b.  Various concerns of stakeholders were considered and 
addressed through the development of alternatives, leaving one remaining concern:  the strong local desire to provide direct 
access at Carnegie and Prospect Avenues could not be achieved. 

 

Table 5a: Coordination with Local Stakeholders Regarding Trench Access during Development of CAS 

 
January 20, 2004 Meeting with MidTown Cleveland 

March 15, 2004 Meeting with University Circle, Inc. 

May 11, 2004 Meeting with MidTown Cleveland 

June 4, 2004 Meeting with MidTown Cleveland 

November 3, 2004 Meeting with MidTown Cleveland 

January 11, 2005 Meeting with MidTown Cleveland, Quadrangle, St. Clair/Superior, Tremont and City of Cleveland 

February 24, 2005 Public Involvement Meeting 

May 12, 2005 Meeting with MidTown, St. Clair/Superior, City of Cleveland 

June 14, 2005 Public Involvement Meeting 

July 21, 2005 Meeting with MidTown, St. Clair/Superior 

October 13, 2005 Meeting with Congresswoman Tubbs-Jones, MidTown, Cuyahoga County Planning Commission 

October 18, 2005 Meeting with MidTown 

October 19, 2005 Meeting with MidTown 

October 27, 2005 Meeting with MidTown 

November 2, 2005 Meeting with MidTown, St. Clair/Superior 

November 15, 2005 Asian Community Meeting at Asia Plaza 

November 17, 2005 Public Involvement Meeting 

November 18, 2005 
Meeting with MidTown, Greek Orthodox Church, Cuyahoga County Planning Commission, Tremont 
West, Quadrangle, Cleveland State University, St. Clair/Superior 

January 23, 2006 
Meeting with Mayor Jackson, Congressional Representatives Tubbs-Jones and Kucinich, Senator 
Voinovich, Councilman Cimperman 

January 25, 2006 Meeting with Midtown 

February 21, 2006 Midtown public meeting (locally sponsored) 

February 24, 2006 Meeting with Midtown, Quadrangle, St. Clair/Superior, Tremont, City of Cleveland 

March 14, 2006 
Meeting with Midtown, Quadrangle, St. Clair/Superior, City of Cleveland, Congressional 
Representatives 

April 13, 2006 Meeting with Midtown, Quadrangle, St. Clair/Superior, Tremont, City of Cleveland 

April 21, 2006 
City of Cleveland Press Release indicating “no safe way to reestablish ramps at Carnegie Avenue and 
Prospect Avenue.”   Committing to work closely with ODOT during design. 
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Table 5b: Coordination with Local Stakeholders during Preparation of DEIS 
 

August 13, 2007 GCP e-mail indicating “lack of consensus” regarding Carnegie ramp among stakeholders 

August 31, 2007 Meeting with Liet. Governor Fisher, Mayor Jackson, GCP, Quadrangle, Midtown, and City of Cleveland  

October 17, 2007 GCP Meeting, Draft Letter to ODOT/FHWA 

November 6, 2007 
Meeting with GCP, CSU, and NOACA.  GCP indicated desire to revisit travel demands based upon growth in 
University Circle.  NOACA presented travel demand model.  ODOT discussed certified traffic process.  
GCP/CSU discussed data collection.  GCP to provide updated data to modeling advisory committee (MAC). 

November 7, 2007 
GCP letter to FHWA and ODOT, with signatures of additional stakeholders, indicating desire to include direct 
ramp to Carnegie Avenue 

January 8, 2008 
Meeting with GCP and CSU.  GCP secured support of local stakeholders, Lt. Governor Fisher and Senator 
Voinovich for GCP/CSU to study access issues, impacts, and alternatives.  ODOT provided information on 
travel demand model and on Section 4(f) procedures. 

August 14, 2008 
Meeting with GCP, CSU, City of Cleveland, and NOACA regarding GCP/CSU’s presentation of revised 
employment projections for MidTown and University Circle 

August 20, 2008 
ODOT e-mail to GCP transmitting summary from 8/14/08 meeting, along with population and employment 
projections from the NOACA travel demand model 

December 5, 2008 ODOT e-mail to GCP and CSU regarding certified traffic and travel demand modeling 

February 4, 2009 GCP e-mail to ODOT transmitting outpatient information 

March 3, 2009 Publication of DEIS 

March 12, 2009 NOACA response to GCP regarding travel demand modeling 

March 13, 2009 Meeting with GCP, City of Cleveland, NOACA, Cleveland Clinic, and CSU 

 

The Feasible Alternatives within the Innerbelt Trench require traffic to and from the existing ramps at Carnegie and Prospect 
Avenues to be redirected, as shown in DEIS Tables 4-11 and 4-12.   Alternatives to these changes were considered early in 
the conceptual design phase, but no options could be found that could maintain these ramps and meet operational needs 
without substantial impacts.  Design concepts for the Trench area face several constraints.  On the north side of the trench is 
the Walker Weeks Building.  On the south side is the Cuyahoga County Juvenile Justice Center.  Both are historic properties 
subject to protection under Section 4(f).  The space between these buildings is limited.  Based upon I-90 traffic volumes, ten 
travel lanes are needed to serve the traffic.  With ten travel lanes and shoulders, there is no room to develop a ramp in this 
area even with the use of retaining walls. 

As part of project development, and as a result of stakeholder concerns, two options were developed to examine preserving 
the existing direct freeway access to Carnegie Avenue.  Exhibits of these options are included in DEIS Appendix G.  While 
these options would function operationally, neither is constructible without impacts to the Juvenile Justice Center building.  

The options developed in response to comments put the agency in the unusual position of further evaluating an alternative 
that would clearly use an historic or cultural resource eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Place, as opposed 
to considering options that would avoid such a use under Section 4(f) of the Transportation Act.  Under the accepted standard 
for Section 4(f), the agency would have to find that alternatives without the ramp were not “feasible and prudent avoidance 
alternatives,” as that phrase is defined at 23 C.F.R. 774.17. 

First, it is the agency’s recommendation that the avoidance alternatives included as part of the proposed Preferred Alternative 
are clearly feasible from an engineering standpoint.  Comments received to date do not appear to question that 

recommendation.  The alternatives discussed in the DEIS can be built as a matter of sound engineering judgment and would 
require an additional travel distance of two to three blocks. 

Second, and most pertinent to the comments raised proposing use of the Juvenile Justice Center building, the agency 
recommends that the proposed options in the Preferred Alternative are, in fact, prudent.  Under current FHWA regulations, a 
feasible and prudent alternative “does not cause other severe problems of a magnitude that substantially outweighs the 
importance of protecting the Section 4(f) property.”  In addition, the regulations set out several factors that could contribute to 
a finding that an alternative is not prudent.  The agency could find that one of those factors exist in such a magnitude as to 
warrant a finding of no prudence, or the option could involve multiple factors “that while individually minor, cumulatively cause 
unique problems or impacts of extraordinary magnitude.” 

Among these factors, comments suggested that the proposed Preferred Alternative would result in “severe economic impacts” 
and “disruption to established communities.”  However, analyses n the DEIS contradicts such a finding.  (See Regional 
Economic Analysis in DEIS Section 4.2.7 and Neighborhood and Community Access DEIS Section 4.2.3).  As presented in 
the supplemental discussion of local economics below, none of the impacts identified are so severe or of such an 
extraordinary magnitude that would render the proposed Preferred Alternative imprudent.  Therefore, under Section 4(f), the 
alternative that impacts the Juvenile Justice Center cannot be selected since another feasible and prudent alternative exists 
(the Preferred Alternative) that avoids the building. 

Comments recommending demolition of all or some of the Juvenile Justice Center further indicate the nature of the analysis of 
the “relative value of the resource to the preservation purpose” of Section 4(f).  Yet, none of the comments question the fact 
that the Center is eligible for listing on the National Register.  Under accepted criteria created to evaluate the significance of 
historic or cultural resources, the Center has been identified as deserving projection.  Section 4(f) mandates protection in 
circumstances when a prudent and feasible alternative exists.  Those circumstances are present here. 

As shown in Tables 4-11 and 4-12 from the DEIS (repeated below), traffic to and from the Prospect and Carnegie Avenue 
ramps will be redirected to ramps at Chester Avenue and East 22nd Street, utilizing city streets and the new Midtown 
Connector.  In most cases, the additional travel distance is two to three city blocks. Directional signing will be used to provide 
motorists with information on which city streets are best accessed from which ramps.  The Midtown connector will serve as a 
frontage road to provide connectivity between the east-west roadways, to allow the Chester Avenue Interchange to provide 
access to multiple cross-streets. 
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DEIS Table 4-11: Disposition of I-90 Westbound Local Access Points 
Type Street Secondary Proposed Comments 

Exit to SR 2  Redesigned  
Entrance from SR 2  Redesigned  
Entrance from E 26th St Lakeside Redirected Via E 26th St to Superior Ave Entrance Ramp 
Exit to Superior E 26th St Redesigned  
Entrance from Superior  Redesigned  
Exit to Chester E 24th St Redesigned  
Entrance from Chester  Redesigned  
Exit to Prospect  Redirected Via new frontage road from Chester Exit Ramp 
Entrance from Prospect  Redirected Via Carnegie Ave to E 14th St Entrance Ramp 
Entrance from E 14th St  Redesigned  
Entrance from E 9th St  Redesigned  
Entrance from Ontario  Redesigned  
 

DEIS Table 4-12: Disposition of I-90 Eastbound Local Access Points 
Type Street Secondary Proposed Comments 

Exit to Broadway  Relocated or 
Eliminated 

Relocated to new E 9th St southbound exit ramp for Northern Alignment 
Alternative.  Not provided on Southern Alignment Alternative. 

Exit to Ontario  Redesigned  
Exit to E 9th St  Redesigned  
Exit to E 22nd St  Redesigned  
Exit to Carnegie  Redirected Via E 22nd St Exit Ramp 
Entrance from Prospect  Redirected Via new frontage road to Chester Entrance Ramp 
Exit to Chester  Redesigned  
Entrance from Chester  Redesigned  
Exit to Superior E 30th St Redesigned  
Entrance from Superior  Redesigned  
Exit to E 33rd St Lakeside Redirected Via E 26th or E 30th extension from Superior Exit Ramp 
 

 

 

Travel Demand Modeling  
Traffic volumes used to analyze the operation of the Innerbelt freeway, ramps, and local street systems were developed 
according to ODOT’s prescribed practice used for projects throughout the state.  The process to develop traffic, which is then 
“certified” by ODOT’s Office of Technical Services for use in project design, consists of two main inputs:  traffic counts and the 
Northeast Ohio Areawide Coordination Agency (NOACA) travel demand model.  The model is used to grow the traffic volumes 
for a design year, in this case 2035.   

NOACA develops its model by, in part, including conservative land use assumptions.  In their process, neighborhood planning 
subcommittees provide input on the growth numbers being used.  ODOT and the project team apply the NOACA model to 
create traffic impacts analysis.  Reasonable projected growth in University Circle based on consultation with neighborhood 
planning subcommittees is reflected in the NOACA model. 

The project team developed the traffic volumes following the prescribed process.  ODOT’s Technical Services independently 
reviewed the results and certified that the required procedure had been followed. The NOACA model was used and the same 
process was followed as is required for all projects.  The resulting traffic volumes are included as an appendix to the Access 
Modification Study (AMS), which may be found on DVD in Appendix G of this FEIS.  These certified traffic volumes are 
required for project analyses. 

Public comments expressed concerns about the ability of the proposed Innerbelt design to handle increasing traffic volumes 
due to growth in University Circle.  In response to similar questions, NOACA provided a “Fact Sheet” to the Greater Cleveland 
Partnership (GCP) on March 12, 2009, responding to concerns about traffic modeling.  This Fact Sheet has been included in 
Appendix F.  NOACA indicates that the proposed Innerbelt design can accommodate anticipated trips from expansion of 
hospital facilities, stating: “A review of available travel demand model (TDM) data for the corridor suggests that expected 
outpatient growth will not overburden the Innerbelt design proposed by ODOT.  The Innerbelt was designed using the highest 
possible number of work trips (the 1990 compact model).” 
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Table 6a presents a comparison of the build and no build peak hour traffic volumes on east-west corridors in the Trench.  This 
summary illustrates that overall traffic volumes accessing the area on the main east-west routes are projected to remain 
essentially the same.  As would be expected based upon the access patterns as shown in Tables 4-11 and 4-12, traffic 
volumes are projected to decrease on Prospect and Carnegie Avenues, increase on Chester Avenue, and remain nearly the 
same on Superior, Payne and Euclid Avenues.  The overall east-west traffic volumes show a difference of only -1% to +2% for 
build compared to no build.  The function of the Innerbelt Freeway is to collect and distribute traffic from the local street system 
to the radial freeways and vice versa.  These projected volumes illustrate that the project will achieve this function. 

 

 East-West Routes 

Table 6a: Comparison of Build 
and No Build Peak Hour Traffic 
Volumes in the Trench 

AM AM 
Increase 

(Decrease) 

PM PM 
Increase 

(Decrease) No Build Build No Build Build 

Superior       

West of East 30th 1780 1600 (180) 1920 1890 (30) 

East of East 30th 1470 1540 70 1540 1550 10 

Payne       

West of East 30th 780 790 10 1000 1070 70 

East of East 30th 830 820 (10) 980 1080 100 

Chester             

West of East 30th 3380 4070 690  3190 4100 910  

East of East 30th 3200 3780 580  3100 3910 810  

Euclid             

West of East 30th 860 970 110  700 890 190  

East of East 30th 900 1030 130  660 750 90  

Prospect             

West of East 30th 1000 620 (380) 1600 1010 (590) 

East of East 30th 920 670 (250) 1350 900 (450) 

Carnegie             

West of East 30th 2770 2410 (360) 2430 1850 (580) 

East of East 30th 2660 2360 (300) 2360 1900 (460) 

Total for East-West Routes             

West of East 30th 10570 10460 (110) -1% 10840 10810 (30) 0% 

East of East 30th 9980 10200 220 2% 9990 10090 100 1% 

 

Table 6b presents a comparison of the build and no build peak hour traffic volumes on north-south routes adjacent to the 
Trench.  North-south routes, East 22nd and East 30th Streets, are projected to show a decrease between Euclid and Carnegie 
Avenues, as the new Midtown Connector will provide an additional option for motorists.  The Midtown Connector also provides 
for local trips that use the Innerbelt Freeway under existing conditions, so the overall volume is higher than just the redirected 
volumes from existing north-south streets.  It should be noted that the volume changes on local streets are proximate to the 
freeway and access points, but are similar to existing conditions a short distance away.  For example, volumes on East 30th 
Street are shown to remaining essentially the same between Superior and Chester Avenues. 

 North-South Routes 

Table 6b: Comparison of Build 
and No Build Peak Hour Traffic 
Volumes in the Trench 

AM AM 
Increase 

(Decrease) 

PM PM 
Increase 

(Decrease) No Build Build No Build Build 

East 22nd             

Euclid to Prospect 680 650 (30) 570 530 (40) 

Prospect to Carnegie 1400 1350 (50) 930 760 (170) 

East 30th             

Superior to Payne 920 990 70 1010 970 (40) 

Payne to Chester 890 960 70 1090 1120 30 

Chester to Euclid 980 900 (80) 870 820 (50) 

Euclid to Prospect 880 740 (140) 870 720 (150) 

Prospect to Carnegie 1070 860 (210) 1010 970 (40) 

Midtown Connector             

Euclid to Chester n/a 2250 2250 n/a 1270 1270 

Prospect to Euclid n/a 820 820 n/a 870 870 

Carnegie to Prospect n/a 860 860 n/a 990 990 

Total for North-South Routes 
(excluding Midtown Connector)             

Euclid to Prospect 1560 1390 (170) -11% 1440 1250 (190) -13% 

Prospect to Carnegie 2470 2210 (260) -11% 1940 1730 (210) -11% 

 
The above data in Tables 6a and 6b validates the model results.  The origin and destinations remain the same, with small 
changes in travel patterns based upon access changes.  In the overall picture, trips to the majority of destinations in the 
Trench area will not change appreciably.  In the build condition, the travel on local streets will increase by two to three blocks, 
a distance of about 400-500 feet.  The additional travel time on local streets will be more than offset by the overall travel time 
savings on the Innerbelt Freeway system through reduction of congestion, geometric and operational improvements.    

The Midtown stakeholders occupy the area between Central Avenue and St. Clair Avenue, from I-90 at approximately East 
22nd Street to East 55th Street and beyond, a distance of about 33 blocks or more. (Figure 3-2 of the CAS shows specific 
boundaries of the Community Development Corporations.)  Within this area, 2-3 blocks added to a trip is not substantial for 
most trips.  For example, for longer trips along city streets, such as those to the University Circle area (often cited in public 
comments), the addition of 400-500 feet of travel on city streets is even less noticeable, as these trips currently travel about 3 
miles from I-90 on city streets in addition to the length of their trip on the Innerbelt Freeway system and beyond.   
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Operation of Local Roads  
Local roads that are affected by the project have been evaluated based upon the projected 2035 traffic volumes, as discussed 
above.  Improvements to local streets required to achieve acceptable intersection operations are included as project elements, 
such as the proposed Midtown connector and improvements to the intersections of freeway ramps with local streets.  A 
summary of intersection operations is included on Page 3-13 of the DEIS.  (Details regarding the operational analyses are 
included in the Access Modification Study, included in Appendix G on DVD.)  From this table, it is clear that the proposed 
design will operate as good as or better than existing conditions at local street intersections.   

The Chester Avenue and East 30th Street intersection is the one exception within the Trench area.  This intersection operates 
at LOS E during the PM peak. The high volumes on southbound East 30th Street, coupled with the lane use of a pocket left 
and shared thru/right, overload this approach.  To improve operation at this intersection, a southbound right turn lane would 
need to be added to East 30th Street.  Adding this lane would require demolishing two buildings located in the northwest 
quadrant of the intersection that are currently occupied and designated for warehouse/light industrial uses.  The minor 
problems at this intersection, occurring primarily on one approach and only during the PM peak period, will not impact the 
operation of the freeway or interchange.  ODOT and FHWA have determined that it would be better to accept this minor 
capacity problem than to impact two buildings.  Considered in context, this minor issue does not represent any substantial 
degradation of local street conditions compared to the No Build.   

Economic Impacts 
A study of the statewide and regional economic effects of the project, Regional Economic Impacts of Cleveland Innerbelt 
Reconstruction (July 15, 2004), discussed in DEIS Section 4.2.7, indicated overall benefits in employment and income as 
result of the project, both for Ohio as a whole and for the greater Cleveland area.  While not disputing these findings, 
representatives of Midtown contend that the access changes in the Trench area will have negative localized economic effects 
on Midtown.  

As a result of these comments, a localized study was conducted and discussed in the report entitled Economic Effects of the 
Cleveland Innerbelt Plan Access Changes (Draft - March 2006).  The study area boundaries coincide, for the most part, with 
the three local community development corporations (CDCs): Midtown Cleveland, St. Clair-Superior Development Corporation 
(excluding the area east of East 55th Street), and the Quadrangle.  The scope of the study was proposed by the economic 
subconsultant and reviewed by ODOT and representatives of Midtown.  The study was designed to include an analysis of 
likely impacts on employment and sales at firms in the MidTown area and an estimation of changes in transportation costs for 
firms and workers in the area.   

The results of the draft study did show small increases and decreases in employment and income for particular streets, 
generally based upon changes in pass-by traffic.  However, the draft study indicated that any negatives would be offset by 
positive gains elsewhere within the Trench area and there would be no substantial negative economic impacts on the 
MidTown area as a result of the project.  MidTown stakeholders did not accept this conclusion and provided public comments 
on the issue (see DEIS Chapter 5), including comments on the methodology.   

Economic analyses, and a specific methodology to conduct them, are not specified in any FHWA or ODOT guidance.  As a 
result, disputes concerning the most effective or “best” methodology to assess economic impacts do not necessarily call into 
question the results and would be difficult to resolve through public involvement.  There are a high number of variables related 
to potential job creation in a downtown business district.  Similarly, the valuation of travel cost savings is inherently subjective 
and subject to numerous interpretations.  With this in mind, ODOT and FHWA decided not to finalize the disputed study.  
ODOT and FHWA pursued an alternative methodology to assess the economic effects of the proposed transportation 
improvements by focusing on the fundamental elements that were the basis for the economic concerns cited by Midtown 
representatives and in public comments throughout project development:   

• congestion on local streets, 
• changes in traffic volumes, 
• loss of direct access, and 
• lack of need for the project. 

These factors were determined from public involvement throughout numerous meetings, as listed in Tables 5a and 5b above.  
The preceding discussions on these four issues illustrate that: 

• Congestion will be improved in the build condition.  The AMS (included on DVD in Appendix G) demonstrates that the 
local street system will operate as good as or better than existing conditions.  Within the Trench area, there is only 
one exception located at the intersection of East 30th Street and Chester Avenue, which has been determined to be 
minor and does not represent a substantial degradation of local street conditions. 

• Redirected access will have minimal impact on the overall traffic volumes in the Trench area. The build and no build 
traffic volumes, summarized in Table 6a and 6b above, illustrate that traffic volumes will go up on Chester Avenue 
and down on Prospect and Carnegie Avenues in close proximity to I-90.  However, the overall traffic within the 
Trench will not change appreciably.   

• The loss of direct access results in additional travel distances of two to three blocks on city streets, approximately 
400-500 feet, which is minor compared to the overall size of the Trench area.  The additional travel time on local 
streets will be more than offset by the overall travel time savings on the freeway through reduction of congestion, 
geometric and operational improvements.    

• There is a demonstrated purpose and need for the project as a whole, and within the Trench area.  The project will 
meet the needs for freeway through traffic, freeway-to-local, local-to-freeway, and local-to-local movements through 
improved mainline capacity, ramps that meet current standards, and local connectivity provided by city streets and 
the Midtown connector. 

Based upon the above conclusions, these issues, neither individually nor cumulatively, are anticipated to result in substantial 
impacts within the Trench area. Therefore, the fundamental issues leading to the concern regarding economic impacts have 
been determined to be insubstantial.  As the regional economic analysis indicates an overall economic benefit to the area, it 
has been determined that there will be no substantial economic effects within the Trench area.  Continuing comments 
regarding this issue have not presented any new information to contradict these findings.  

It is acknowledged that the draft study, Economic Effects of the Cleveland Innerbelt Plan Access Changes (Draft - March 
2006), was not finalized.  While initially conceived and coordinated with the public as a means to facilitate the assessment of 
local economic effects of the project within the Trench area, it was met with strong opposition by the public while in draft form.  
As discussed above, ODOT and FHWA determined that bringing the study to final form would be difficult given the challenges 
to methodology.  Therefore, ODOT and FHWA pursued an alternative methodology to assess the economic effects of the 
proposed transportation improvements by focusing on the fundamental elements that were the basis for the economic 
concerns cited by the public.  Based upon the use of an alternative methodology as described above, finalizing the draft local 
economic study is not necessary to support the NEPA decision-making process.  The scope of the methodology employed 
herein covers the range of issues determined as the basis for economic concerns through extensive public involvement 
documented in Tables 5a and 5b. Continuing comments regarding this issue have not presented any additional substantive 
factors relevant to this analysis. 
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Contrary to comments received concerning the economic impacts analysis, an agency is not required to “resolve” the impacts 
identified.  Once an agency identifies certain impacts, it is required to consider certain measures to mitigate those impacts.  
However, in some instances, potential negative impacts cannot be resolved.  Comments focusing on a Fifth Circuit decision, 
O’Reilly v. Army Corps of Engineers, are not applicable to the Innerbelt project.  In O’Reilly, the agency proposed a “mitigated 
Finding of No Significant Impact.”  In that situation, an agency decides not to prepare a full EIS because it determines that 
potential significant impacts can be reduced to insignificant levels.  When, as in this case, an agency prepares an EIS, it need 
not propose specific mitigation to reduce all potentially significant impacts.  

Segmenting Trench from Remainder of Project Decision 
Public comments included a request that FHWA issue a Record of Decision (ROD) for the project, but exclude any decision on 
a preferred alternative within the Trench.  This request will not be granted for several reasons. 

First, the project has been planned and considered as a whole.  Bridge replacement and improvement design elements, for 
example, have a direct relationship to other project elements.  Similarly, the number of planned lanes impact ramp alignments 
and the planned methodology to improve circulation into the project area from radial highways affects design in the Trench.  It 
is inadvisable and inappropriate from an engineering standpoint to segment project elements after the fact.  Moreover, the 
public participation process has been conducted with the understanding that decisions regarding the Innerbelt project would 
be made on all elements identified in the DEIS.   

Second, the legal authority cited in comments concerning segmentation is inapplicable to a project at this stage of the NEPA 
process.  Agencies are discouraged from dividing the environmental review for portions of a transportation proposed action 
because of the tendency to underestimate impacts to sensitive resources.  The decision to segment environmental review 
and, by extension, whether certain project elements have “logical termini” and “independent utility,” is made before the earliest 
stage of the NEPA process -- public scoping.  Not one of the cases raised in the public comments involve a project, like this 
one, that progressed up to the penultimate NEPA stage, publication of a FEIS.  In this case, the agency’s consideration of 
important traffic performance data, as well as related socio-economic impacts, was conducted based on the entire project 
area.  The project’s Purpose and Need is discussed in detail in Chapter 2 of the DEIS.  The project’s termini are based upon 
this purpose and need.  

Even if the agency could at this point segment out just Trench elements, it is unnecessary to do so in order to address 
concerns raised in comments.  The state transportation agency is required to track development of a project following 
publication of a Record of Decision to determine if any conditions have changed or if the analysis of potential impacts has 
changed so significantly as to warrant further review.  FHWA regulations provide for either a re-evaluation or supplementation 
process in certain circumstances to determine whether the previous NEPA analysis and final decision remain appropriate.   

2.5.3 Air Quality and Climate Change 

In their comments on the DEIS, USEPA suggested that the FEIS discuss the effects of the project on climate change 
and vice versa.  The issue of global climate change is an important national and global concern that is being 
addressed in several ways by the Federal government.  In response to a 2007 Supreme Court decision on motor 
vehicle standards, EPA has proposed to find that greenhouse gas emissions endanger public health.  EPA and DOT 
have also filed a Notice of Intent to propose coordinated greenhouse gas tailpipe emissions and fuel economy 
standards.  However, it is important to recognize that unlike criteria air pollutants, no national regulatory thresholds 
for greenhouse gas emissions or concentrations have been established through law or regulation. 

Transportation is a significant source of greenhouse gases, particularly of carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions - the 
predominant greenhouse gas (GHG).  The transportation sector was responsible for 32.3% of all U.S. CO2 emissions 
in 2002.  The principal anthropogenic (human-made) source of carbon emissions is the combustion of fossil fuels, 

which account for approximately 80 percent of anthropogenic emissions of carbon worldwide.  Almost all (97.9%) of 
transportation-sector emissions result from the consumption of petroleum products such as motor gasoline, diesel 
fuel, jet fuel, and residual fuel. 

Recognizing this concern, FHWA is working with other modal administrations through the DOT Center for Climate 
Change and Environmental Forecasting to develop strategies to reduce transportation's contribution to greenhouse 
gases - particularly CO2 emissions - and to assess the risks to transportation systems and services from climate 
changes.  In these efforts, FHWA has been working with other Federal agencies, including EPA and DOE, to 
evaluate effective approaches consistent with our national goals. 

FHWA does not believe it is informative at this point to consider greenhouse gas emissions as part of the project-
level planning and development process.  Greenhouse gases are quantitatively and qualitatively different from other 
motor vehicle emissions, and their magnitude and breadth appear to require a different approach to address their 
potential climate impacts.  First, HC and other criteria pollutant emissions are of concern, and thus regulated, in 
individual metropolitan or smaller areas.  The climate impacts of CO2 emissions, on the other hand, are global in 
nature.  From a NEPA perspective, it is analytically problematic to conduct a project level cumulative effects analysis 
of greenhouse gas emissions on a global-scale problem.  Secondly, criteria pollutant emissions last in the 
atmosphere for perhaps months; CO2 emissions remain in the atmosphere far longer - over 100 years - and therefore 
require a much more sustained, intergenerational effort.  Finally, due to the interactions between elements of the 
transportation system as a whole, project-level emissions analyses would be less informative than ones conducted at 
regional, state, or national levels.  Because of these concerns, FHWA concludes that we cannot usefully evaluate 
CO2 emissions in the same way that we address other vehicle emissions. 

The NEPA process is meant to concentrate on the analyses of issues that can be truly meaningful to the 
consideration of project alternatives, rather than simply "amassing" data.  In the absence of a regional or national 
framework for considering the implications of a project-level GHG analysis, we feel that such an analysis would not 
inform project decision-making, while adding administrative burden. 

Regarding the effects of global climate change on the project, it should be noted that no comprehensive inventory exists of 
U.S. transportation infrastructure vulnerable to climate change impacts, the potential extent of that exposure, or the potential 
damage costs.  Most studies that examine impacts of global climate change have, to date, focused on the coastal areas of the 
United States.  However, we can surmise that there will be some impacts from climate change on transportation infrastructure 
beyond the coastal areas, including Ohio.  

The TRB Special Report 290, “Potential Impacts of Climate Change on U.S. Transportation” states that, “Projected warming 
temperatures and more heat extremes will affect all surface transportation modes.   In many northern states, [such as Ohio], 
for example, warming winter temperatures will bring about reductions in snow and ice removal costs, lessen adverse 
environmental impacts from the use of salt and chemicals on roads and bridges, extend the construction season, and improve 
the mobility and safety of passenger and freight travel through reduced winter hazards. Expected increases in temperature 
extremes, however, will have less positive impacts.  More freeze–thaw conditions may occur, creating frost heaves and 
potholes on road and bridge surfaces and resulting in load restrictions on certain roads to minimize the damage.  With the 
expected earlier onset of seasonal warming, the period of springtime load restrictions may be reduced in some areas but is 
likely to expand in others with shorter winters but longer thaw seasons.  Longer periods of extreme heat may compromise 
pavement integrity (e.g., softening asphalt and increasing rutting from traffic); and cause thermal expansion of bridge joints, 
adversely affecting bridge operation and increasing maintenance costs.”   
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These are the potential impacts of climate change to all of Ohio’s existing and planned surface transportation infrastructure 
and are not unique to the Cleveland Innerbelt Project, nor are these potential impacts unique to certain alternatives of this 
project.   

2.5.4 Transportation System Management 

Although acknowledging that such measures alone would not address the project needs, USEPA requested that 
Transportation System Management (TSM) measures be incorporated along with the build alternative.  It should be noted that 
the Cleveland Innerbelt Plan, the early planning phase from which this project was initiated, also included TSM measures.   

The Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT) has developed the Cleveland Freeway Management System Project for a 
regional freeway management system in the Cleveland metropolitan area.  On June 16, 2009, FHWA authorized this project 
for construction.  It is listed in DEIS Section 4.3.4 as Freeway Management System.  The system will perform the following 
functions: 

• Remotely monitor freeway traffic flow; 
• Receive notification of freeway crashes from 911 calls; 
• Distribute information in real-time to multiple, local, public safety agencies; 
• Manage traffic, via the operation of permanent highway dynamic message signs and highway advisory radio; 
• Provide web-based traveler information services. 

ODOT’s approach to transportation system management is to provide traffic surveillance and monitoring on limited access 
roadways (Interstates and freeways) in major metropolitan areas in Ohio.  Over half of all congestion on these roadways is 
caused by incidents (typically vehicle crashes).  Rapid notification and identification of these incidents can help save lives 
through quick deployment of emergency response personnel.  We also provide real-time information to motorists to inform 
them about an incident so they can potentially avoid the roadway with the crash scene.  This accomplishes two things – first, it 
helps minimize additional delays to the travelling public, and second, by minimizing the queuing or stopped traffic at the scene, 
secondary crashes can be avoided.  In some instances the secondary crash can be more severe than the original incident. 

With other major construction projects in Ohio’s major urban areas, the freeway management systems are also used to 
manage regional traffic for major roadway construction.  In the Cleveland area the Innerbelt/Viaduct bridge construction will 
have a significant impact to traffic movement and circulation.  The Cleveland FMS project includes an early operations phase 
to coincide with the beginning of the Viaduct project.  Specific FMS devices will be in place and operational within one year of 
the start of the FMS project to provide work zone traffic control.   

2.5.5 Bicycle and Pedestrian Access 

The City of Cleveland Bicycle Master Plan (October 2008) and the NOACA Regional Bicycle Transportation Plan (March 
2008) illustrate the proposed bicycle facilities in the project area.   Planned facilities include the Cleveland Towpath Trail 
(discussed below) and proposed bike lanes on Prospect Avenue.  The project facilitates construction of the Towpath Trail 
through the slope work proposed under the Innerbelt bridge.  The project will also remove ramps to and from I-90 along 
Prospect Avenue, which will simplify the addition of a bike lane, if constructed.  Therefore, the project is consistent with the 
NOACA plan.   

The map provided with the City of Cleveland plan indicates a proposed “neighborhood connector” on the Innerbelt bridge over 
the Cuyahoga River, which is not shown on the NOACA plan.  The project is not consistent with the Cleveland plan, in that 
bicycle accommodations are not proposed for the Innerbelt bridge. 

During project development for the Cleveland Innerbelt project, the public input process raised the concept of 
bicycle/pedestrian accommodation on the Central Viaduct Bridge alignment. The issue was considered and determined to not 
be practical.  DEIS Section 4.2.10 describes ODOT’s policy regarding inclusion of bicycle facilities and the types of issues to 
be considered, including: (1) bicyclists and pedestrians are prohibited by law from using the roadway; (2) the cost of 
establishing the bicycle and pedestrian facility is excessively disproportionate to the need or probable use; or, (3) lack of 
population or other factors indicate an absence of need. 

In short, ODOT determined that alternative routes are available; provision of the bike lane on an interstate facility would 
present safety and maintenance challenges; and the cost to establish a separated bicycle facility on the bridges over the 
Cuyahoga River Valley would be disproportionate to the need. 

ODOT agrees with the importance of providing alternative transportation choices.  ODOT is participating in the development of 
the Towpath Trail within the project area.  The Towpath Trail is multi-purpose trail planned to cover one hundred miles from 
New Philadelphia to Downtown Cleveland.  Where possible, it follows the former towpath of the old Ohio and Erie Canal, 
which linked Lake Erie and the Ohio River from the 1830's onward, thus connecting Ohio's agricultural heartland with the East 
Coast population centers.  The Towpath Trail now terminates at Harvard Avenue in Cuyahoga Heights, six miles from 
Downtown Cleveland.  Farther north, a completed one mile segment traverses the Steelyard Commons retail project east of I-
71 and Metro General Health Center.   The Cuyahoga County Engineer's office is working with the City of Cleveland, 
Cleveland Metroparks, the Ohio Canalway Corridor advocacy group, and other public / private partners to complete the Trail 
within the next five to ten years.  Design is underway on two segments south and north of Steelyard Commons to extend the 
path from Harvard northward to West Third Street and Literary Avenue, southeast of the Innerbelt Bridge.  The final project will 
follow the north Tremont bluffs along University Road, drop back into the river valley to pass under the Innerbelt Bridge, and 
then head towards Scranton Road.  From there it will follow Scranton Road or the west river bank, go over the Carter Road Lift 
Bridge, and enter Canal Basin Park beneath the Detroit - Superior Bridge.   

ODOT has participated in the Towpath Trail planning process and is designing the new bridge to accommodate the trail 
underneath on the regraded west bank hillside.  The Trail can connect to adjacent areas such as Tremont, Downtown, the 
Lakefront, and Ohio City via the local street system or future planned connectors.  A study now underway is looking at 
connections from Canal Basin Park to adjacent areas and the existing Lakefront Bikeway, which passes over the Park on the 
Detroit - Superior Bridge.     

A high level crossing is currently available via Abbey Avenue and the Lorain-Carnegie Bridge, with essentially the same 
beginning and ending points as the new crossing would have.  Approximately one-quarter mile north, the Lorain-Carnegie 
Avenue Bridge spans the river/valley at a level nearly even to the Central Viaduct, and its touchdown point on the eastern side 
of the valley is approximately one-eighth mile to the north of the Central Viaduct’s touchdown point.  Comments cited 
examples where bike facilities were provided on major interstate bridges, such as the Woodrow Wilson Bridge in Washington, 
D.C.  However, in that case, the nearest crossing is more than 6 miles upstream. 

Regarding safety and maintenance, the provision of a bike lane on the Innerbelt bridge is complicated by the speed 
differences between freeway traffic and bicycle traffic.  For safety, a bike facility on the interstate bridge would have to be 
offset by a barrier and fence. This would create challenges for maintenance, snow removal, and emergency access. 

Regarding cost, the additional bridge width required would be 15 feet.  The distance across the river valley is 2,640 feet.  At 
approximately $400/square foot for the high-level bridge, the cost in current dollars for the additional bridge width would be 
$15.8 million.  Inflated to 2012 dollars (mid-point of construction), this would add $19.5 million to the cost, an increase of 
approximately 15% to the cost of the high level river crossing.  This cost does not include the additional costs to connect the 
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bridge crossing to paths on either end.  ODOT does not find a cost of approximately $20 million to be reasonable for one-half 
mile of bike facility, considering that alternative routes are available. 

2.5.6 Aesthetics 

ODOT remains committed to working with an aesthetics committee to focus on the appearance of the corridor, such as 
lighting, fencing and various treatments.  ODOT will consider input from the Innerbelt Bridge and Urban Design Aesthetics 
subcommittees prior to selecting aesthetic treatments and urban design details, including wayfinding, gateway, overpass and 
underpass treatments.  Examples include  but aren’t limited to, lighting, railings, fencing, retaining wall and noise wall 
treatments, color and texture.  Opportunities to emphasize green design, safety, litter control, security, and use of underpass 
areas as public spaces will be considered as part of the aesthetic committee for incorporation into the project.   

Several comments noted the importance of the Central Viaduct Bridge as a landmark or gateway for Cleveland.  As noted in 
DEIS Section 5.2, ODOT originally worked with a Bridge Subcommittee to identify a “signature bridge” structure type.  A 
single-tower cable-stayed structure was recommended by the committee.  ODOT originally accepted the committee’s 
recommendation on January 2, 2007.  However, due to fiscal limitations and recent lane closures due to build-up of ice on 
cables (such as on the Maumee River Crossing in Toledo), the preferred alternative does not include the signature bridge type 
recommended by the committee.   

The first construction phase is the new bridge over the Cuyahoga River valley for westbound I-90 (Construction Contract 
Group #1, See discussion of Implementation Plan in 3.5.)  A presentation was made June 25, 2009 at NOACA to illustrate the 
opportunities for aesthetic treatments that are available for that contract group.  (A copy of the presentation is on file at ODOT 
District 12 and on the project website at www.innerbelt.org.)  A budget of $8 million (approximately 2% of construction) has 
been established for that effort.  ODOT will meet with the aesthetics committee prior to October 2009 to consider and prioritize 
aesthetic design treatments for this construction segment.  Similarly, ODOT will establish an aesthetics budget for each 
construction contract group and meet with the aesthetics committee during the design process. 

2.5.7 Burke Lakefront Airport  

During project development, ODOT and FHWA have coordinated with the City of Cleveland Airport System (“airport”) 
regarding impacts to Burke Lakefront Airport (BKL).  In addition, coordination has been conducted with the FAA under FAA 
Order 5000.3C.   Copies of coordination are included in Appendix F.   

The project has been in development since 1999, including coordination with City of Cleveland officials.  The Airport System 
developed a proposed Master Plan that did not take into consideration the proposed project.  Therefore, the project is not 
consistent with the proposed Master Plan, which has not yet been approved.   Included in Appendix F is a copy of the Airport 
Layout Plan, as of February 2008, with the proposed project overlaid, which illustrates only minor impacts on airport property 
and no impacts on facilities.  In their comments on the DEIS, the airport identified several concerns that are summarized as 
follows. 

The primary concern appears to be impacts to property intended for economic development to produce a revenue stream for 
the airport.  The airport expressed concerns with the uncertainty of the compensation that will be provided for that property, as 
well as the economic viability of the remainder of the development area on their property.  Property impacts will be better 
quantified during detailed design, with compensation issues resolved during right-of-way acquisition as they would be for any 
impacted land owner, as required by the Federal Real Property Acquisition and Uniform Relocation Act.  In addition, any 
property acquisition will require FAA approval in the form of a land release.  This land release will require a revision to the 
Airport Layout Plan (ALP). 

The airport would prefer a design option that would reconfigure the SR 2 interchange adjacent to the airport, which is the first 
interchange west of the Innerbelt Curve and services South Marginal Road.  This option would allow the airport to reclaim 
property.  This option was considered and dismissed.  It was determined that reconfiguration of this nearby interchange was 
beyond the scope of the current action and would need to be considered as an independent project, rather than as mitigation. 

The airport also expressed concerns related to operational impacts on the aircraft hold pad adjacent to the project.  They 
noted the need for a blast fence to protect vehicles on the North Marginal Road from jet blast on the hold pad.  ODOT 
acknowledges the need for design and construction of a blast fence.  These costs are eligible cost of the project as mitigation. 

FAA, in their comment s on the DEIS, acknowledged the need for continuing coordination with the airport to resolve these 
concerns. FAA comments on the DEIS also noted the requirement for an FAA land release for acquired property, the need for 
a revision to the Airport Layout Plan (ALP), and the requirement to file notice prior to construction near the airport (per 14 CFR 
Part 77).  ODOT acknowledges the need for an FAA land release, required studies by FAA, and the timeline that may be 
required for that effort.  Based upon the anticipated construction schedule for that portion of the project, ample time is 
available to resolve right-of-way acquisition issues.  If laws and regulations should change prior to implementation of the 
project in this area, ODOT and FHWA will comply with such rules. 

2.5.8 Marine Transportation  

The U.S. Coast Guard noted that the “Other Transportation Modes” section of the DEIS did not mention marine transportation.  
Marine transportation is an issue for the Cleveland Innerbelt Project because the Cuyahoga River is a navigable waterway 
subject to the jurisdiction of the U.S. Coast Guard and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  Required clearances must be 
maintained above the navigation channel, which controls the elevation of the bridges over the Cuyahoga River.  A Section 9 
permit is required from the U.S. Coast Guard for construction over the river.  The permit application will have to specify the 
proposed clearances over the river and assure that these clearances will be achieved by the constructed bridges. 

The preliminary design used for estimating environmental impacts for the DEIS and FEIS achieves the required 100-ft 
clearance over the Cuyahoga River.  This clearance will be confirmed during final design and specified in the Section 9 permit 
application to the U.S. Coast Guard. 

The City of Cleveland Office of Harbormaster reviews proposed dock wall construction in the river.  The Harbormaster has 
requested to be included during preliminary design of dock wall repair/reconstruction.  ODOT will coordinate with the 
Harbormaster at the time of permit application to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 
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2.5.9 Project Development Process 

For purposes of guiding projects through the NEPA process, ODOT created a Project Development Process (PDP), published 
in November 2004.  The PDP is not a formal regulation and it does not supplant existing FHWA or Council on Environmental 
Quality NEPA regulations.  Instead, the PDP includes recommended steps for ODOT to manage environmental reviews, 
public participation, and inter-agency coordination.  In short, the PDP is not prescriptive.  It is a framework for decision-
making. 

For the Cleveland Innerbelt Project, ODOT deviated from its published PDP.  Specifically, ODOT decided to forego 
preparation of an Assessment of Feasible Alternatives (AFA) document in favor of directly proceeding to preparation of a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement.   Several comments questioned the validity of the process and whether this change 
prevented the public from commenting on the alternatives and identification of the preferred alternative.   

The Cleveland Innerbelt Study began in August of 2000, prior to the adoption of the current PDP.  However, it utilized ODOT’s 
Planning Study Process which is very similar to the first four steps of the PDP.  This constituted the planning phase for the 
project and resulted in a Strategic Plan at the conclusion of Step 4 in the summer of 2004.  Step 5 was completed with the 
approval of the Conceptual Alternatives Study in August 2006, which was released for public review and comment.  During the 
progression of Step 6 in 2006, ODOT and FHWA decided not to produce an Assessment of Feasible Alternatives document, 
but to instead begin preparation of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. (See letters in Appendix F.) 

Because of the urgent need to respond to the deteriorating condition of the Central Viaduct Bridge, ODOT decided to proceed 
with a DEIS.  An updated Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS was published in the Federal Register on September 7, 2006.  

The decision to proceed to the DEIS, rather than the interim step of publication of an AFA, did not compromise public participation 
required by NEPA.  Specifically, project alternatives were discussed in detail in the Conceptual Alternatives Study, published in 
August 2006 and made available for public review.  No preferred alternative was specifically identified; however, all but two 
segments of the project had but a single alternative carried forward from the CAS.  Two areas had alternatives remaining, the 
Central Viaduct/Central Interchange and the Trench. 

The Central Viaduct/Central Interchange area had two options – the northern alignment alternative and the southern alignment 
alternative.  The CAS disclosed that the northern alignment was assumed to be superior based upon available information as 
of that date. (See CAS Page 7-10.) 

The Trench area had one main option with two potential interchange configurations – either all access at Chester Avenue or 
access split between Chester and Payne Avenues.  In addition, the details of the Midtown Connector were still under study.  
The CAS noted that changes in access were a concern that would continue to be studied to resolve any issues on the local 
street system.  (See CAS Page 5-15.) Additional discussion of Trench issues is included in FEIS Section 2.5.2. 

Public comments on the CAS are summarized in the DEIS Chapter 5 and included in DEIS Appendix F. Based on this 
accepted process for public review and comment, ODOT determined that preparation of an AFA would offer no additional 
benefit that had not already been obtained from the CAS and DEIS public review processes.  

ODOT’s public involvement procedures are documented in the ODOT Public Involvement Handbook, which was approved by 
FHWA on December 23, 2002.  In accordance with these procedures, a specific public involvement program was developed 
and implemented for the Cleveland Innerbelt Project.  The program as implemented is described in the Strategic Plan Section 
3.5.3, the Conceptual Alternatives Study Section 3.4, and the DEIS Chapter 5.  Public involvement for major issues included 
extensive interaction over a five-year period.  Public involvement on stormwater issues are summarized in FEIS Table 4.  For 
Trench Access issues, public coordination is summarized in FEIS Tables 5a and 5b.   

In addition, ODOT and FHWA chose to apply the Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU provisions to the project.  Compliance with 
Section 6002 is described in DEIS Section 1.2, along with a table of federal agencies who were contacted.  In addition, ODOT 
invited several state and local agencies to become participating agencies per Section 6002.  By letter dated August 3, 2007, 
ODOT contacted: 

• City of Cleveland 
o Mayor 
o Division of Engineering and Construction 
o Division of Traffic Engineering 
o Landmarks Commission 
o Planning Commission 

• Cuyahoga County Engineer 
• Northeast Ohio Areawide Coordinating Agency (NOACA) 
• Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) 
• Ohio Department of Natural Resources (ODNR) 

OEPA and the Cleveland Landmarks Commission responded with agreement to become a participating agency.  The Mayor’s 
office responded to indicate that the invitation was forwarded to the Director of City Planning.  No other responses were 
received.  Copies of correspondence are included in Appendix A.   

In April 2007, prior to the project-specific correspondence, ODOT also initiated coordination per Section 6002 regarding 
proposed project methodologies on a program-wide basis with numerous federal and state review agencies, including US 
Army Corps of Engineers, Bureau of Underground Storage Tank Regulation (BUSTR), US Coast Guard, National Park 
Service, ODNR, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  This correspondence also is included for reference in Appendix A.  

FHWA and ODOT, as joint leads for the project, used the DEIS to formally announce the Preferred Alternative per Section 
6002 of SAFETEA-LU.  The DEIS for the project was approved on March 3, 2009.  The Notice of Availability appeared in the 
Federal Register on March 20, 2009.  Copies were circulated to federal and state agencies.  Public hearing notifications were 
made through local media, e-mail to stakeholders, and announcement on the project website.  A public hearing was held on 
April 21, 2009. The public comment period ended May 21, 2009.   Written comments, as well as verbal comments provided in 
the hearing transcript, are summarized and addressed in this FEIS. 

The FEIS will be made available for a 30-day period. Following consideration of input on the DEIS and FEIS, the FHWA 
intends to issue a Record of Decision (ROD) in 2009, which will document the Selected Preferred Alternative decision. 
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3.0 Update to Information Presented in the DEIS 

The following sections provide additional information that was developed subsequent to publication of the DEIS. 

3.1  Cultural Resources (Section 106) 

Archaeological Resources 
An archaeological disturbance study was conducted as a part of the Phase I Cultural Resources survey in May 2006.    Based 
upon a preliminary review, the Ohio Historic Preservation Office (OHPO) concluded by letter of July 5, 2006, there is a 
potential for that encountering historic residential, commercial and industrial deposits, given the large affected area.  OHPO 
concluded that the archaeological issues would be best addressed by a land use review of historic atlases, insurance maps, 
and a visual inspection when the Preferred Alternative is selected and the work limits for the project are better known.  On 
February 17, 2009, ODOT’s Office of Environmental Services and OHPO conducted a joint field review focused on the 
preferred corridor.  This field review confirmed that the entire area is thoroughly disturbed by commercial, residential, and 
industrial development, landscape modification, artificial landform construction, parking lot construction, and underground 
utility installation.  The severity of the disturbance precludes the existence of intact archaeological deposits.  The shallow 
nature of the land surface along the Cuyahoga River would also preclude the existence of stratified archaeological deposits. 

On February 27, 2009, ODOT documented the above finding in a letter to the Ohio Historic Preservation Office.  OHPO 
concurred with this finding on March 9, 2009.  The concurrence letter is included in Appendix E. 

History/Architecture.   
As discussed in the DEIS Section 4.2.11, the Ohio Historic Preservation Office (OHPO) concurred on December 9, 2008, that 
a finding of “adverse effect” was applicable to the project.  For the Preferred Alternative, the crossing of the Cuyahoga River 
valley will result in an adverse effect for three buildings (Broadway Mills, Marathon Gas Station, and Distribution Terminal 
Warehouse).  Discussion of avoidance alternatives for these properties is included in the Final Section 4(f) discussion (see 
FEIS Chapter 5). Visual, noise, and vibration effects on other historic properties in the Area of Potential Effects (APE) have 
been monitored but are not anticipated to add to the adverse effect of the project overall.   

On December 19, 2008, the ODOT Office of Environmental Services (OES) notified the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP) of the finding of “adverse effect”.  The notification included the following supporting documentation: a 
copy of the CUY-IR71/90 PID: 77510 Section 106 Assessment of Effects for the Feasible Alternatives, September 2008; 
documentation of the Section 106 consultation process between September 24, 2008 and December 1, 2008; a copy of the 
“Notice of Intent” published in the Federal Register Thursday, September 7, 2006;  a request to determine their participation in 
resolving the “adverse effects” and the development of a Programmatic Agreement for the Section 106 process.  

The ACHP responded by letter dated January 9, 2009.  The ACHP concluded that their participation in the consultation to 
resolve adverse effects was not needed.  The consulting parties were provided a copy of the ACHP response, a copy of the 
draft Programmatic Agreement, and an invitation to participate in consultation.  

The Programmatic Agreement (PA) specifies the process to be used to develop mitigation to resolve adverse effects, including 
a list of potential mitigation measures that will be considered.  No specific mitigation plans are included in the PA.  A 
consultation meeting regarding the development of the PA was held on March 18, 2009.  At the meeting, ODOT reviewed the 
Programmatic Agreement.  Consulting parties requested a definition of mitigation versus enhancement.  Following the 
meeting, ODOT provided FHWA’s response to this request.  (See copy of e-mail in Appendix E.)  Following the meeting and 
the Consulting Party comment period, the PA was finalized and executed by OHPO, ODOT, and FHWA on May 20, 2009.  

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) acknowledged receipt of the PA on June 16, 2009.  A copy of the 
executed Programmatic Agreement is included in Appendix E. 

The first construction project (new bridge over Cuyahoga River for I-90 westbound) will impact the three properties that are the 
basis for the “adverse effect.”  These include the Broadway Mills Building, Marathon Gas Station, and Distribution Terminal 
Warehouse (AKA Cold Storage Building).  A Section 106 Consulting Parties meeting was held May 20, 2009, in accordance 
with the PA.  Treatment plans to mitigate adverse effects were discussed, as well as potential project specific enhancements 
and locally sponsored plans.   

Project specific enhancements will be developed with aesthetic committee members and local officials.  These enhancements 
may include: aesthetic treatments to the new bridge abutments and piers; pedestrian overlooks and facilities; reuse of the 
Central Viaduct Bridge abutment; and commemorative parks.  Locally sponsored enhancements may include reuse of buried 
rail lines and multi-use pedestrian trails.   

In accordance with the PA, FHWA and ODOT propose the following treatment plans to resolve the adverse effect on the three 
impacted historic properties: 

• Broadway Mills - Level II documentation as specified by the Historic American Building Survey (HABS) will be 
prepared.  A commemorative display will be located at or near the existing mill site.  

• Marathon Gas Station – Level II documentation as specified by the Historic American Building Survey (HABS) 

• Distribution Terminal Warehouse – A historic context will be prepared documenting the significance of the resource in 
relation to the City of Cleveland’s food distribution industrial history. 

On June 5, 2009, ODOT described the proposed treatment plans for the above buildings in a letter to OHPO.  (See letter in 
Appendix E.  For additional details, please refer to letter.) ODOT requested OHPO’s concurrence that the proposed treatment 
plans mitigate the adverse effects of the undertaking on historic cultural resources.  In accordance with the PA, FHWA and 
ODOT provided copies of the coordination and proposed treatment plans to Consulting Parties.  During the 30-day Consulting 
Parties comment period, no comments were received relative to the proposed plans.  (One comment was received regarding 
fire department operations, see discussion in Table 1c.)  OHPO concurred with the proposed plans on July 7, 2009.    (See 
letter in Appendix E.) 
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3.2 Environmental Site Assessments 

Following is a summary of recent developments related to environmental site assessments and hazardous materials.  
Recently, it has been determined that property currently part of Burke Lakefront Airport is considered by OEPA as unregulated 
landfill.  Therefore, a 27-13 permit will be required from OEPA for investigations and construction within this area.  Updated 
results are available regarding Environmental Site Assessments for two properties within the project limits, the Cold Storage 
Building (AKA Distribution Terminal Warehouse) and the BP Oil Station at 900 Carnegie Ave. 

Regarding the Cold Storage Building, ODOT’s Office of Environmental Services (OES) reviewed the Phase I and Phase II 
Environmental Site Assessment reports and concluded that no additional investigations are required.  The wipe samples taken 
of transformers found in the building did not detect the presence of PCBs.  Materials found during a floor-by-floor 
reconnaissance of the building should be considered as personal items to be removed by the owner prior to ODOT taking 
possession of the property.  If they are not removed, ODOT will have them removed prior to demolition of the building.  
Useable products would be salvaged for use or sale.  Wastes will be analyzed and properly disposed. Copy of Interoffice 
Communication is included in Appendix F. 

Regarding the BP Oil Station, OES reviewed the Phase II report and concluded that no further investigations are required and 
no special material management is necessary for this site, based upon the current work limits and proposed shallow 
excavation. 

3.3 Additional Noise Studies 

Subsequent to the publication of the DEIS, noise analyses were revisited to consider internal noise levels at three locations:  
the Western Reserve Fire Museum, Fire Station #28, and Hilton Garden Inn.  Based upon the study results (included in 
Appendix F), the interior noise levels do not approach or exceed the FHWA noise abatement criterion for these properties.  
Therefore, no noise impacts are anticipated at these locations and no abatement measures are recommended. 

3.4 Access Modification Study 

The Access Modification Study (AMS), which presents the traffic operations and geometric design details of the project, was 
conditionally approved on July 8, 2009.  The Preferred Alternative, Alternative A, was found to be acceptable from a geometric 
and operational standpoint.  The AMS analysis validated that Alternative A will provide for the effective collection and 
distribution of traffic between the radial freeway system and the local street system and that Alternative A will effectively 
facilitate the movement of traffic between each of the radial freeways.  The design and operational deficiencies that are 
retained within Alternative A are minor, localized in nature, and in all cases provide for a build condition that is substantially 
better than the existing or no build condition.  Final approval of the AMS will be provided with the Record of Decision. 

The AMS was referenced in the DEIS and was available upon request from ODOT District 12.  The AMS document and 
appendices are included on DVD in Appendix G of the FEIS.   

3.5 Implementation Plan/Cost Estimate 

Current cost estimates were developed during the Cleveland Innerbelt cost estimate review meeting held June 1-5, 2009, at 
the ODOT District 12 office.  The workshop was facilitated by FHWA and included attendees from ODOT and the project 
consultants.  The objective of the review was to conduct an unbiased risk-based review to verify the accuracy and 
reasonableness of the ODOT and consultant team preliminary cost estimate and to develop a probability range based upon 
the project’s current stage of design.  Risk-based analyses were based upon a Monte Carlo Simulation model to generate 

project estimate forecasts as a range of values by taking into consideration threats and opportunities and the impact and 
probabilities associated with each.   The greatest factor influencing the range of costs is inflation. 

The total cost estimate for the project is approximately $1.6 - $1.7 billion in 2009 dollars, with $109-121 million for engineering, 
$75 - $82 million right-of-way, and $1.4 -$1.5 billion construction.   

The size and complexity of the Cleveland Innerbelt Project, its extensive cost, and the need to maintain traffic require that the 
improvements be systematically phased, with implementation expected to occur over the period from 2010 to 2033.  The 
project team developed a proposed phasing plan taking into consideration current conditions, maintenance of traffic, 
constructability, and the utility of the finished segment.  The resulting recommended contract groups are listed in Table 7.  The 
project elements included in each construction contract group will be designed together and may be constructed as one 
contract or broken into phases (A, B, C, etc.).  All pieces within a group must be completed to have a useable segment. 

Table 7 also lists the current cost estimates inflated to the year of expenditure.  Based upon these figures, the estimated total 
project cost is over $2.7 - $3.5 billion, with $155 - $197 million for engineering, $83 - $106 million right-of-way, and $2.5 - $3.1 
billion for construction.   

As a major project of over $500 million, a Project Management Plan and Annual Financial Plan will be required.  The Project 
Management Plan is required within 90 days of the Record of Decision.  The Initial Financial Plan is required prior to Federal 
authorization for construction and must be updated annually.  These documents are currently in development. The current 
cost estimates, along with funding sources for each phase, will continue to be evaluated.  This information will be updated, as 
required, as part of the financial plan described above.  

3.6 Relationship to State and Local Transportation Plans  

The project’s relationship to state and local transportation plans is provided in DEIS Section 4.3.4.  Since publication of the 
DEIS, the regional transportation plan, NOACA’s Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) has been amended with the following 
projects in the project area: 

• 85531 - Cuy -IR90-14.90  Amendment dated 6-30-09  

• 85049 - Cuy-IR490 -1.87WN/VAR - Amendment dated 4-21-09  

3.7 Compliance with Planning Requirements 

For compliance with applicable planning requirements, the project must be included in the fiscally constrained long range plan 
for NOACA.  In addition, the first construction section, CCG1 (see Table 7), will be included in NOACA’s TIP. 

The overall project is accounted for in the long rage plan under an older proposed phasing plan and estimates.  The long 
range plan will be administratively modified and updated with the current phasing plan and estimates prior to issuance of the 
Record of Decision. 

The first construction segment is currently within the TIP, but does not reflect the updated scope and cost estimates. NOACA 
will be administratively modifying and updating the plan and will issue a TIP amendment to adjust these figures prior to 
issuance of the Record of Decision. 

Segments with project implementation of any phase (design, right-of-way or construction) within the time horizon of the current 
TIP are included within the TIP or will be added by amendment.  The current phasing plan, described above, will require 
updates to the TIP and cost estimates, which will be incorporate by TIP amendment prior to authorization of project activities 
for those segments.   
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Table 7:  Project Implementation Schedule/Cost Estimate 

Construction Segments Phase Year of 
Expenditure 

(YOE) 

Cost in 
2009 

(millions) 

Cost in 
YOE 

(millions) 

Construction Contract Group 1: 
I-90 westbound from I-90/I-490 to East 9th St. overhead 

Detailed Design 
Right-of-Way 
Construction 

2010 
2009 
2011-2013 

$17-18 
$41-52 

$362-399 

$17-22 
$41-52 

$442-564 

Construction Contract Group 2: 
I-90 eastbound from I-90/I-490 to East 9th St. overhead 

Detailed Design 
Right-of-Way 
Construction 

2011 
2012 
2014-2016 

$26-29 
$3 

$287-317 

$28-36 
$3-4 

$396-505 

Construction Contract Group 3: 
A: I-90 WB in Central Interchange from E. 9th St. to E. 22nd St.; E. 
22nd St. (part-width); remove Cedar Ave. bridge over I-90 
B: I-77 improvements north of Kingsbury Run Bridge 
C: I-90 EB in Central Interchange from E. 9th St. to E. 22nd St.; 
Carnegie (part-width) 

Detailed Design 
Construction (A) 
Construction (B) 
Construction (C) 

2014 
2017-2018 
2021 
2019-2020 

$21-23 
$102-112 
$83-92 
$46-50 

$26-33 
$159-202 
$154-196 
$78-100 

Construction Contract Group 4: 
A: Easterly Interceptor relocation 
B: CSX railroad overhead 
C: Norfolk Southern railroad overhead 
D: Overheads in Innerbelt Curve: Superior (part-width); St. Clair 
(closure); Hamilton (closure); Lakeside (closure); Structure under 
Superior intersection for the proposed I-90 WB to Chester ramp 
E: Innerbelt Curve north of Superior Ave. 

Detailed Design 
Right-of-Way 

Construction (A) 
Construction (B) 
Construction (C) 
Construction (D) 
Construction (E) 

2019 
2020 
2022 
2022-2023 
2022-2023 
2024-2025 
2026-2027 

$18-20 
$14-16 
$4-5 

$25-28 
$28-31 
$23-25 

$116-127 
 

$28-36 
$19-24 
$8-10 
$51-65 
$56-71 
$50-64 

$279-356 
 

Construction Contract Group 5: 
A: Overheads in Innerbelt Trench: Prospect (part-width); Euclid 
(part-width); Chester (part-width); Payne (closure) 
B: I-90 eastbound in Innerbelt Trench from E. 22nd St. to Superior 
C. I-90 westbound in Innerbelt Trench from E. 22nd St. to Superior 

Detailed Design 
Right-of-Way 

Construction (A) 
Construction (B) 
Construction (C) 

2025 
2026 
2028-2029 
2030-2031 
2031-2033 

$15-17 
$12-13 
$34-37 
$77-85 
$54-59 

$32-41 
$19-24 
$90-114 
$225-287 
$169-216 

Construction Contract Group 6: 
A: I-77 bridge widening over I-490 
B: I-77 improvements south of I-490 

Detailed Design 
Right-of-Way 

Construction (A) 
Construction (B) 

2022 
2023 
2021-2024 
2025-2026 

$6-7 
$1 

$45-49 
$25-28 

$12-15 
$1-2 

$89-113 
$58-74 

Construction Contract Group 7: 
I-71 roadway pavement and bridge deck replacements; I-71 
southbound deceleration lane to Jennings 

Detailed Design 
Construction 

2024 
2027 

$6 
$61-68 

$11-15 
$152-194 

Totals All phases 2010-2033 $1.6-1.7 
billion 

$2.7 to $3.5 
billion 

 4.0  Preferred Alternative 

4.1 Selection of the Preferred Alternative 

Following completion of the Conceptual Alternatives Study (CAS), two Feasible Alternatives remained for two sections of the 
project, the Innerbelt Trench and the Central Viaduct/Central Interchange area.  As discussed in DEIS Chapter 3, the Feasible 
Alternatives for both areas were revisited based upon additional information obtained subsequent to the development of the 
Conceptual Alternatives.  DEIS Chapter 3 includes a discussion of all design issues that remained after publication of the CAS 
and how those issues were resolved. 

For the Trench section, the environmental and property impacts were essentially the same for both options; however the traffic 
operations and community input differed.  Traffic operations were superior for the With Payne option; however public input 
favored the No Payne option because it did not change the character of current traffic on Payne Avenue.  A compromise 
solution was reached to utilize the No Payne option with cut-off ramps to restore traffic patterns to a condition similar to the 
existing conditions.  Therefore, one Feasible Alternative resulted from the revisions to the Conceptual Alternatives.  (See DEIS 
Exhibit s A-26 to A-27.)  For more information on this issue, please refer to DEIS Section 3.4.1.   

With that decision, the only remaining area with more than one Feasible Alternative is the Central Viaduct/Central Interchange 
section.  Two build options plus the No Build alternative for the Central Viaduct/Central Interchange area were carried forward 
from the CAS, the Northern Alignment Alternative and the Southern Alignment Alternative.  Revisions to these alternatives 
based upon new information yielded changes to each option.  (See DEIS Section 3.4.2.)  After these revisions, the Northern 
Alignment Alternative became one bridge north of the existing structure and a replacement of the existing bridge on essentially 
the existing alignment.  The Southern Alignment Alternative became one bridge south of the existing structure and a 
replacement of the existing bridge on essentially the existing alignment.  These alternatives are illustrated on DEIS Exhibits A 
and B.  

Impacts of the Feasible Alternatives are summarized in Table 8 below.  Alternative A is the entire project length, using the 
Northern Alignment Alternative within the Central Viaduct/Central Interchange area.  Alternative B is the entire project length 
using the Southern Alignment Alternative within the Central Viaduct/Central Interchange area.  Noteworthy differences 
between the two alternatives are highlighted in the table and discussed below.  Several issues results in impact differences in 
more than one category.  They are grouped by issue below. 

Historic Properties Alternative A impacts three stand-alone historic buildings that were recently determined to be eligible for 
the National Register:  Broadway Mills, Marathon Gas, and the Distribution Terminal Warehouse.  The Distribution Terminal 
Warehouse has been vacant for more than five years, it has been in foreclosure, and the owners have petitioned ODOT to 
request that it be purchased from them.  (See DEIS Section 4.2.5 Property Impacts and Relocations.)   

In comparison, Alternative B also affects the Broadway Mills building and Marathon Gas building, but in exchange for avoiding 
the Distribution Terminal Warehouse, this alternative has an adverse effect on the Tremont National Register Historic District, 
resulting in removal of two residences that are contributing elements and one non-contributing building, plus adverse access 
and proximity impacts to the Annunciation Greek Orthodox Church.  (See DEIS Section 4.2.11 Cultural Resources and FEIS 
Chapter 5 Final Section 4(f) Evaluation.) 

Religious Facilities.  Alternative A is projected to have no impacts on religious facilities.  Alternative B would have impacts on 
the Annunciation Greek Orthodox Church that also fall under the Visual, Access, and Historic Properties categories.  
Alternative B would introduce proximity impacts to the church, affect its access, block views to and from, and impact the 
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attributes that make it a contributing element to the Tremont National Register Historic District.  (See DEIS Section 4.2.1 
Visual Resources, DEIS Section 4.2.3 Neighborhood and Community Access, DEIS Section 4.2.11 Cultural Resources, and 
FEIS Chapter 5 Final Section 4(f) Evaluation.) 

Maintenance of Traffic.  Alternative A and Alternative B have one important difference with regard to maintenance of traffic.  
The Northern Alignment for the Central Viaduct/Central Interchange, which runs continuously north of the existing alignment 
until its tie-in point, can be constructed almost entirety off-line, permitting traffic to use the existing alignment while the 
Northern Alignment is constructed.  During a Maintenance of Traffic Alternatives Analysis (MOTAA), only one conflict area 
was found just north of East 22nd Street.  

The Southern Alignment also contains this conflict point at East 22nd Street.  In addition, it crosses the existing alignment near 
9th Street, which restricts traffic from being maintained on the existing alignment at this point and continuing to the north. 
Maintaining traffic while the Southern Alignment is being constructed will require a crossover to be constructed to the north 
and west of existing I-90 to permit the contractor to work while traffic is being maintained.  The only way to avoid the need for 
the cross-over would be to shift the Southern Alignment into the Cuyahoga County Juvenile Justice Center, a property eligible 
for the National Register of Historic Places.   

The Southern Alignment would also require the concurrent construction of the westbound alignment to 22nd Street to maintain 
traffic in both the eastbound and westbound directions.  The Northern alignment allows the westbound lanes to be constructed 
under a separate contract, which provides for better cash flow management for implementing the project.  In addition, 
substantial additional costs would be required, not only to construct wider structures associated with the crossover, but for the 
additional fills, structures, and pavement.  The specific cost cannot be estimated without detailed cross sections, but is 
expected to be in the millions of dollars based upon ODOT’s experience with similar projects.    

Relocations.  Alternatives A and B would impact businesses and residences.  Alternative A would have fewer impacts, with 25 
commercial buildings (57 businesses) and 10 residential buildings (19 households) compared to 27 buildings (57 businesses) 
and 12 residential buildings (22 households) on Alternative B. (See Property Impacts and Relocations, DEIS Section 4.2.5.) 

Access and Neighborhood Street Impacts.  Alternative B will require the elimination of 14th Street between Fairfield Avenue 
and Abbey Avenue, requiring vehicles to go around the block to gain access.  Alternative A retains 14th Street in its current 
location.  In addition, Alternative A would provide for a relocated access from I-90 eastbound to Broadway Avenue 
southbound, while Alternative B would not provide this access. The Broadway ramp provides access to the main post office.  
Without this connection, vehicles will be routed via East 22nd Street, past St. Vincent Charity Hospital, and through Cuyahoga 
Community College. (See Neighborhood and Community Access, DEIS Section 4.2.3.)   

Identification of Preferred Alternative 

This FEIS, which incorporates the DEIS by reference, constitutes a full disclosure document, under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and related regulations, for the proposed Cleveland Innerbelt Project in Cleveland, Ohio.  
Based upon the information presented within the DEIS and FEIS, and summarized in Table 8, the FHWA and ODOT have 
determined that Alternative A satisfies the project’s purpose and need, and that it causes the least impact to the natural and 
human environment in comparison to Alternative B, because of: 

• Fewer Adverse Effects under Section 106 and least net harm under Section 4(f) 
• Ability to incorporate off-ramp to Broadway Avenue to maintain direct access to Quadrangle area, including main post 

office 
• Ability to maintain 14th Street between Fairfield and Abbey Avenues to avoid impacting access the Annunciation 

Greek Orthodox Church 
• Fewer relocations of residences and businesses 
• More straightforward maintenance of traffic, which permits smaller construction segments and improves cash flow 

In addition FHWA and ODOT have determined that the No Build alternative would not fully address the project’s needs and 
does not enable the Innerbelt Freeway system to function acceptably.  Compared to the No Build and other alternatives 
considered, Alternative A best provides for the balanced consideration of the purpose and need for the action and justifies the 
impacts and costs.  All substantive comments on the DEIS have been addressed.  Appropriate mitigation measures are 
included in the project, as are commitments for future coordination and implementation.  The project complies with all 
applicable laws, such as Section 4(f) and Section 106.  For future actions, the project’s analyses provide reasonable 
assurance that all requirements can be met.  Therefore, Alternative A remains the identified Preferred Alternative for the 
project. 
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Table 8: 

Comparison of Feasible 
Alternatives 

No-Build 
ALTERNATIVE A (Exhibit A) 

Entire Project (using Northern 
Alignment Alternative) 

ALTERNATIVE B (Exhibit B) 
Entire Project (using Southern 

Alignment Alternative) 

PURPOSE AND NEED 

Operational 
Performance 

Ramps that do not operate at an acceptable level of service. AM Peak: 
• I-90 eastbound off-ramp to southbound Broadway Ave./Orange Ave. 
• I-90 eastbound on-ramp from I-77 northbound 
• I-90 eastbound off-ramp to E. 22nd St./Central Ave. 
• I-90 eastbound off-ramp to Carnegie Ave. eastbound 
• I-77 northbound off-ramp to Woodland Ave./E. 30th St. 
• I-77 northbound on-ramp from Woodland Ave./E. 30th St. 
• I-77 northbound off-ramp to I-90 eastbound 

Ramps that do not operate at an acceptable level of service. PM Peak: 
• I-90 eastbound on-ramp from I-77 northbound 
• I-90 eastbound off-ramp to Carnegie Ave. eastbound 
• I-90 westbound on-ramp from Prospect Ave. 
• I-90 westbound off-ramp to I-77 southbound 
• I-90 westbound on-ramp from E. 14th St./I-77 northbound 
• I-90 westbound on-ramp from E. 9th St./Carnegie Ave. 
• I-90 westbound off-ramp to W. 14th St./Abbey Ave. 
• I-71 southbound on-ramp from I-90/I-490 
• I-71 southbound off-ramp to SR 176 
• I-77 southbound on-ramp from Orange Ave./E. 30th St. 

Roadway segments that do not operate at an acceptable level of service. AM 
Peak: 
• I-90 eastbound from I-71 to the westbound Chester on-ramp 
• I-90 westbound from the East 55th on-ramp to the SR 2 on-ramp 
• I-90 westbound from the Superior off-ramp to the Superior on-ramp 
• I-71 northbound from the SR 176 on-ramp to the I-90 merge 
• I-77 northbound from I-490 on-ramp to I-90/East 14th Street off-ramp 

Roadway segments that do not operate at an acceptable level of service. PM 
peak: 
• I-90 westbound from the SR 2 off-ramp to the SR 2 on-ramp 
• I-90 westbound from the Prospect off-ramp to the I-71 diverge 
• I-71 southbound from the I-90/I-490 on-ramp to SR 176 off-ramp 

Ramps that do not operate at an acceptable level of service. AM Peak: 

• None 

Ramps that do not operate at an acceptable level of service. PM Peak: 

•  Southbound I-71 at I-90/I-490 on-ramp, LOS F 
• Northbound I-77 at I-490 off-ramp, LOS F 

Roadway segments that do not operate at an acceptable level of service. AM Peak: 

• Northbound I-77, south of I-490 on-ramp, LOS E 
• Northbound I-77, south of Woodland Ave on-ramp, LOS E 
• Eastbound I-90, east of westbound SR 2 off-ramp, LOS F 
• Eastbound I-90, east of eastbound SR 2 on-ramp, LOS F 
• Weave, Westbound I-90, eastbound SR 2 to Superior Avenue, LOS E 

Roadway segments that do not operate at an acceptable level of service. PM peak: 

• Eastbound I-90, west of eastbound SR 2 on-ramp, LOS E 
 

All of the above locations will operate equal to or better than existing conditions. 

Ramps that do not operate at an acceptable level of service. AM Peak: 

• None 

Ramps that do not operate at an acceptable level of service. PM Peak: 

• Southbound I-71 at I-90/I-490 on-ramp 
• Northbound I-77 at I-490 off-ramp 

Roadway segments that do not operate at an acceptable level of service. 

AM Peak: 

• Northbound I-77, south of I-490 on-ramp, LOS E 
• Northbound I-77, south of Woodland Ave on-ramp, LOS E 
• Eastbound I-90, east of westbound SR 2 off-ramp, LOS F 
• Eastbound I-90, east of eastbound SR 2 on-ramp, LOS F 
• Weave, Westbound I-90, eastbound SR 2 to Superior Avenue, LOS E 

Roadway segments that do not operate at an acceptable level of service. PM peak: 

• Eastbound I-90, west of eastbound SR 2 on-ramp, LOS E 
 

All of the above locations will operate equal to or better than existing conditions. 

Safety 

• Twenty-one of the 30 half-mile sections that comprise the Innerbelt 
Freeway have crash rates above the statewide average.   

• Six locations have been, or currently are, ranked in the top 250 high 
crash locations in Ohio.  Majority of the study area is listed as a Safety 
Hot Spot.  

• Safety issues are related to operational and design deficiencies 

All design and operational deficiencies that did not meet the established project design 
and operational criteria were evaluated in more detail.  All of the design and operational 
deficiencies retained provide for substantial improvement over the no build and were 
determined to be acceptable.  For additional detail, refer to the Draft Access 
Modification Study. 

All design and operational deficiencies that did not meet the established project design 
and operational criteria were evaluated in more detail.  All of the design and operational 
deficiencies retained provide for substantial improvement over the no build and were 
determined to be acceptable.  For additional detail, refer to the Draft Access Modification 
Study. 
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Table 8: 

Comparison of Feasible 
Alternatives 

No-Build 
ALTERNATIVE A (Exhibit A) 

Entire Project (using Northern 
Alignment Alternative) 

ALTERNATIVE B (Exhibit B) 
Entire Project (using Southern 

Alignment Alternative) 

Innerbelt Access 

o Providing local access is a fundamental function of the Innerbelt 
Freeway.   

o Need to balance the demand for access with the demand for freeway 
and local street system safety and operational efficiency.   

o 38 Existing points of access. 
 

Proposed Access Points: 
o 3  No Change 
o 25  Redesigned 
o 9  Redirected 
o 1 Relocated 

Local street closures: 
o University Road 
o Crown Avenue 
o East 27th Street 
o East 33rd Street (open for pedestrians) 
o Orange Avenue to Woodland Avenue cross-over 
o Connector between E. 14th and Community College Drive 

Local street reconfigurations/redesign: 
o West 15th Street  
o Commercial Road 
o Broadway Avenue 
o Carnegie Avenue 
o East 9th Street 
o East 14th Street 
o East 18th Street 
o East 22nd Street 
o Cedar Avenue 
o Chester Avenue 
o Superior Avenue 
o East 30th Street 
o East 38th Street 
o South Marginal Road 
o North Marginal Road 
o Airport Access Road (private access) 
o Woodland Avenue 
o Orange Avenue 

New local roadways: 
o Commercial Road Hill Connector from Canal Road to Ontario Street 
o Broadway Avenue from East 14th Street to East 9th Street 
o Cedar Avenue Extension from Cedar Avenue to Carnegie Avenue 
o Midtown Connector one-way pair from Carnegie Avenue to Chester Avenue 
o East 30th Street extension from St. Clair Avenue to Hamilton Avenue  
o Southbound Frontage Road from Broadway Avenue to Pershing Avenue 

Proposed Access Points: 
o 3  No Change 
o 25  Redesigned 
o 9  Redirected 
o 1  Eliminated  

Local street closures: 
o University Road 
o Crown Avenue 
o East 27th Street 
o East 33rd Street (open for pedestrians) 
o Orange Avenue to Woodland Avenue cross-over 
o Connector between E. 14th and Community College Drive 
o 14th Street between Fairfield and Abbey Ave. 

Local street reconfigurations/redesign: 
o West 15th Street  
o Commercial Road 
o Broadway Avenue 
o Carnegie Avenue 
o East 9th Street 
o East 14th Street 
o East 18th Street 
o East 22nd Street 
o Cedar Avenue 
o Chester Avenue 
o Superior Avenue 
o East 30th Street 
o East 38th Street 
o South Marginal Road 
o North Marginal Road 
o Airport Access Road (private access) 
o Woodland Avenue 
o Orange Avenue 

New local roadways: 
o Commercial Road Hill Connector from Canal Road to Ontario Street 
o Broadway Avenue from East 14th Street to East 9th Street 
o Cedar Avenue Extension from Cedar Avenue to Carnegie Avenue 
o Midtown Connector one-way pair from Carnegie Avenue to Chester Avenue 
o East 30th Street extension from St. Clair Avenue to Hamilton Avenue  
o Southbound Frontage Road from Broadway Avenue to Pershing Avenue 

Maintenance of Traffic 
Need to plan for a systematic phasing of the improvements such that traffic 
can be maintained to the greatest extent practical.   

• Need to plan for a systematic phasing of the improvements such that traffic can be 
maintained to the greatest extent practical.  Project is consistent with ODOT’s 
Permitted Lane Closure Policy.   

• Project able to be constructed primarily off-line to minimize need for cross-overs. 

• Need to plan for a systematic phasing of the improvements such that traffic can be 
maintained to the greatest extent practical.  Project is consistent with ODOT’s 
Permitted Lane Closure Policy.   

• Complex MOT due to cross-over through Central Interchange. 
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Table 8: 

Comparison of Feasible 
Alternatives 

No-Build 
ALTERNATIVE A (Exhibit A) 

Entire Project (using Northern 
Alignment Alternative) 

ALTERNATIVE B (Exhibit B) 
Entire Project (using Southern 

Alignment Alternative) 

Design Deficiencies 

• 131 Total Design Deficiencies 
• 11 Locations that do not have full shoulders 
• 2 Improper reductions in the basic number of lanes (freeway) 

o WB I-90 and SR 2 & SB I-71 and SR 176 
• Inadequate ramp configuration and spacing 

o 20 acel/decel deviations 
o 5 inadequate ramp terminal spacing 
o 9 operationally deficient weaves 

• Inadequate curve radius (freeway mainline) 
o 43 speed below posted 
o 10 stopping sight distance below posted speed. 

• 21 locations with inadequate vertical clearance 

• 6 Total Design Deficiencies 
• 3 Locations that do not have full shoulders 

o I-77 NB and SB on Kingsbury Run Bridge 
o Transition to existing shoulder width on I-71 
o Transition to existing shoulder width on I-90 

• Inadequate ramp configuration and spacing 
o 1 operationally deficient weaves 

• 6 Total Design Deficiencies 
• 3 Locations that do not have full shoulders 

o I-77 NB and SB on Kingsbury Run Bridge 
o Transition to existing shoulder width on I-71 
o Transition to existing shoulder width on I-90 

• Inadequate ramp configuration and spacing 
o 1 operationally deficient weaves 

Pavement Conditions 
• Full-depth Pavement Replacement in kind 
• Approximately 3.8 million sq. ft. of full-depth replacement 

• Full-depth Replacement/Major New Construction 
• Approximately 7.6 million sq. ft. of full-depth replacement 

• Full-depth Replacement/Major New Construction 
• Approximately 7.6 million sq. ft. of full-depth replacement. 

Bridge Conditions 

• 25 mainline and ramp bridges deck replacements in kind.  
• Approximately 1.2 million sq. ft. of existing bridge deck.  
• Rehab or Replacement of Exiting CV Bridge 

o 1,226-foot long/approximately 0.14 million sq. ft. of deck, west 
approach.  

o 2,722-foot long main truss /approximately 0.13 million sq. ft. of 
deck.  

o 1,131-foot long/approximately 0.13 million sq. ft. of deck, east 
approach. 

• 16 mainline and ramp bride deck replacements in kind. 
• Approximately 0.21 million sq. ft. of deck replacement. 
• 35 new mainline, ramp, and overhead bridges. 
• Approximately 1.55 million sq. ft. of new bridge deck area.  
• Major New Westbound Bridge across Cuyahoga Valley 

o Approximately 1,028 feet long/0.10 million sq. ft. of deck, west 
approach.  

o Approximately 800-ft long main span/ 0.08 million sq. ft. of deck.  
o Approximately 3,371-ft long/0.30 million sq. ft. of deck, east approach. 

• Replacement of Exiting CV Bridge 
o 1,226-foot long/ 0.11 million sq. ft. of deck, west approach.  
o 800-ft long main span/approximately 0.08 million sq. ft. of deck.  
o 3,053-ft long/approximately 0.26 million sq. ft. of deck, east approach. 

• 16 mainline and ramp bride deck replacements in kind. 
• Approximately 0.21 million sq. ft. of deck replacement. 
• 35 new mainline, ramp, and overhead bridges. 
• Approximately 1.53 million sq. ft. of new bridge deck area.  
• Major New Westbound Bridge across Cuyahoga Valley 

o Approximately 1,043-ft long/0.10 million sq. ft. of deck, west approach.  
o Approximate 900-ft long main span/0.09 million sq. ft. of deck.  
o Approximately 3,061-ft long/0.27 million sq. ft. of deck, east approach. 

• Replacement of Existing CV Bridge 
o 1,226-foot long/0.11 million sq. ft. of deck, west approach.  
o 800-ft long main span/approximately 0.08 million sq. ft. of deck.  
o 3,053-ft long/approximately 0.26 million sq. ft. of deck, east approach. 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT  AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Archaeology No resources present within the project limits. No resources present within the project limits. No resources present within the project limits. 

Geology 
• Slope stability problems on west bank of Cuyahoga River remain for 

existing Central Viaduct Bridge, requiring periodic maintenance.   
• Factor of safety for existing slope is 1.06 to 1.09. 

• Slope stability improved by unloading of slope and removal of buildings.  Building is 
historic property that is already impacted by the bridge construction.   

• Factor of safety improved to 1.5. 

• Slope stability improved by unloading of slope, requiring removal of two residential 
buildings that are contributing elements to the Tremont National Register Historic 
District and one non-contributing building that houses a restaurant.   

• Factor of safety improved to 1.5. 

Aquatic Resources No impacts to streams or water quality. No substantial long term impact on streams or water quality. No substantial long term impact on streams or water quality. 

Stormwater 
I-90 in Tremont, Central Interchange, and I-77 north of I-490 drain into 
combined sewer system.  Other areas drain to surface waters. 

• Potential for stormwater separation strategy to reduce volume and frequency of 
combined sewer overflows. 

• Stormwater best management practices will be used as required by OEPA 
regulations. 

• Potential for stormwater separation strategy to reduce volume and frequency of 
combined sewer overflows. 

• Stormwater best management practices will be used as required by OEPA 
regulations. 

Wetlands No wetlands within project area. No wetlands within project area. No wetlands within project area. 

Terrestrial Resources No unique or high quality terrestrial areas within the project limits. No unique or high quality terrestrial areas within the project limits. No unique or high quality terrestrial areas within the project limits. 
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Table 8: 

Comparison of Feasible 
Alternatives 

No-Build 
ALTERNATIVE A (Exhibit A) 

Entire Project (using Northern 
Alignment Alternative) 

ALTERNATIVE B (Exhibit B) 
Entire Project (using Southern 

Alignment Alternative) 

Floodplains No impacts on floodplain of Cuyahoga River. No piers anticipated within floodplain.  No impacts. No piers anticipated within floodplain.  No impacts. 

Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

• No potential for impacts to federally threatened or endangered 
species.  No impacts to state-threatened plant species. 

• Rehabilitation work that would be necessary under the No Build 
condition would require relocation of Peregrine Falcon nest by ODNR 
prior to construction. 

• No potential for impacts to federally threatened or endangered species.  No impacts 
to state-threatened plant species. 

• Peregrine Falcon nest to be avoided during nesting season.  ODNR will move 
peregrine falcons prior to construction.  No impacts expected. 

• No potential for impacts to federally threatened or endangered species.  No impacts 
to state-threatened plant species. 

• Peregrine Falcon nest to be avoided during nesting season.  ODNR will move 
peregrine falcons prior to construction.  No impacts expected. 

Drinking Water 
Resources 

Public water source intake is in Lake Erie, 3 miles off-shore.  No community 
or non-community public drinking water sources use ground water within 
the project area.   

Public water source intake is in Lake Erie, 3 miles off-shore.  No community or non-
community public drinking water sources use ground water within the project area.   

Public water source intake is in Lake Erie, 3 miles off-shore.  No community or non-
community public drinking water sources use ground water within the project area.   

Farmland No farmland within project limits. No farmland within project limits. No farmland within project limits. 

Parks (Section 4(f)) No impacts to parks or recreation areas. 
De minimis impact to recreation area within Chester Avenue loop ramp.  Trail to be 
realigned and area revegetated. 

De minimis impact to recreation area within Chester Avenue loop ramp. Trail to be 
realigned and area revegetated. 

Hazardous Waste No impacts. 
ESA Phase II investigations required for 23 properties, with types of waste that are 
commonly managed by ODOT. 

ESA Phase II investigations required for 18 properties, with types of waste that are 
commonly managed by ODOT. 

Air Quality No change. The project has been found to be in conformance with NOACA’s air quality 
implementation plan, maintenance plan, and NAAQS.  

The project has been found to be in conformance with NOACA’s air quality 
implementation plan, maintenance plan, and NAAQS.   

Noise 
Existing noise levels range from 48-78 dBA.  Majority of receivers will 
continue to exceed Noise Abatement Criterion of 67 dBA.   

Future noise level changes are minor (-3 dBA to +5 dBA); however, majority of receivers 
already do, and will continue to, exceed the Noise Abatement Criterion of 67 dBA.   

Noise walls are recommended: 
• Region 3 – westbound I-90 from Abbey Ave to I-90/I-71/I-490 Interchange – 

maximum reduction 12 dBA – benefitted receivers 64 (>5dBA) 
• Region 4 – eastbound I-90 from I-90/I-490 interchange to Abbey Ave – maximum 

reduction 9 dBA – benefitted receivers 75 (>5dBA), 7 (3-5dBA) 
• I-77 Broadway to Pershing – west side of I-77 – benefitted receivers 11 (>5dBA), 3 

(3-5 dBA) 

Southern Innerbelt areas eligible for consideration under Type II Retrofit Noise Barrier 
Program, independent of the project 

Vegetative screening to be offered, if feasible to install, for east side of I-90 from Superior 
to St. Clair 

Public input will be conducted during design to determine if the noise walls are desired 
by affected residents. 

Future noise level changes are minor (-3 dBA to +5 dBA); however, majority of receivers 
already do, and will continue to, exceed the Noise Abatement Criterion of 67 dBA.   

Noise walls are recommended: 
• Region 3 – westbound I-90 from Abbey Ave to I-90/I-71/I-490 Interchange – 

maximum reduction 10 dBA –benefitted receivers 52 (>5dBA), 12 (3-5dBA) Region 
4 – eastbound I-90 from I-90/I-490 interchange to Abbey Ave – maximum reduction 
10 dBA – benefitted receivers 79 (>5dBA), 3 (3-5dBA) 

• I-77 Broadway to Pershing – west side of I-77 – benefitted receivers 11 (>5dBA), 3 
(3-5 dBA) 

Southern Innerbelt areas eligible for consideration under Type II Retrofit Noise Barrier 
Program, independent of the project 

Vegetative screening to be offered, if feasible to install, for east side of I-90 from 
Superior to St. Clair 

Public input will be conducted during design to determine if the noise walls are desired 
by affected residents. 

Vibration No change. 

No long-term impacts.  Short-term impacts during construction possible from impact pile-
driving and vibratory rollers near Annunciation Greek Orthodox Church and Samuel 
Mather Mansion.  Alternative construction measures for these areas to be investigated 
during design. 

No long-term impacts.  Short-term impacts during construction possible from impact pile-
driving and vibratory rollers near Annunciation Greek Orthodox Church and Samuel 
Mather Mansion.  Alternative construction measures for these areas to be investigated 
during design. 

Visual Resources No change. 

• Enhanced view of Lake Erie from the ramp in the Innerbelt Curve, improved visual 
harmony through the Innerbelt Trench due to a reduction in access points and 
signing, and improved visibility of businesses along the Innerbelt Trench.  

• Negative impacts will include wider pavement and less vegetation through the 
Innerbelt Trench and introduction of new ramps and structures across from the 
Cuyahoga Community College.   

• Enhanced view of Lake Erie from the ramp in the Innerbelt Curve, improved visual 
harmony through the Innerbelt Trench due to a reduction in access points and 
signing, and improved visibility of businesses along the Innerbelt Trench.  

• Negative impacts will include wider pavement, less vegetation through the Innerbelt 
Trench, introduction of new ramps and structures across from the Cuyahoga 
Community College, blocking of views of and from the Greek Orthodox Church. 
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Table 8: 

Comparison of Feasible 
Alternatives 

No-Build 
ALTERNATIVE A (Exhibit A) 

Entire Project (using Northern 
Alignment Alternative) 

ALTERNATIVE B (Exhibit B) 
Entire Project (using Southern 

Alignment Alternative) 

Land Use and 
Development 

No change. 
Primary conversion of land to highway purposes will be heavy and light industry/office. 
Impact is small compared to overall availability these uses.  Project is consistent with 
City of Cleveland 2020 Comprehensive Plan. 

Primary conversion of land to highway purposes will be heavy and light industry/office. 
Impact is small compared to overall availability these uses.  Project is consistent with 
City of Cleveland 2020 Comprehensive Plan. 

Neighborhood/ 
Community Access 

No change. 
• See Innerbelt Access above for summary of access changes.   
• All access points maintained or mitigated through ramp and/or local street 

improvements 

• See Innerbelt Access above for summary of access changes.  
• No off-ramp to Broadway Avenue is provided, resulting in traffic rerouting by St. 

Vincent’s and Cuyahoga Community College. All other access points maintained or 
mitigated through ramp and/or local street improvements. 

Community Facilities 
and Services 

No impacts to community facilities.  With continued traffic congestion and 
high crash rates, there is potential for increased emergency response times 
and burden on response providers. 

• No impacts to schools, universities, or hospitals. 
• Relocation of mounted police stables.  Potential impact to fire training facility.  

Modification of access to Fire Station No. 28 (Tactical Rescue Station).  No impacts 
to services are expected. Reduced congestion and improved response times. 

• No impacts to religious facilities. 
• Access to main post office maintained via relocated off-ramp to Broadway Ave. 

• No impacts to schools, universities or hospitals. 
• Relocation of mounted police stables.  Potential impact to fire training facility.  

Modification of access to Fire Station No. 28 (Tactical Rescue Station).  No impacts 
to services are expected. Reduced congestion and improved response times. 

• Access and proximity impacts to Annunciation Greek Orthodox Church. 
• Access to main post office altered – routed via East 22nd Street, past St. Vincent’s 

and Cuyahoga Community College 

Property Impacts and 
Relocations 

No property impacts. 

• Business impacts: 25 buildings/57 businesses.  No issues anticipated with 
relocations, if adequate lead time is available. 

• Residential impacts: 10 buildings/19 households.  No issues anticipated with 
relocations. 

• Business impacts: 27 buildings/57 businesses.  No issues anticipated with 
relocations, if adequate lead time is available. 

• Residential impacts: 12 buildings/22 households.  No issues anticipated with 
relocations. 

Demographics No change. No changes anticipated No changes anticipated 

Economics 
Minimal change.  Potential for minor economic benefits related to spending 
on maintenance activities. 

• Positive regional economic benefits expected due to improved facility, reduced 
congestion, and efficient access. 

• Positive economic benefits during construction period 
• Minimal impacts on tax base due to property acquisitions, as many may relocate 

within the area 
• No substantial negative impacts anticipated in sensitive local areas.  Access 

changes are mitigated.  Localized changes in traffic volumes – increases on 
Chester, decreases on Prospect and Carnegie.  Overall, no substantial adverse 
changes in traffic volumes, local congestion, operations and travel patterns. 

• Positive regional economic benefits expected due to improved facility, reduced 
congestion, and efficient access. 

• Positive economic benefits during construction period 
• Minimal impacts on tax base due to property acquisitions, as many may relocate 

within the area 
• No substantial negative impacts anticipated in sensitive local areas.  Access 

changes are mitigated.  Localized changes in traffic volumes – increases on 
Chester, decreases on Prospect and Carnegie.  Overall, no substantial adverse 
changes in traffic volumes, local congestion, operations and travel patterns. 

Environmental Justice No change. 

• No impacts anticipated.  Improvements will occur within same general corridor as 
the existing freeway.  All properties within this area fall within census tracts of the 
same general demographic conditions.  

• Impact to residences is small, with adequate replacement housing available within 
same census tracts. No EJ issues raised during 9 years of public involvement.   

• No impacts anticipated.  Improvements will occur within same general corridor as 
the existing freeway.  All properties within this area fall within census tracts of the 
same general demographic conditions.  

• Impact to residences is small, with adequate replacement housing available within 
same census tracts. No EJ issues raised during 9 years of public involvement.   

Construction Impacts Minimal construction impacts related to maintenance activities. 

• Temporary air and noise impacts due to construction activities will be minimal.  
Contractors will be required to follow local ordinances and the ODOT Construction 
and Materials Specifications 

• Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan will be required 

• Temporary air and noise impacts due to construction activities will be minimal.  
Contractors will be required to follow local ordinances and the ODOT Construction 
and Materials Specifications 

• Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan will be required 
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Table 8: 

Comparison of Feasible 
Alternatives 

No-Build 
ALTERNATIVE A (Exhibit A) 

Entire Project (using Northern 
Alignment Alternative) 

ALTERNATIVE B (Exhibit B) 
Entire Project (using Southern 

Alignment Alternative) 

Other Transportation 
Modes 

No change. 

• Bus – Routes using Cedar Avenue will be modified to use connector from Cedar 
Ave to Carnegie Ave.  No impacts to bus operations. 

• Pedestrians – On modified local streets, sidewalks will be provided where they exist 
today and will be ADA compliant.  Midtown connector will provide new pedestrian 
connection. 

• Bicycles – The bike route along North Marginal Road will be realigned along with 
the roadway.  No impacts to bicycle facilities are expected. 

• Rail – No impacts.  Coordination will continue for maintenance of rail traffic. 
• Aviation – No impacts to airport operations 
• Marine – Required clearances over Cuyahoga River will be maintained. 

Coordination with Harbormaster will be conducted during design. 

• Bus – Routes using Cedar Avenue will be modified to use connector from Cedar 
Ave to Carnegie Ave.  No impacts to bus operations. 

• Pedestrians – On modified local streets, sidewalks will be provided where they exist 
today and will be ADA compliant.  Midtown connector will provide new pedestrian 
connection. 

• Bicycles – The bike route along North Marginal Road will be realigned along with 
the roadway.  No impacts to bicycle facilities are expected. 

• Rail – No impacts.  Coordination will continue for maintenance of rail traffic. 
• Aviation – No impacts to airport operations 
• Marine – Required clearances over Cuyahoga River will be maintained.  

Coordination with Harbormaster will be conducted during design. 

Historic Properties 
(Section 106 and 4(f)) 

No impacts. 

No Adverse Effect, No Use (temporary right-of-way): 
• Walker Weeks Building 
• Superior Avenue Historic District 
• Lorain-Carnegie Bridge 
• Tremont National Register Historic District 

No Adverse Effect, de minimis Section 4(f): 
• Loft Building 
• Samuel Mather Mansion 
• Ohio Boxboard Company 
• Cuyahoga County Juvenile Justice Center 
• Tactical Rescue Station 

Adverse Effect, Individual Section 4(f): 
• Broadway Mills 
• Marathon Gas Station 
• Distribution Terminal Warehouse 

All other properties are No Historic Properties Affected/No Use 

No Adverse Effect, No Use (temporary right-of-way): 
• Walker Weeks Building 
• Superior Avenue Historic District 
• Lorain-Carnegie Bridge 

No Adverse Effect, de minimis Section 4(f): 
• Loft Building 
• Samuel Mather Mansion 
• Ohio Boxboard Company 
• Cuyahoga County Juvenile Justice Center 
• Tactical Rescue Station 

Adverse Effect, Individual Section 4(f): 
• Broadway Mills 
• Marathon Gas Station 
• Tremont National Register Historic District 

o Adverse access impact to Annunciation Greek Orthodox Church 
o Demolition of 1103 University Road 
o Demolition of 1107 University Road 
o Demolition of 1 non-contributing structures 

All other properties are No Historic Properties Affected/No Use 

Secondary and 
Cumulative Impacts 

No impacts. 

No secondary or cumulative impacts are anticipated.  Traffic analyses for the project 
have taken into account committed transportation and development projects in the area.  
Other projects not likely to have substantial impacts on areas of greatest concern for the 
Innerbelt, such as business relocations and historic properties.   

No secondary or cumulative impacts are anticipated.  Traffic analyses for the project 
have taken into account committed transportation and development projects in the area.  
Other projects not likely to have substantial impacts on areas of greatest concern for the 
Innerbelt, such as business relocations and historic properties.   

IMPLEMENTATION  COST AND SCHEDULE 

Estimated Project Cost 
• $ 400 Million to $ 600 Million in 2009 dollars (costs in year of 

expenditure not developed) 

• $1.6 to $1.7 billion in 2009 dollars ($2.7 to $3.5 billion in year of expenditure) 
• Revenue sources and availability under review. 
• Fiscal Plan to be available prior to authorization for construction  

• $1.6 to $1.7 billion in 2009 dollars ($2.7 to $3.5 billion in year of expenditure) 
• Revenue sources and availability under review. 
• Fiscal Plan to be available prior to authorization for construction 

Schedule 
� Begin in kind work:  2010 
� End in kind work: continuum through the design year 2035 

� Begin in kind work:  2010 
� End work: 2033 
� Project Management Plan under development which will take into account fiscal 

realities associated with the implementation of the project. 

� Begin in kind work:  2010 
� End work: 2033 
� Project Management Plan under development which will take into account fiscal 

realities associated with the implementation of the project. 
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4.2 Wetland finding 

No wetlands were identified within the project area during the literature search or the field investigations.  Based on the current 
design plans and the lack of identified wetlands, the proposed project has no impact on wetlands.     

4.3 Floodplain finding 

Except for the shoreline of Lake Erie and within the bulkheads that line the Cuyahoga River, all portions of the study area are 
designated as Zone C or upland areas of minimal flooding.  No other FEMA designated floodplains were identified in the 
project area.  The Cleveland Innerbelt Bridge crosses over the 100-year flood plain of the Cuyahoga River however, there are 
no piers located or proposed for location within this floodplain.  Based on the current design plan, the proposed project would 
have no impact on FEMA designated floodplains.   

4.4 List of Commitments 

Geology: Soil and Bedrock 
The Contractor is required to follow best management practices for temporary sediment and erosion control during 
construction in accordance with 2005 ODOT Construction and Material Specifications Section 107.19 and Supplemental 
Specification 832.  Plan notes and estimated quantities in accordance with Supplemental Note 832 will be included in the 
plans to handle erosion control.  In addition to the current CMS, SS, plan notes, and SWPPP stipulations, all the regulations 
and conditions associated with the required NPDES permit will require the Contractor’s full compliance. 

Aquatic Resources 
A Coast Guard Section 9 permit and an ODNR Coastal Consistency Determination will be required for the project.  If during 
the waterway permit application process, it is determined that a Section 404 permit and/or a Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification is required, stream mitigation will be provided in accordance with the USACE and OEPA current stream mitigation 
rules and guidelines.  If in-stream work is required, it should not be conducted from March 15 to June 30, to reduce impacts to 
aquatic species and their habitat. 

Storm Water 
This project will require an OEPA NPDES Phase 2 General Construction Permit.  Plan notes, along with a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), will be needed to address project soil erosion control measures.  It is anticipated that the 
project will install appropriate best management practices.   

ODOT will continue to comply with current and future OEPA NPDES regulations.  ODOT has documented policies and 
procedures to address both sediment and erosion control and long term storm water quality on construction projects.  ODOT 
will continue to update its policies and procedures as needed to stay in compliance with current and future NPDES 
regulations.  This project will utilize the most current ODOT policies and procedures at time of final design.  

ODOT will continue its coordination with NEORSD and WPC during detail design of each project section.  Particular attention 
will be given to areas of the project that will remain connected to the combined sewer system.  Additionally, if NEORSD 
creates a regional storm water management program, ODOT will coordinate, as necessary, with this newly formed regional 
entity. ODOT will continue to coordinate with TRANSWAC, as appropriate, during detail design of each project section.   

ODOT will consider, during the detail design of each project section, installing water quality BMPs that exceed the required 
treatment area percentage of the NPDES permit.  (Currently redevelopment projects only require treating 20% of the existing 
pavement area.) 

Wetlands 
No specific mitigation measures are anticipated for wetlands. 

Terrestrial Resources 
No specific mitigation measures are anticipated for terrestrial ecology. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 
Additional coordination will be conducted with ODNR regarding the Peregrine Falcon prior to demolition activities for the 
existing Central Viaduct bridge.  ODNR has obtained a permit from the US Fish and Wildlife Service to relocate the falcon to 
safe habitat in advance of construction. 

Drinking Water Resources 

No specific mitigation measures are anticipated for drinking water resources. 

Floodplain Impacts 
Coordination will be conducted with the local community floodplain administrator during development of the preferred 
alternative.  A description and mapping of the preferred alternative, including available details on any fill material to be placed 
in the floodplain, will be provided to the local community Floodplain Administrator for review and comment.  This coordination 
will determine if a Flood Hazard Development Permit will be required prior to construction activities. 

Farmland 
No specific mitigation measures are anticipated for farmland. 

Parks and Other Green Spaces 
Impacts to the infield of the loop ramp on Chester Avenue will continue to be coordinated with Cleveland State University.  The 
walking trail will be restored and the area will be revegetated to retain the current recreational use of the right-of-way.  The 
path adjacent to the North Marginal Road will be realigned along with the roadway to provide continuity of the path. 

Hazardous Waste 
Phase II Environmental Site Assessments will be conducted for recommended properties.  For any property determined to be 
contaminated with regulated substances, environmental plan notes will be developed and incorporated into the construction 
contracts to ensure that regulated substances are properly managed and disposed during construction. 

Air Quality 
Given that air pollutants are not predicted to exceed the NAAQS in the future as a result of implementing the Build Alternative, 
mitigation measures for air quality are not necessary for the project.  Standard emission minimization measures for 
construction activities are recommended. 

Noise Analysis 
Three noise barrier locations are recommended.  These locations are within the Central Viaduct and I-77 Access locations.  A 
public meeting will be held in these areas during the design phase to determine if the residents wish to have a noise wall.  
Although not a noise abatement measure, vegetative screening will be offered to residences along the east side of I-90 
between Superior Avenue and St. Clair Avenue, if feasible to install, in accordance with ODOT noise policy. 

Barrier optimization will be performed during the detailed design phase of the project after final profiles are established.  A final 
check of elevation consistency between those used in barrier design model and those in the stage three roadway plans will be 
completed.  A table will be provided showing barrier segments, distance from centerline or baseline, barrier height, and top 
elevation for the project design consultant as stated in the ODOT-OES IOC dated February 2, 2007 found in Appendix D. 
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Vibration Analysis 
No long-term vibration impacts have been identified for the Cleveland Innerbelt project and therefore no mitigation measures 
are required with regard to ground-borne traffic vibration.  During the construction period, however, there is the potential for 
short-term vibration impact from impact pile driving and the use of vibratory rollers adjacent to the Annunciation Greek 
Orthodox Church and the Samuel Mather Mansion.  In addition to minimizing the use of such equipment near the vibration-
sensitive buildings, potential mitigation measures include use of alternative construction methods, such as the use of drilled 
piles or pressed piles in place of impact piling.  The feasibility of such measures will be investigated during project design to 
avoid vibration impact during construction. 

Historic Architecture Sites/ Section 4(f)/Section 106 Consultation  
Based upon coordination with the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, the following commitments are known for properties 
where there is “no adverse effect”: 

• Cuyahoga County Juvenile Justice Center – Relocate approximately 200’ of sidewalk and stone wall; maintain 
vehicular access to courtyard; construct adjacent retaining wall in manner that will not impact the historic resource 

• Samuel Mather Mansion – Alternative construction methods will be evaluated to minimize vibration during 
construction. 

In accordance with the Programmatic Agreement, FHWA and ODOT will use the following treatment plans to resolve the 
adverse effect on the three impacted historic properties: 

• Broadway Mills - Level II documentation as specified by the Historic American Building Survey (HABS) will be 
prepared.  A commemorative display will be located at or near the existing mill site.  

• Marathon Gas Station – Level II documentation as specified by the Historic American Building Survey (HABS) 

• Distribution Terminal Warehouse – A historic context will be prepared documenting the significance of the resource in 
relation to the City of Cleveland’s food distribution industrial history. 

Details for implementing these proposals are specified in the June 5, 2009 letter from ODOT to OHPO, as accepted by OHPO 
on July 7, 2009.   Additional commitments will be developed through the consultation process to mitigate for adverse effects, 
as specified in the Programmatic Agreement. 

Archaeological Resources 
No specific mitigation measures are anticipated for archaeological resources. 

Traffic Maintenance 
As part of the detailed design, a maintenance of traffic plan will be prepared in accordance with the then most current ODOT 
standard specifications and policies.  Public involvement will be conducted during the construction phase according to ODOT 
District 12’s communication plan for major projects. 

Public Notifications 
To ensure that the public is notified of construction activities, lane closures, and/or road closures, the following plan note will 
be added to the project plans:  The Contractor will advise the Project Engineer a minimum of fourteen (14) days prior to the 
following:  the start of construction activities, lane closures, and road closures.  As appropriate, the PIO will, in turn, notify the 
public, the local emergency services, affected schools and businesses, and/or any other impacted local public agency of any 
of the above mentioned items via media sources. 

Residential/Business Relocations and Property Impacts 
The acquisition and relocation for all residences displaced for right-of-way will be conducted in accordance with all applicable 
state and federal laws.   

Utility Relocations 
All utility relocations shall be coordinated between the Contractor and the utility owners in such a way as to avoid and/or 
minimize any inconvenience to potentially affected customers.  All utility relocations not included in this contract shall be 
performed by the affected utility owner or its contractor and will be compliant with ODOT roadway design standards.  Utility 
work will be ongoing throughout construction of the project.  Upon the contract award, the coordination of all necessary 
relocations with the utilities shall become the responsibility of the Contractor.  A list of all utility owners located within the 
project work limits shall be located in the General Notes section of the project plans. 

Remaining Design Commitments from Public Involvement 

• Directional signing will be considered for indicating local street destinations at redesigned and redirected ramp 
locations. 

• Input from the Innerbelt Bridge and Urban Design Aesthetics Sub-committees will be considered prior to the selection 
of aesthetic treatments and urban design details, including wayfinding, gateway, overpass and underpass treatments.    

• Designing the retaining walls between E 22nd St and Carnegie Ave to support a freeway cap or deck will be 
considered during detail design.  This commitment does not include the funding for the design and construction of the 
freeway cap or deck.  

• ODOT will coordinate with the Cuyahoga County Engineer and the City of Cleveland to accommodate the proposed 
Cleveland Towpath Trail multi-purpose trail as it crosses beneath I-90. 

• Upper Commercial Road will be reconfigured to accommodate fire trucks and buses serving Cleveland Fire 
Department Station No. 28 and the Western Reserve Fire Museum. 

• Ontario entrance ramp structure will be designed to provide the vertical clearance necessary to accommodate fire 
trucks serving Cleveland Fire Department Station No. 28. 

• Adjusting the alignment of the East 30th Street extension slightly toward the west will be considered during detail 
design in an effort to further minimize impacts. 

• The City of Cleveland Office of Harbormaster reviews proposed dock wall construction in the river.  ODOT will 
coordinate with the Harbormaster at the time of permit application to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 
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5.0 Final Section 4(f) Evaluation 

Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action involves improvements to Interstates 71, 77and 90, and connecting radial freeways and local roadways, 
known as the Cleveland Innerbelt.  The Cleveland Innerbelt is routed across the Cuyahoga River valley and around the south 
and east sides of downtown Cleveland, Ohio. The project termini are located approximately at the merge/diverse point of State 
Route 176, (the Jennings Freeway) and Interstate 71 southwest of downtown, south of the existing Interstate 90/77 Central 
Interchange on I-77 south of downtown, and east of the Interstate 90/State Route 2 interchange east of downtown along the 
shore of Lake Erie. 

The purpose of the Innerbelt Freeway system is to collect and distribute traffic between the radial freeway system (I-71, I-90, I-
77, SR 2, and SR 176) and the local street system, and to move traffic between each of the radial freeways, within the 
Cleveland CBD area.  The purpose of the Cleveland Innerbelt action is to rehabilitate and reconstruct the Innerbelt Freeway 
system, and to address operational, design, safety, and access shortcomings that severely impact the ability of the Innerbelt 
Freeway system to function.  More detail on the Purpose and Need for the project is provided in DEIS Chapter 2.   

Description of Section 4(f) Properties, Avoidance Alternatives, and Measures to Minimize Harm 

ODOT’s Project Development Process is designed to identify Section 4(f) properties and to avoid these properties.  If impacts 
are unavoidable, the process seeks to minimize impacts and to mitigate when needed. 

Section 4(f) properties impacted by the Cleveland Innerbelt project fall into three categories per Section 4(f) (23 CFR 774):   

• No Use (temporary occupancy) 
• Minor impacts (de minimis) 
• Impacts greater than the de minimis standard, requiring consideration of avoidance alternatives within an Individual 

Section 4(f) Evaluation 

This section will discuss the properties by each category. 

No Use (Temporary Occupancy) 

Within this category are three historic properties, including:  

� Walker Weeks Building 
� Superior Avenue Historic District 
� Lorain-Carnegie Bridge 

Walker Weeks Building, 2341 Carnegie Avenue (DEIS Exhibit A-23) 

The Walker Weeks Building is part of the Upper Prospect Multiple Resource Nomination featuring properties eligible for the 
NRHP under Criterion C (architecture).  The building sits on a parcel of less than one acre adjacent to existing I-90.  In this 
area, I-90 is below grade and the building sits just above a retaining wall.  The National Register boundaries for this property 
include the existing sidewalk; therefore, temporary impacts will be required within the boundary to reconstruct the I-90 
retaining wall and existing sidewalk.  The building will not be altered.  No substantial noise, vibration, or visual impacts are 
anticipated.  Coordination was conducted with consulting parties.  OHPO has determined that a finding of No Adverse Effect is 
appropriate for the property.  No property will be acquired for highway use.  The temporary occupancy will be for a shorter 
duration than the overall undertaking and the area will be restored to a condition as good, or better, than existing.  Therefore, 
there will be no use under Section 4(f). 

Superior Avenue Historic District (DEIS Exhibit A-27) 

The Superior Avenue Historic District includes properties fronting Superior Avenue from East 26th Street to just west of East 
19th Street.  The district is eligible under Criterion A (association with Cleveland’s garment industry) and Criterion C 
(architecture).  The boundary includes half of East 26th Street and a portion of Superior Avenue within the project limits.  Work 
in this area will be limited to areas within existing roadway rights-of-way.  No substantial noise, vibration, or visual impacts are 
anticipated.  Coordination was conducted with consulting parties.  OHPO has determined that a finding of No Adverse Effect is 
appropriate for the property. No property will be acquired for highway use.  The temporary occupancy will be for a shorter 
duration than the overall undertaking and the area will be restored to a condition as good, or better, than existing.  Therefore, 
there will be no use under Section 4(f). 

Lorain-Carnegie Bridge (DEIS Exhibits A-15 and B-15) 

The Lorain-Carnegie Bridge is listed on the NRHP under Criterion C (architecture).  The eastern approach includes the 
Carnegie Avenue grade separation over rail and rapid transit tracks.  Temporary work within the boundary will be required for 
restriping and related roadway work.  Commercial Road Hill access to Carnegie will be modified to right-in/right-out.  The 
sidewalk along Carnegie will be continued to the Ontario/Carnegie intersection without structural modifications.  No substantial 
noise, vibration, or visual impacts are anticipated.    Coordination was conducted with consulting parties.  OHPO has 
determined that a finding of No Adverse Effect is appropriate for the property.  No property will be acquired for highway use.  
The temporary occupancy will be for a shorter duration than the overall undertaking and the area will be restored to a 
condition as good, or better, than existing.  Therefore, there will be no use under Section 4(f). 

De Minimis Impacts to Section 4(f) Properties 

Within this category are one recreation area and five historic properties.  The recreation area is the Infield of the Loop Ramp 
on Chester Avenue.  The five historic properties include: 

� Loft Building 
� Samuel Mather Mansion 
� Ohio Boxboard Company 
� Cuyahoga County Juvenile Justice Center 
� Tactical Rescue Station 

Each of the properties is discussed separately below.  For each historic property, the project involved consultation with 
consulting parties and coordination with the Ohio Historic Preservation Office for a finding of No Adverse Effect, per 23 CFR 
774.5(b)(1). 

Infield of the Loop Ramp on Chester Avenue (DEIS Exhibit A-25) 

The infield of the loop ramp on Chester Avenue contains a pedestrian trail and green space and is approximately 1.8 acres in 
size.  The property is held in easement by ODOT.  The pedestrian trail and green space has been maintained by Cleveland 
State University, although an official maintenance agreement cannot be found.  Although the CSU pedestrian trail is located 
within highway right-of-way, FHWA has determined that Section 4(f) applies to this resource since the pedestrian trail has 
been operated as a public recreation opportunity for approximately 28 years. 

Currently, the area has an 8-foot wide, 930-foot asphalt pedestrian trail in the shape of an oval.  Within the oval is landscaped 
open grass area.  There are 29 trees and bushes within the trail oval and 26 trees and bushes outside of the trail oval.  At one 
time, there were circuit course facilities around the trail; however, CSU removed them in the late 1990’s.  CSU does not have 
plans to add additional recreational facilities to this site. 
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Typical uses are walking, jogging, and sitting to eat, talk or read.  CSU does not formally schedule the area for physical 
education courses, but it is available for this purpose.  It has been used in this manner for badminton, golf, running, and 
exercise classes offered by CSU. 

The walking trail and green space have limited access due to their location within the I-90 loop ramp.  No vehicular access or 
parking is provided for this area.  A sidewalk along Chester Avenue provides pedestrian and bicycle access.  From the west or 
south, pedestrians must cross either Chester Avenue or East 24th Street, and then cross over the unsignalized loop ramp to 
get to the trail.  From the east, pedestrians must cross East 27th Street and the I-90 eastbound on ramp to access the trail.  
There is no direct access from the north.  Since there is no vehicular access to the site, users predominately come from 
nearby campus and work destinations. 

Minor impacts are required to the western and eastern edges of the property in order to reconstruct the existing loop ramp to 
meet current design standards and to relocate the access westbound I-90 to Prospect Avenue to improve the safety and 
operation of the freeway in this section.   

The following measures will be used to minimize recreational disruption during construction: 

• The area within the loop ramp including the walking trail will be closed for public safety while construction is taking 
place 

• The temporary closure of the trail will be shorter in duration than the overall Innerbelt Project.  The pedestrian trail will 
be closed to the public for approximately two years or less during reconstruction of the interchange. 

• The walking trail will be adjusted to fit within the new loop ramp alignment.  The proposed trail will be approximately 
the same length (930 feet). 

• The removal of trees will be limited to what is needed to reconstruct the Chester Avenue Interchange. 

• The number of trees that are removed will be replaced within the new trail area, although not the same size. 

• Seeding and mulching of the area will be done to return it to its existing condition. 

ODOT coordinated with Cleveland State University regarding the impacts to this area by letter dated September 12, 2007, 
requesting concurrence that the project as proposed will not adversely affect the activities, features and attributes that qualify 
the property for protection under Section 4(f).  Cleveland State University concurred by signature on September 13, 2007.  A 
copy of the signed letter is included in Appendix A. Public involvement regarding the intent to use a de minimis Section 4(f) 
finding was included as part of the public hearing regarding the DEIS.  No comments were received regarding this issue.  
Therefore, the impact has been determined to be de minimis. 

Loft Building (DEIS Exhibit A-27) 

The Loft Building, located at 2800 Superior Avenue is a five-story reinforced concrete frame industrial building. It was built in 
1919 in the Commercial/Chicago style, and features a cubic exterior with large expanses of steel windows, an emphasis on 
vertical lines, and a detailed frieze on the north façade. The Loft Building retains original steel industrial sash on all its upper 
stories, which is rare for this type of building in Cleveland. The building sits in a densely developed area of Cleveland 
dominated by industrial and commercial buildings.   

The Loft Building, like many Cleveland garment industry buildings, originally housed multiple tenants, most of which were 
related to the garment industry. As the garment industry began to fade during the Great Depression and World War II, these 
tenants were gradually replaced by other light industries, mainly printing and lithographic concerns.   

The Loft Building is recommended individually eligible for the NRHP under Criteria A (association with Cleveland’s garment 
industry) and C (architecture).  It is a representative example of a 1920s reinforced concrete Cleveland garment warehouse 
and retains a high level of integrity. The Loft Building represents one of the largest and best examples of an intact 1920s 
Commercial Style industrial loft building in Cleveland. The proposed NRHP boundary follows the legal boundary, excluding a 
rectangular area on the south. 

The project will require a strip take at the western parcel boundary of the Loft Building, eligible for inclusion on the NRHP, 
within the National Register (NR) boundary. The building will not be impacted.  The ramp return for the ramp from I-90 
eastbound to Superior Avenue will require removal of the access from Superior Avenue to the parking lot.  The existing access 
to the parking lot from 30th Street will remain. Because the current business use is not related to the historic aspect of the 
property, changes to access will be resolved during the right-of-way process with the property owner.  Based upon a truck 
turning analysis, it is possible to maintain truck access to the loading dock by expansion of the paved area on the southwest 
corner of the property.  No substantial noise, vibration, or visual impacts are anticipated. Coordination was conducted with 
consulting parties.  OHPO has determined that a finding of No Adverse Effect is appropriate for the property.  Therefore, the 
impact has been determined to be de minimis.  

Samuel Mather Mansion, (University Hall, Cleveland State University), 2605 Euclid Avenue (DEIS Exhibit A-24) 

This building is a three-story brick house with Indiana limestone trim, designed in the Tudor Revival style by Cleveland 
architect Charles Schweinfurth. The house was completed in 1910 and is one of the last surviving mansions along Euclid 
Avenue, which was at one time lined with the homes of the wealthiest Cleveland residents. Samuel Mather, who 
commissioned the house, was a pioneer in the iron ore industry. He was director of several corporations including ones in the 
shipping, furnace, and financial industries, and was also very active in the community, serving on the boards of a number of 
social and arts organizations.  

The house was nominated to the NRHP in 1973, at a time when the NRHP form did not yet include listing criteria in today’s A-
B-C-D format. Were the house to be listed today, it would clearly be listed under Criterion B for its association with Samuel 
Mather, an important figure in Cleveland’s industry and civic life, and under Criterion C as one of the major works of Charles 
Schweinfurth and as a major example of a Tudor Revival residence. 

A boundary was not defined for the property on the original 1973 NRHP nomination. Since much of the area around the 
mansion has been altered for re-development by Cleveland State University, most of the land to the west and north of the 
house does not resemble its original appearance and is not included in the current boundary.  

The project will require a strip take at the southeastern boundary of the Samuel Mather Mansion, listed on the NRHP, from an 
area within the NR boundary. See DEIS Exhibit A-24.   The right-of-way purchase will be required at the southeastern 
boundary of the site for construction of a frontage road (Midtown Connector) connecting Euclid Avenue to Chester Avenue.  
Constructing the Midtown Connector adjacent to the property will serve to reconnect the site within the local street grid and 
create a buffer between the property and the freeway trench.  

The area impacted consists of a sidewalk connecting the eastern edge of the property to the street and a small grassy area 
south and east of the main building.  There are no impacts to the building.  ODOT commits to work with the property owners 
and OHPO to reestablish the modern park benches, planters and sidewalk.  No substantial noise, vibration, or visual impacts 
are anticipated. Coordination was conducted with consulting parties.  OHPO has determined that a finding of No Adverse 
Effect is appropriate for the property.  Therefore, the impact has been determined to be de minimis. 
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Ohio Boxboard Company, 1400 E. 30th Street (DEIS Exhibit A-27) 

The Ohio Boxboard Company at 1400 East 30th Street is located on the west side of East 30th Street between St. Clair and 
Superior avenues. Built ca. 1909, this rectangular-plan industrial building stands four stories tall, features red brick walls set in 
common bond, wood one-over-one double-hung sash on the north half of the first story, steel one-over-one double-hung sash 
on the south half of the first story, and wood fifteen-over-fifteen sash along the upper three stories of the east façade. The 
building was designed by Cleveland architectural-engineering firm Christian, Schwarzenberg & Gaede (1909-1972). Today the 
building is owned by 1400 East 30th Street Partners, who lease floor space to a variety of tenants, including artists and a 
restaurant.  There are presently seven operating business tenants. 

The Ohio Boxboard Company plant at East 30th Street provides one of the better preserved examples of vernacular Chicago 
Style architecture in the area. Built with a traditional heavy timber wood frame, the original section of the Ohio Boxboard 
Company building reflects nineteenth century industrial building design and engineering. The south addition, which features a 
steel structural frame and concrete floors, exemplifies the new architectural and engineering solutions developed and 
introduced for industrial buildings at the turn of the twentieth century. A well preserved example of vernacular Chicago Style 
architecture demonstrating the evolution of architectural and engineering practice, the Ohio Boxboard Company plant at East 
30th Street is eligible for the NRHP under Criterion C (architecture).   

This property was originally impacted by early project alternatives.  Subsequent to the publication of the Conceptual 
Alternatives Study, ODOT developed an avoidance alternative to minimize impacts to the property.  The Ohio Boxboard 
Building, containing seven businesses, was avoided by an alignment shift that resulted in impacts to three commercial 
properties, increasing the number of commercial buildings impacted, but decreasing the number of displaced businesses. 

Permanent impacts will be limited to the southwest corner of the parking lot.  There will be no impacts to the building. 
Temporary right-of-way adjacent to the building will be required for construction of the retaining wall adjacent to I-90.  No 
substantial noise, vibration, or visual impacts are anticipated. Coordination was conducted with consulting parties.  OHPO has 
determined that a finding of No Adverse Effect is appropriate for the property.  Therefore, the impact has been determined to 
be de minimis. 

Cuyahoga County Juvenile Justice Center, 2163 E. 22nd Street (DEIS Exhibits A-22 and B-22) 

This large complex is composed of several wings surrounding a courtyard. The original portions of the building have a series 
of gabled roofs, limestone trim, and brick walls.  The exterior of the building has not had any major additions other than the 
completion of a new rear addition in 1965–1966. This addition was used for offices in 1969. The addition is attached to the 
original building by only a small connector, and it is situated at the back of the building; it therefore does not significantly 
diminish the integrity of the original structure. The original portion of the building did undergo some alterations. The 1976 OHI 
photograph indicates that by that date, the original multi-pane windows had been replaced by inappropriate single-pane tinted 
aluminum-frame windows. In addition, the south and north wings of the building, which were once residential in nature, were 
converted to office use; the original finishes were demolished and replaced by offices with gypsum board walls, metal doors, 
and drop acoustical ceilings. 

After study by the Cleveland Foundation, a decision was made in 1929 by the City of Cleveland to separate the juvenile court 
from the main adult court system. A bond issue was passed in 1929 to fund the construction of a new juvenile court facility. 
Construction began in 1931, and the building was dedicated in 1932. The architect was Frank W. Bail. The building served as 
a national and international model for court facilities for juveniles, and it continues to be used as a juvenile court facility.  

The Cuyahoga County Juvenile Justice Center at 2163 E. 22nd Street was found to be eligible for the NRHP by consensus 
determination of eligibility by the Ohio Department of Transportation with concurrence by the Ohio Historic Preservation Office 

on November 8, 2005. The building was found to be eligible under Criterion A (social history) for its role as a significant social 
institution at the national, state, and local levels, and under Criterion C (architecture) as a prototype for the juvenile center 
property type. The eligible boundary for the property was determined to be the low stone retaining wall running along the 
property edge on the west, north, and south sides of the building. The east boundary is the western edge of an alley at the 
rear of the building. The parking lot at the rear of the building is considered a non-contributing element. The entire Juvenile 
Justice Center property is also listed as a local landmark by the Cleveland Landmarks Commission. 

The Juvenile Justice Center building will not be impacted.  A strip take will be necessary at the northwestern boundary of the 
site in order to widen I-90 in the Carnegie Curve and reestablish the existing retaining wall and sidewalk.  This impact is 
necessary in order to avoid acquisition of the NRHP-listed Walker Weeks Building on the opposite side of the freeway.  

Adjacent to the existing sidewalk is a low stone wall that encircles the property and serves as the property’s historical 
boundary.  Approximately 200 feet of the stone wall will be impacted.  The low stone wall will be reestablished adjacent to the 
relocated sidewalk, utilizing as much of the existing material as practical.  New stone will be matched as closely as possible.   

Construction of a retaining wall adjacent to the freeway will require the use of tie-backs, which will extend underneath the 
existing foundation of the Juvenile Justice Center.  This retaining wall replaces the existing retaining wall at this location and 
provides for the necessary widening of I-90 in the Carnegie Curve.  Impacts to the foundation and the structural integrity of the 
building are not expected. Vehicular access will be maintained to the entrance off of Cedar Avenue.  No substantial noise, 
vibration, or visual impacts are anticipated. Coordination was conducted with consulting parties.  OHPO has determined that a 
finding of No Adverse Effect is appropriate for the property. Therefore, the impact has been determined to be de minimis. 

Tactical Rescue Station, 312 Carnegie Avenue (DEIS Exhibits A-15 and B-15) 

The Tactical Rescue Station is eligible for the National Register under Criterion A (association with Cleveland’s city wide 
automated fire alarm system).  Cleveland’s system of reporting the location of fires and communicating them to the closest fire 
station was adopted during the Civil War and expanded with Cleveland’s growth.  After World War II, the same system was in 
place.  When expansion was needed, the fire department built the modern-style building in 1953 next to the fire station where 
the signal equipment was housed and continued their work in the same location.   

Access for the property to Carnegie Avenue will be changed to right-in/right-out.  Left turns will be allowed for fire trucks with 
lights and siren. The Southern Alignment Alternative would have no property impacts.  The Northern Alignment Alternative 
may require an easement for the bridge to pass overhead at a corner of the property, with minor property impacts possible for 
pier location.  No substantial noise, vibration, or visual impacts are anticipated. Coordination was conducted with consulting 
parties.  During detailed design, Upper Commercial Road will be reconfigured to accommodate fire trucks and buses serving 
Cleveland Fire Department Station No. 28 and the Western Reserve Fire Museum.  The Ontario entrance ramp structure will 
be designed to provide the vertical clearance necessary to accommodate fire trucks serving Cleveland Fire Department 
Station No. 28.  OHPO has determined that a finding of No Adverse Effect is appropriate for the property.  Therefore, the 
impact has been determined to be de minimis. 

Impacts Requiring Individual Section 4(f) Evaluation 

Within the Central Interchange/Central Viaduct section, the following Section 4(f) properties are impacted by the feasible 
alternatives: 

� Broadway Mills  
� Marathon Gas Station  
� Distribution Terminal Warehouse  
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� Tremont Historic District, including Byzantine Greek Orthodox Church of the Annunciation, 1103 University Avenue, and 
1107 University Avenue 

Two feasible alternatives are under consideration for the Central Viaduct/Central Interchange area.  These are the Northern 
Alignment Alternative and the Southern Alignment Alternative.  Each option impacts historic properties, as summarized in the 
table below and shown on DEIS Exhibits A-10 to A-15 and B-10 to B-15. These properties are located in proximity to one 
another.  Avoidance alternatives for some properties will affect others.  Therefore, they will be discussed together within this 
section. 

Table 9: Impacts to Section 4(f) Properties in Central Interchange/Central Viaduct 

Property 
Impacts of Alternatives 

Northern Alignment Southern Alignment 

Broadway Mills Building removal (adverse) Building removal (adverse) 

Marathon Gas Station Building removal (adverse) Access impact (adverse) 

Distribution Terminal Warehouse Building removal (adverse) Minor property (no adverse) 

Tremont National Register Historic District 
Minor Right-of-Way Impacts  

(no adverse) 

Property impacts,  

Access changes (adverse) 

Byzantine Greek Orthodox Church of the 
Annunciation 

None 
Right-of-way impact, 

Access impact (adverse) 

Residential House at 1103 University Road 
(contributing to Tremont Historic District) 

None Building removal (adverse) 

Residential House at 1107 University Road 
(contributing to Tremont Historic District) 

None Building removal (adverse) 

Broadway Mills, 300 Central Viaduct (DEIS Exhibits A-15 and B-15) 

Broadway Mills, located at 300 Central Viaduct, was built adjacent to the north abutment of the former Central Viaduct in 1894. 
This former flour mill stands on the edge of the Cuyahoga River Valley in what was once a heavily-developed industrial zone. 
With a pentagonal-shaped footprint designed to accommodate the shape of the lot and the function of the building, Broadway 
Mills stands six stories tall. According to the 1896 Sanborn map, the structure consists of a combination of iron post-and-beam 
and masonry construction. The building features compound arch windows at the sixth story, elaborate brick corbelling at the 
cornice, an incorporated smokestack with custom-made rounded bricks at the center of the west façade, and a flat roof 
surrounded by a parapet. 

Designed by Cleveland architect John N. Richardson (1837-1902), Broadway Mills exhibits architectural details most 
commonly associated with Romanesque Revival and Chicago School architecture. Broadway Mills’ use of iron-frame 
construction, in combination with masonry load-bearing walls, represents a transition between two methods of architectural 
engineering.  

Broadway Mills is the best surviving example of mill architecture in the city. It is recommended eligible for the NRHP under 
Criterion A, for its association with the Cleveland flour milling industry. Broadway Mills is also recommended NRHP-eligible 
under Criterion C (architecture) as an excellent example of a late-nineteenth century industrial building that reflects the 
period’s use of architectural detailing on functional industrial buildings.  

The proposed NRHP boundary follows the legal boundary for the property. This boundary excludes the land included in the 
existing ODOT easement. 

 Both the Northern and Southern Alignment Alternatives require removal of the Broadway Mills Building.  Coordination was 
conducted with consulting parties.  OHPO has determined that a finding of Adverse Effect is appropriate for this property. 

Marathon Gas Station, 300 Central Viaduct (DEIS Exhibits A-15 and B-15) 

Built in 1928 and situated on an irregularly-shaped lot in an industrial section of Cleveland, this resource is a good example of 
an early twentieth-century service station. Located on a corner lot on Central Viaduct, the property is adjacent to the historic 
Broadway Mills industrial building, the 1953 Cleveland Fire Department Tactical Rescue Station at 312 Carnegie Avenue, the 
1938 firehouse at 310 Carnegie Avenue, and the Lorain-Carnegie Memorial Bridge. 

Displaying a unique trapezoidal shape, this two-story, brick-clad building features a brick parapet with a large circular stone 
ornament.  This station is historically associated with the early history of the automobile in Cleveland. The subject property at 
300 Central Viaduct is notable for its continued use as filling station since its construction and its architectural integrity.  Given 
its high level of architectural integrity and character, the filling station at 300 Central Viaduct is recommended eligible for the 
NRHP under Criteria A (association with early history of the automobile in Cleveland) and C (architecture) as a fine example of 
an early twentieth century gas station.  The proposed NRHP boundary follows the legal boundary, excluding any easements. 

The property currently functions as a service station, with access to Central Viaduct, which intersects Carnegie Avenue. 

The Northern Alignment Alternative requires removal of the Marathon Gas Station for the ramp from Ontario Street to I-90 
westbound.  Coordination was conducted with consulting parties.  OHPO has determined that a finding of Adverse Effect is 
appropriate for this property.  

The Southern Alignment Alternative will not impact the building, but will substantially change access to the property and 
interfere with its ability to continue to function as a filling station.  The project requires the relocation of Commercial Road Hill.  
The road cannot be maintained in this location due to vertical clearance limitations related to the Ontario Street ramp and 
operational concerns.  The vertical clearance of the Ontario Street ramp over Commercial Road Hill at this location would be 
less than the 14.5 feet required by design standards.  Relocating this connection will eliminate through traffic in this area, 
impairing the business function of the gas station. This impacts its continued use as a gas station, which is a key component 
of its historical significance.  Coordination was conducted with consulting parties.  OHPO has determined that a finding of 
Adverse Effect is appropriate for this property. 

Distribution Terminal Warehouse, 2000 W. 14th Street  (DEIS Exhibit A-12) 

The Distribution Terminal Warehouse consists of a 12-story reinforced concrete warehouse and its adjacent ice-making plant. 
Built in 1927, the footprint of the main warehouse facility measures approximately 176 feet by 214 feet. Designed by local 
architect Wilbur Watson & Associates, the Distribution Terminal is a representative example of a 1920s reinforced concrete ice 
plant and warehouse. Art Deco in style, each façade contains a series of recessed segmental arched panels that serve to 
divide the sides of the building into shallow bays. The corners of the building are punctuated at the roof line by gabled 
parapets, designed to resemble battlements. The parapet along the length of the roofline is decorated with diamond-shaped 
concrete relief ornaments. The main entrance to the building, located on the east façade, retains its original double door, 
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surrounded by Art Deco style, diamond-shaped concrete relief ornaments. Loading docks for trucks are located in recessed 
bays along the east and south facades. A car shed for railroad reefers is located along the former Nickel Plate spur at the 
north façade.   

The asymmetrically shaped ice-making plant, located at the northwest corner of the warehouse, consists of a rectangular-
shaped ice house and a pentagonal-shaped freezing tank storage house. Like the warehouse, the ice plant is constructed of 
reinforced concrete and mirrors the Art Deco style of the larger building. The five-story ice house, situated at the north end of 
the plant, features a series of gabled pilasters along each facade. Unlike the warehouse, the walls of the ice house feature 
neither windows nor relief ornaments. A covered loading dock is located on the north façade. The north façade of the freezing 
tank storage house, which extends along University Road, contains five large steel-framed multi-light windows. Like the 
parapet of the warehouse, the parapet of the freezing tank storage house is decorated with diamond-shaped concrete relief 
ornaments. 

The Distribution Terminal Warehouse complex retains architectural integrity and is recommended eligible for the NRHP under 
Criterion C as a well-preserved example of an early-twentieth century cold storage building and its association with a well-
known architect.  The warehouse is recommended eligible under Criterion A for its role in the evolution of Cleveland’s food 
distribution network and for its association with Cleveland’s cold storage industry, and that industry’s decentralization following 
the loss of the downtown district. The proposed NRHP boundary follows the legal boundary, excluding any ODOT easements. 

Access to the loading docks is provided along University Road.  The business is in bankruptcy and the owners have petitioned 
ODOT to purchase the building. The building is currently vacant.  Due to the isolated location of this property, it has poor 
security and has experienced vandalism. 

The Northern Alignment Alternative would require removal of the Distribution Terminal Warehouse complex. The Warehouse 
building will be impacted by the new bridge.  To manage the major slip planes in the area and reduce the pressure on the 
slope to achieve a minimum factor of safety of 1.5, unloading of the slope and regrading (shown on DEIS Exhibit A-12) 
requires removal of the warehouse and ice-making building.  Coordination was conducted with consulting parties.  OHPO has 
determined that a finding of Adverse Effect is appropriate for this property. 

The Southern Alignment Alternative would require only minor property impacts for construction of a cul-de-sac.  Coordination 
with OHPO indicates that this alternative would result in a No Adverse Effect. 

Tremont Historic District (DEIS Exhibits A-9 to A-12 and B-10 to B-12) 

This district was listed in the NRHP in 1994. The district was listed under Criteria A and C: Criterion A was cited due to the 
neighborhood’s social history and its reflection of the city’s ethnic heritage, and Criterion C was cited for the series of 
architecturally significant, highstyle churches, several of which also represent the neighborhood’s eastern European 
background. 

The neighborhood reflects physical development that extended from the 1850s up into the twentieth century. The district 
contains a few examples of early vernacular housing from the 1850s and 1860s, and the ca. 1865 St. Augustine Church, a 
Victorian Gothic Revival structure originally built to serve the University Heights Congregational Church (Keiser and Petit 
1994: Section 8:2). Rapid growth in the area was spurred by the industrialization of the surrounding area, which started in the 
1870s, and the 1887–1888 construction of the Central Viaduct, which connected the area with downtown. As a result, the area 
developed rapidly in the 1890s and the early years of the twentieth century. Many of the area’s prominent apartment buildings, 
churches, and single-family dwellings were constructed in the 1890s and the early 1900s. At the same time, the area was also 
built up with more modest single-family homes, double houses, and four-family buildings occupied by the middle and working 
classes who were employed at nearby industries.  

Most contributing properties in the project vicinity are small vernacular housing units or modest commercial buildings. In 
addition to middle-class and working-class housing and commercial buildings within the Tremont Historic District, there is one 
prominent building that is within the project area, the Greek Orthodox Church of the Annunciation, which is described below.   

Greek Orthodox Church of the Annunciation, 2187 W. 14th Street.  The congregation of this church has its roots in a 
Panhellenic society that was established in Cleveland and began offering Greek Orthodox liturgy in a downtown hall in 1910. 
After moving to several locations, the present church building was constructed in 1918. The congregation is the mother church 
of St. Helen’s in Cleveland Heights and St. Demetrios in Rocky River, both congregations founded after World War II. The 
church exterior is executed in a round arched mode in yellow brick, with the two arched and domed towers evoking the 
Byzantine architecture of Greece and Asia Minor. The interior of the building is decorated with frescoes and numerous icons, 
many dating to the 1924–1928 period (Armstrong, Armstrong, and Klein 1992:218). The attached school and parish hall 
buildings were added after World War II.  

Front door access to the church is provided on 14th Street, with access to handicapped parking and a drop off area.  General 
parking is provided north of the church with access off of Fairfield Avenue. 

The Northern Alignment Alternative includes intersection improvements at W. 14th Street and Fairfield Avenue, including 
installation of ADA curb ramps.  This work occurs within the boundary of the historic district but remains within existing 
roadway rights-of-way.  No buildings within the district would be affected. Temporary right-of-way within the boundary is 
required for construction of a retaining wall adjacent to Ola St. Joseph Center.  Coordination was conducted with consulting 
parties.  Coordination with OHPO indicates that this alternative would result in No Adverse Effect on the Tremont National 
Register Historic District.  The Northern Alignment Alternative3 would require no property for highway use.  The temporary 
occupancy will be for a shorter duration than the overall undertaking and the area will be restored to a condition as good, or 
better, than existing.  Therefore, the Northern Alignment would constitute no use under Section 4(f). 

However, the Southern Alignment Alternative does use land from the Section 4(f) resource.  The Southern Alignment 
Alternative realigns the on-ramp to use the path of existing 14th Street, with 14th Street eliminated adjacent to the Greek 
Orthodox Church.  Vehicles must use Fairfield to 11th Street to Abbey. Since 14th Street is removed, vehicular access is 
eliminated to the west side of parcel, eliminating access to the drop off area and handicapped parking.  Pedestrian access 
only is maintained to front door.  Handicapped parking is relocated north of building, with access along sidewalk to front door.  
The existing main span of the Central Viaduct is 110 feet from the corner of the church.  The new main span is 56 feet from 
the building.  The on-ramp, which is currently 60 feet from the building, is 18 feet away in the Southern Alignment Alternative. 

In order to manage slip planes in the area and reduce the pressure on the slope to achieve a factor of safety of 1.5, the 
Southern Alignment Alternative also requires slope unloading and regrading (shown on DEIS Exhibit B-12) that removes two 
contributing buildings at 1103 University Road and 1107 University Road.  The impacted portion of the historic district is 
closely related to the remainder of the district.  Coordination was conducted with consulting parties. Coordination with OHPO 
indicates that the Southern Alignment Alternative would have an Adverse Effect on the Tremont National Register Historic 
District. 
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Alternatives to Avoid 

No Build Alternative 
The No Build alternative would involve no improvements other than reconstruction/maintenance activities for pavements and 
bridges.  The No Build alternative would not fully satisfy the project’s needs and would not allow the Innerbelt Freeway system 
to function acceptably.   

Southern Alignment Alternative 
For the Southern Alignment Alternative, the impacts to the Broadway Mills Building and Marathon Gas Station are related to 
the ramp from Ontario Street to I-90 westbound.  Eliminating this ramp would fail to meet the purpose and need.  A design 
option was considered to avoid the buildings.  Steepening the grade of the Ontario ramp to 8% would allow it to be merged 
onto I-90 westbound east of the proposed location, eliminating the impacts to the Broadway Mills Building.  This option would 
also increase the vertical clearance at Commercial Road Hill, allowing it to stay open and eliminating the access impacts, 
which would allow the Marathon Gas Station to continue to function.   

This design option would fail to meet the project’s purpose and need by perpetuating substandard operational and safety 
conditions for the Ontario ramp and the Ontario/Carnegie intersection.  This is the highest volume intersection within the City 
of Cleveland, the highest crash problem within the study area, and the highest volume on-ramp within the project limits.  
Increasing the grade of the ramp will slow the speed of traffic using the ramp, which will reduce the volume of traffic able to 
effectively use the ramp, affecting the intersection operation, and will not provide adequate pacing distance for merging traffic. 

This avoidance alternative is not prudent for the following reasons: 

• Substandard grade on the ramp (8% compared to 5% allowable under design standards) 
• Substandard design speed on the ramp 
• Inadequate pacing distance, resulting in a forced merge, for traffic on to I-90 westbound 
• Impacts to the operation at the critical intersection of Ontario Street and Carnegie Avenue   

For the Southern Alignment Alternative, impacts to the Tremont National Register Historic District cannot be avoided.  The 
existing right-of-way for the Central Viaduct abuts the historic district.  The Northern Alignment Alternative is the avoidance 
alternative for the Tremont National Register Historic District. 

Northern Alignment Alternative 
For the Northern Alignment Alternative, the impacts to the Broadway Mills Building and Marathon Gas Station are related to 
the mainline and ramp alignment locations.  Moving the alignment south of the proposed location was evaluated and found not 
to avoid impacts to these properties. 

Avoidance alternatives were considered for the Distribution Terminal Warehouse.   A design option was considered to 
lengthen the span to eliminate the need to regrade the slope and move the alignment as far south as possible.  The bridge 
would span from south of Abbey Street to the east bank of the Cuyahoga River, a span of approximately 950 feet.   

In this area, the available space between the existing bridge, with the existing Abbey ramp removed, and the edge of the 
building is approximately 127 feet.  The proposed bridge width at this location is a minimum of 100 feet, considering an under-
deck support system, and 112 feet for above-deck support systems.   

The only under-deck support system that can practicably span 950 feet is an under-deck truss.  The major structural elements 
are underneath the deck, which reduces clearances under the bridge.  Because of the length of the span, the structure would 
be considerably deeper than the existing bridge.  Because of the configuration of an under-deck truss, the deepest portions of 
the truss would occur near the Cuyahoga River and Abbey Avenue.  This option would not achieve the required 100-foot 

clearance for the navigable channel of the Cuyahoga River.  It would also not achieve the required 14.5 feet of clearance over 
Abbey Avenue, requiring it to be closed or relocated. 

An above-deck support system requires supports on the outside of the roadway, for a minimum width of 112 feet.  Based on 
this, there is approximately 7 feet of distance from the outside edge of the new structure to the existing structure and to the 
Distribution Terminal Warehouse.  This 7-foot distance is not sufficient for construction of any of the above-deck structures.  
Narrowing the structure by eliminating full-width shoulder would increase this distance by 8 feet on each side, for a total 
distance of approximately 15 feet.  This distance, while not desirable, would allow enough space for construction.   

This option would place the new bridge within 15 feet of the edge of the Distribution Terminal Warehouse.  The existing truck 
bays are located on the east side of the building, facing the bridge.  Access to this area would be eliminated by this option, 
reducing its viability for reuse as a cold storage building, its historical use. This option, a long span with narrow shoulders, also 
was evaluated for its ability to meet the purpose and need.  Full width shoulders on the bridge are included as a part of the 
purpose and need for safety and operational issues. Based upon existing safety problems (223 crashes within the limits of the 
bridge from 2004-2006), full shoulders are desirable to manage incidents. 

The long span will cost approximately $50 million more than a short span option.  (See cost comparison in DEIS Appendix A.)  

This approximate $50 million differential is based upon a long span cable-stayed bridge versus a short span cable-stayed with 
standard approach spans. While a cable-stayed option was used for comparison purposes, it is not the most cost effective 
bridge type for this span length. Therefore, this cost difference would be greater if a common structure type were considered. 

Based upon the accumulation of the factors below, the long span with narrow shoulders option would not be prudent: 

1. Narrow space within which to construct.  The new bridge would be within 15 feet of the existing viaduct and 
the Distribution Terminal Warehouse.  This area is less than the 25 feet that is desirable for construction of a 
structure of this magnitude. 

2. Adverse impact to Distribution Terminal Warehouse building.  Changes in access and proximity of new 
bridge would eliminate potential reuse of the building for warehousing. 

3. Elimination of full width shoulders.  This option will not provide for desired shoulders across the central 
viaduct.  Public comment consistently expressed the need to provide for breakdown shoulders on the 
bridge. 

4. Substantial additional cost.  The long span option would cost $50 million more than the short span option. 

The Southern Alignment Alternative is the avoidance alternative for the Distribution Terminal Warehouse complex. 

Measures to Minimize Harm 

Measures to minimize harm for impacts to historic properties are developed through the Section 106 process with consulting 
parties, the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, ODOT and the Federal Highway Administration.  On May 20, 2009, ODOT, 
FHWA, and OHPO executed a Programmatic Agreement specifying the process to be used to develop mitigation.  This 
process is summarized as follows: 

ODOT will propose treatment plans to mitigate the adverse effects on historic properties.  These plans will be 
commensurate with the level of effect to historic properties, appropriate for public recordation of the historic property, 
and of reasonable cost.  Treatment plans will be developed in consideration of the qualities of the property that 
qualify it for eligibility or listing on the National Register of Historic Places and will take into account the views of the 
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consulting parties.  ODOT and FHWA will provide for the treatment plan activities and associated reasonable cost, in 
accordance with available State and Federal program funds. 

The proposed treatment plans may use, but are not limited to, the following activities: 

• Level II documentation as specified by the Historic American Building Survey (HABS) in accordance with 36 
CFR Part 68, The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties will be 
considered.  Archival HABS documentation will be maintained at a designated archival repository.  High quality 
copies of the HABS documentation will be provided to the recipients, as determined in the treatment plan. 

• A plaque or plaques commemorating the significance of the historic property will be considered in association 
with commemorative displays or as stand-alone treatments. 

• The preparation of historic context documentation, documenting the architect, significant events, architecture, 
patterns in history, and people associated with the resource in relation to the City of Cleveland, the state, or the 
nation during the period of significance will be considered.  ODOT will provide copies, of the historic context 
documentation, to consulting parties and will provide additional copies to other recipients upon request. 

• The application of aesthetic treatments, to elements of the proposed highway infrastructure elements, as 
mitigation for the project will be in accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s standards. 

• Salvage of architectural elements prior to demolition activities or construction activities, for reuse or for 
commemorative purposes, will be considered. 

• The development of educational materials, magazine or journal articles, commemorative displays, and websites 
that provide a public benefit will be considered. 

ODOT will concurrently submit proposed treatment plans to the consulting parties for review and comment, and to 
the OHPO for agreement review, comment, and acceptance.  The ODOT submission will request that review 
comments be provided to the ODOT within 30 days.  ODOT will consider and provide for the written disposition of all 
comments received within the 30 day time period.  All comments received within the 30 day time period along with 
the written disposition of each, and any appropriate revisions to the proposed treatment plan(s) will be provided to the 
OHPO for consideration.  The OHPO will upon the receipt and consideration of all comments, comment disposition, 
and appropriately revised documentation, provide ODOT with comment or acceptance of the proposed mitigation.  
ODOT will, upon the successful complete implementation of an accepted treatment plan, submit appropriate 
documentation to the OHPO, for their 30 day review and approval that the terms, conditions, and provisions of the 
accepted treatment plan have been implemented in full. 

In accordance with the procedures set forth in the Programmatic Agreement as described above, ODOT proposed treatment 
plans for impacts resulting from the first planned construction phase in a letter to the OHPO of June 5, 2009.  This 
construction project involves the Broadway Mills Building, Marathon Gas Station, and Distribution Terminal Warehouse, the 
three buildings that are the basis of the “adverse effect” determination for the preferred alternative.  The proposed mitigation 
includes: 

• Broadway Mills - Level II documentation as specified by the Historic American Building Survey (HABS) will be 
prepared.  A commemorative display will be located at or near the existing mill site.  

• Marathon Gas Station – Level II documentation as specified by the Historic American Building Survey (HABS) 

• Distribution Terminal Warehouse – A historic context will be prepared documenting the significance of the resource in 
relation to the City of Cleveland’s food distribution industrial history. 

For additional details, please refer to June 5, 2009 letter in Appendix E.  In the letter, ODOT requested OHPO concurrence 
that the proposed mitigation was adequate to resolve the adverse effect.  The Consulting Parties were provided copies of this 
letter, per the Programmatic Agreement.  One comment letter was received from the consulting parties, which was unrelated 
to the Section 106 process and has been included as a comment on the DEIS in Table 1c.   No comments were received on 
the proposed mitigation.  OHPO concurrence was received on July 7, 2009.  (See letter in Appendix E.) 

Table 10: Comparison of Section 4(f) Avoidance Alternatives 

Alternative Sub-Alternatives Feasible and 
Prudent 
Alternative? 

Uses 
4(f) 
Land? 

Relative Net Harm to Section 4(f) Land 
After Mitigation 

Northern Alignment 
Alternative 

As proposed yes yes Removal of Marathon Gas, Distribution 
Terminal Warehouse, Broadway Mills 

Shifted south as far as 
possible 

yes yes Removal of Marathon Gas, Distribution 
Terminal Warehouse, Broadway Mills 

Long span – under deck 
support 

no yes Removal of Marathon Gas, Broadway Mills 

Long span – above deck 
support 

no yes Removal of Marathon Gas, Broadway Mills 

Southern Alignment 
Alternative 

As proposed yes yes Removal of Broadway Mills, 1103 University 
Road, and 1107 University Road.  Adverse 
effect to Marathon Gas.  Adverse effect to 
Tremont Historic District and Greek Orthodox 
Church of the Annunciation. 

With increased grade on 
Ontario Ramp 

no yes Removal of 1103 University Road and 1107 
University Road.  Adverse effect to Marathon 
Gas.  Adverse effect to Tremont Historic 
District and Greek Orthodox Church of the 
Annunciation. 

 

Conclusion 

The analysis above illustrates that there is no feasible and prudent alternative that entirely avoids impacts to Section 4(f) 
properties.  (See Table 10.)  The No Build alternative would not fully satisfy the project’s needs and would not allow the 
Innerbelt Freeway system to function acceptably.  Therefore, the Feasible Alternatives were compared to determine which 
causes the least overall harm to Section 4(f) properties.  The individual Section 4(f) impacts of the Feasible Alternatives are 
summarized in Table 9 and described below. 

The Northern Alignment impacts three stand-alone historic buildings that were recently determined to be eligible for the 
National Register:  Broadway Mills, Marathon Gas, and the Distribution Terminal Warehouse.  The Distribution Terminal 
Warehouse has been vacant for more than five years, it has been in foreclosure, and the owners have petitioned ODOT to 
request that it be purchased from them.  (See DEIS Section 4.2.5 Property Impacts and Relocations.)   

In comparison, the Southern Alignment Alternative also affects the Broadway Mills building and Marathon Gas building, but in 
exchange for avoiding the Distribution Terminal Warehouse, this alternative has an adverse effect on the Tremont National 
Register Historic District, resulting in removal of two residences that are contributing elements and one non-contributing 
building, plus adverse access and proximity impacts to the Annunciation Greek Orthodox Church. 
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Considering the relative severity of the impacts and significance of the impacted properties, the Northern Alignment Alternative 
has the least overall harm to resources protected under Section 4(f). 

In addition, a comparison of the Northern and Southern Alignment Alternatives on the basis of all impacts, not just Section 4(f), 
indicates that the Northern Alignment Alternative is preferable.  (See FEIS Chapter 4 and Table 8 for full comparison of the 
Feasible Alternatives.) 

In its review of the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, the U.S. Department of Interior, National Park Service (NPS) reviewed the 
temporary and de minimis use descriptions in the evaluation and concurred with those determinations.  NPS also concurred 
that there are no feasible or prudent alternatives to the proposed alternatives resulting in impacts to Section 4(f) properties.  
(See NPS comment in Appendix C.) 

Because the measures to minimize harm needed to be negotiated with the OHPO resulting in a programmatic agreement to 
resolve the adverse effect determination, NPS did not concur that all measures to minimize harm have been employed, at the 
time of review of the DEIS.  NPS will provide its final determination based upon the finalized PA, which is provided in this 
FEIS.  The project includes all reasonable measures to minimize harm, per the executed Programmatic Agreement among 
FHWA, ODOT, and OHPO.  Specific mitigation has been proposed for the three properties that are the basis for the “adverse 
effect” determination on the Preferred Alternative.   

Section 4(f) Finding 

In accordance with 23 CFR 774.3, FHWA determined the following regarding the Preferred Alternative, Alternative A: 

The use of property from the Infield of the Loop Ramp on Chester Avenue, a recreation area, will have a de minimis impact as 
defined in 23 CFR 774.17, in that it will not adversely affect the features, attributes, or activities qualifying the property for 
protection under Section 4(f).  Coordination has been conducted with Cleveland State University regarding the de minimis 
finding. 

The use of property from the following historic properties will have a de minimis impact.  Coordination has been conducted 
with the Ohio Historic Preservation Office and Consulting Parties.  Concurrence has been received from the OHPO that the 
project will have “no adverse effect” in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800. 

� Loft Building 
� Samuel Mather Mansion 
� Ohio Boxboard Company 
� Cuyahoga County Juvenile Justice Center 
� Tactical Rescue Station 
� Tremont National Register Historic District 

There are no feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives for the following three properties: Broadway Mills, Marathon Gas 
Station, and Distribution Terminal Warehouse.  The above analysis demonstrates that there are unique problems or unusual 
factors involved in the use of alternatives that avoid these properties or that the cost, social, economic, and environmental 
impacts, or community disruption resulting from such alternatives reach extraordinary magnitudes (23 CFR 771.135(a)(2)).  
The U.S. Department of Interior, National Park Service, concurred with this conclusion by letter dated May 18, 2009 (located in 
Appendix C). 

Alternative A, the Preferred Alternative, causes the least overall harm, based upon a balancing of the following factors: 

• The ability to mitigate adverse impacts to each Section 4(f) property; 
• The relative severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation, to the protected activities, attributes, or features that 

qualify each Section 4(f) property for protection; 
• The relative significance of each Section 4(f) property; 
• The views of the officials with jurisdiction over each Section 4(f) property; 
• The degree to which each alternative meets the purpose and need for the project; 
• After reasonable mitigation, the magnitude of any adverse impacts to resources not protected by Section 4(f); and 
• Substantial differences in costs among the alternatives. 

The action includes all measures to minimize harm, as documented in a Programmatic Agreement under 36 CFR Part 800. 

Based upon the above considerations, there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of land from the identified 
Section 4(f) properties and the proposed action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the Section 4(f) property 
resulting from such use.
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DEIS Notice of Availability – Federal Register, March 20, 2009  A1 

Newspaper Advertisements of Hearing and DEIS Availability  A2-A3 

Hearing Sign-in Sheets      A4-A11 

Hearing Handout       A12-A13 

Hearing Presentation      A14-A27 

Hearing Transcript      A28-A61 

Media Coverage, March 24, 2009 through May 21, 2009  A61-A88 

Cleveland Urban Core Projects Committee Meeting April 2, 2009 A89-A105 

Section 6002 coordination with State and Local Agencies  A106-A115 

Section 6002 coordination regarding program-wide methodologies A115-A123 

























































































































































































































































 

 

 

Appendix B 

Todd Alexander B1 

William E. Alfonsi B1 
 Paul Alsenas B3, B3a 

Anonymous #1 B3 

Anonymous #2 B4 

Anonymous #3 B4 

Anonymous #4 B5 

Anonymous #5 B6 

Fred L. Backus B6 

Jamie Baker, St. Clair Superior CDC B8 

David Beach B9 

William C. Beckenbach, Quadrangle B17 

Norm Beznoska B19 

Scott Carpenter B20 

Jeffrey Champion B20 

Brad Chase B21 

Dominic J. Chillemi B22 

Moses Cintron B22 

Walter Collins B23 

James Corrigan, Office of Cuyahoga County Board of Commissioners B24 

Kevin Cronin, Cleveland Bikes B24 

David H. Daams B28 

Wendy Dalton B29 

Lora DiFranco B29 

Kelly Dowling B30 

Jon Eckerle B30 

James V. Fazzino B31 

Jim Folk, Cleveland Indians B33 

Carl Frey B34 

David Furyes B35 

Paul Gluck B35 

Rick Greiner B36 

Michael Hirz B36 

Franklyn P. Kellogg B37 

Dennis J. Kucinich, U.S. House of Representatives B37 

Robert Lash B38 

Chris Lebiedz B39 

Lee B40 

Brandi M. Leslie B40 

Peter Mac Ewan, Cuyahoga Community College B41 

Deane Malaker B41 

Meagan S. Mauter B54 

Michael J. May, Maingate Business Development Corporation B62 

Alec McClennan B67 

Caroline McClennan B67 

Jim McClurg B68 

Neil Mohney and K.C. Yasmer, Forest City B68 

Glenn Murray B73 

Lynn Murray and Glenn Murray B73 

Dan Neubert B76 

Betsy Nosse B76 

Stephen M. O'Bryan B78 

Arlene Olson B84, B85a 

Patrick Paoletta B85, B85a 

Frank H. Porter, Jr. B85 

Greg Puntel B86 

Wayne T. Puntel B87 

Audre Puskorius B87 

Michael Resch B88 

Marilyn P. Rhein B88 

Garry Risner B88a 

Craig Rommel B89 

Daniel Rothenfeld B89 

Terri Burgess Sandu B90 

Charles Scaravelli B90 

Harvey J. Schach B91 

Jay Schach B91 

Michele L. Slotta B92 

Ricky D. Smith, Cleveland Airport System B94 

Rick Stunek B101 

Scott Sweress B102 

Nellie Ruby Taylor B102 

Jason Therrien B104 

Jerry Sue Thorton, Ph.D., Cuyahoga Community College B104 

Tony B105 

Jerome R. Valco B106 

R. Van Petten B107 

Istvan van Vianen B108 

Bonita Vargo B109 

Andy Vidra B109 

Dick Warren B128 

Kurt C. Weaver B129 

Christopher Weigand B129 

Rev. Will B130 

Charles Wilson B130 

Jason Worcester B132 

John A. Zangerle, The Western Reserve Fire Museum B132 

NOACA Transportation/Water Quality Advisory Council (TRANSWAC) B133 

MidTown and Cleveland Clinic B175 

Representative Yuko, Ohio 7th House District B233 

Dennis J. Kucinich, U.S. House of Representatives B233 

Timothy J. O’Toole, Cleveland Division of Fire B234 

Forest City Enterprises B235 

“Save Our Access” campaign B249 
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U.S. Department of Homeland Security, United States Coast Guard C1 

U.S. Department of the Interior     C1-C3 

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration C3-C4 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency    C4-C8 



















 

 

 

Appendix D 

 

NEORSD/ODOT Meeting Agenda, 3/14/2003     D1 

ODOT e-mail to NEORSD regarding comments on purpose and need, 4/3/2003  D1 

NEORSD letter to ODOT, 2/9/2004       D3     

Stormwater Maps, 9/2/2005       D5 

Consultant letter to NEORSD transmitting stormwater maps, 9/2/2005   D7 

ODOT e-mail to NEORSD requesting meeting and providing draft agenda, 9/6/2005 D8 

Consultant letter retransmitted with maps including street names, 9/6/2005  D8 

ODOT e-mail to NEORSD requesting meeting, 9/13/2005    D11 

NEORSD/ODOT Meeting sign-in sheet, 10/4/2005     D12 

NEORSD/ODOT Meeting Agenda, 10/4/2005     D13 

TRANSWAC work group findings and recommendations, 3/20/2006   D13 

Memorandum from TRANSWAC to TAC transmitting work group report, 4/20/2006 D17 

NOACA TAC meeting agenda, 4/21/2006      D19 

ODOT Statement on Cleveland Innerbelt Stormwater Issues, 4/21/2006   D20 

NEORSD/ODOT e-mail exchange regarding follow-up meeting, 5/3/2006  D25 

ODOT e-mail to NEORSD, 6/23/2006      D25 

ODOT letter to NEORSD regarding stormwater “first flush” methodology , 8/16/2006 D26 

NEORSD letter to ODOT responding to questions in “first flush” questions, 10/16/2006 D27 

Editorial from Cleveland Plain Dealer regarding sewer rate issues   D28 

ODOT letter to NEORSD regarding stormwater separation strategy, 11/20//2006  D29 

ODOT letter to TRANSWAC responding to work group findings, 1/12/2007  D29 

Lester Stumpe letter to ODOT regarding ODOT response, 3/5/2007   D33 

TRANSWAC letter to ODOT, 4/10/2007      D49 

TRANSWAC letter to NEORSD requesting cost information, 4/10/2007   D50 

TRANSWAC letter to ODOT with comments on ecological survey report, 4/18/2007 D51 

NEORSD/ODOT Meeting Agenda, 4/26/2007     D56 

NEORSD/ODOT meeting sign-in sheet, 4/26/2007     D57 

ODOT letter to NEORSD, 5/29/2007      D57 

 

 

NEORSD letter to ODOT regarding costs, 6/22/2007     D59 

ODOT letter to NEORSD transmitting CD of draft BMP report, 9/6/2007   D60 

ODOT letter to TRANSWAC transmitting draft BMP report, 9/6/2007   D61 

ODOT e-mail to OEPA regarding stormwater coordination, 10/16/2007   D61 

ODOT letter to NEORSD transmitting hard copy of draft BMP report, 10/19/2007  D62 

OEPA e-mail to ODOT, 10/22/2007       D63 

ODOT e-mail to Cleveland’s Division of Water Pollution Control, 12/3/2007  D64 

ODOT/NEORSD meeting summary, 3/20/2008     D64 

TRANSWAC letter transmitting comments (dated 8/17/2007) on BMP report, 7/25/2008 D65 

NEORSD e-mail to ODOT indicating deficiency of public record in DEIS, 4/2/2009 D73 

TRANSWAC comments on DEIS, 5/7/2009      D74 

ODOT response to TRANSWAC comments on BMP Report    D78 
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ODOT/OHPO Archaeological Resource Coordination, 2/27/2009, signed 3/9/2009 E1 

ODOT E-mail to Consulting Parties: Mitigation versus Enhancement, 3/24/2009  E2   

ODOT letter to OHPO, 6/3/2009       E4 

Programmatic Agreement        E6 

Section 106 Consulting Party Mitigation Meeting, May 20, 2009, Sign-in Sheet  E11 

Section 106 Consulting Party Mitigation Meeting Presentation    E12 

ACHP acknowledgement of receipt of Programmatic Agreement   E17 

OHPO 7/7/2009 signature on ODOT’s 6/3/2009 letter     E17 









































 

 

 

Appendix F 

 

Letters Regarding Intent to Prepare a DEIS, May 22, 2006 and June 16, 2006   F1   

NOACA “Fact Sheet: Trips in the Midtown Corridor,” March 12, 2009    F2 

OES Comments on Cuyahoga Community College Noise and Vibration Study   F3 

ODOT Conclusion of Environmental Investigations for BP Oil, June 12, 2009   F3 

ODOT Conclusion of Environmental Investigations for Cold Storage, March 4, 2009  F4 

Memo: Predicted Noise Levels for Additional Receivers, July 1, 2009    F4 

Coordination regarding Burke Lakefront Airport      F6 
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