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Record of Decision,
Frares o Section 4(f) Approval, and
Interchange Justification Study Approval

For the

Cleveland Innerbelt Project, CUY — IR 71/IR90 -16.79/14.90, PID: 77510,
City of Cleveland, Cuyahoga County, Ohio
Issued Pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(c), 23 U.S.C. 138, 49 U.S.C. 303 and 23 U.S.C. 128(a)

(This action complies with the National Historic Preservation Act)

Introduction:

The Record of Decision (ROD) complies with NEPA, regulations implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1505.2),
and FHWA requirements (23 CFR 771). It is a statement of the decisions made as a result of
environmental, social, economic, and engineering analyses, and consideration of input from the public
and other agencies. The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) (FHWA-CH-EIS-09-01-F)
released for public comment in July 2009 summarizes the analyses and input.

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Ohio Department of Transportation (ODCT) 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 Cleveland Innerbelt
Project is approximately 3.24 miles long. Its termini are located near the merge/diverge point of State
Route 176, (the Jennings Freeway) and Interstate 71 scuthwest of downtown, south of the existing
interstate 90/Interstate 77 Central Interchange on Interstate 77 south to the Pershing Avenue local partial
interchange south of downtown, and east of the Interstate 90/State Route 2 system interchange east of
downtown along the shore of Lake Erie and adjacent tc the Burke Lakefront Airport.  Within the project
limits Interstate 90 crosses the expansive Cuyahoga River Valley. The Central Viaduct major deck truss
bridge, as constructed in 1959, facilitates the Interstate 90 crossing of the Valley with connections to
Interstate 71 and Interstate 90 within the historic Tremont area on the west side, and with connections to
the Interstate 90/Interstate 77 Ceniral Interchange adjacent to the Cleveland Indians’ Major League
Baseball sporting facility to the east.

The Selected Alternative for the project is Aliernative A, which includes the Northern Alignment
Alternative in the Central Viaduct/Central interchange area. The basis for the selection of the alternative
is discussed in "Comparison of Feasible Alternatives” below.

Purpose and Need:

The purpose of the Innerbelt Freeway system is to collect and distribute traffic between the radial freeway
system ([-71, 1-90, I-77, SR 2, 1-490, and SR 176) and the local street system, and to maove 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 tc function acceptably. Several circumstances prevent the Innerbelt Freeway from
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performing these functions at an acceptable level. These include deteriorating physical conditions of
bridges and pavements, poor operational performance {(congestion}, design features that do not meet
current standards, and accident rates exceeding the statewide average for similar facilities. Because the
fundamental function described above includes the critical role of the freeway-to-local street connections,
the Purpose and Need also includes a discussion of the issues related to local access.

Downtown Cleveland depends on the Innerbelt Freeway's ability to collect and distribute traffic between
the radial freeway and interstate system and the local street system. During the morning peak period, the
innerbelt Freeway functions to collect traffic from the system of radial freeways and distribute that traffic to
the local street system. During the evening peak period, the Innerbelt Freeway functions to collect traffic
from the local street system and distribute that traffic to the system of radial freeways and interstates.
Approximately 85 percent of the traffic using the Innerbelt Freeway has a destination within the study area
during the AM peak period or an origin within the study area during the PM peak pericd. Because of this
unique travel pattern, the interrelationship and connection between the city street grid and the Innerbelt
Freeway becomes even more crucial. The Innerbelt Freeway also moves traffic between each of the
radial freeways, thus allowing through traffic to bypass the local street system.

The Cleveland Innerbelt Project initially resulted from the need to address deteriorating bridges and
pavements on the Innerbelt Freeway. The bridges and roadway pavements of the Innerbelt Freeway are
approaching the end of their useful lives. Therefore, there is a need to replace or rehabilitate the bridges
and roadway pavements.

e Innerbelt Freeway Infrastructure Bridge Decks — All the Innerbelt Freeway bridge decks are of
similar age, construction and condition, and are in need of replacement prior to the project’s design
year 2035. Of particular concern is that 24 of the Innerbelt Freeway’s 25 bridges are concentrated
within the three-mile section of freeway that extends from the |-71 interchange with SR 176 to the [-
90 interchange with I-77 (Central Interchange).

s [nnerbelt Freeway Infrastructure Roadway Pavements — All the Innerbelt Freeway roadway
pavements are of similar age, construction and condition, and need rehabilitation prior to the
project's design year 2035.

As part of the comprehensive planning study conducted to address the physical conditions of the Innerbelt
Freeway, ODOT also identified other transportation needs within the corridor that impacted the ability of the
Innerbelt Freeway to function acceptably. These other transportation needs include:

s Innerbelt Freeway Operational Performance — During the AM and PM peak periods, the travel
demand exceeds the capacity on multiple portions of the Innerbelt Freeway. This results in a
reduction in running speed, the queuing of traffic on the mainline and the diversion of traffic from
the freeway to the local street system.

o Innerbelt Freeway Design Deficiencies — The existing Innerbelt Freeway predates the
development of modern standards for the design of freeways. In particular, four types of design
deficiencies have the most direct and adverse impacts on the operational performance and safety
of the Innerbelt Freeway: (1) improper reduction in the basic number of lanes, (2) inadequate
ramp configuration and spacing, (3) inadequate curve radii, and (4) inadequate shoulder width.

o [Innerbelt Freeway Safety — ODQT analysis and ODPS crash data document that the Innerbelt
Freeway is a congested freeway with a history of high crash frequency. Twenty-one of 30 half-
mile sections that comprise the Innerbelt Freeway have crash rates above the statewide average.
Furthermore, six locations have been, or currently are, ranked in the top 250 high crash locations
in the State of Ohio. One portion of 1-90 from the east end of the Central Viaduct Bridge to the
Innerbelt Curve has been ranked #1 Safety Hot Spot for the past two years (2004/2005).

» Innerbelt Freeway Access — There is a need to preserve the local roadway connectivity function
of the Innerbelt Freeway and provide continued access and mobility to the CBD, adjacent
neighborhoods, and commercialfindustrial areas. Expressed another way, there is a need to
preserve the local and interstate traffic functions throughout the Innerbelt Freeway to improve
safety and operations on each element of the roadway system.



Additional details regarding the Purpose and Need are provided in DEIS Chapter 2, which is included
within Appendix G of the FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation.

Alternatives Considered:

Under ODOT's Project Development Process (see Section 1.2 of the DEIS), the alternatives for the
Cleveland Innerbelt Project were developed through a series of steps. When timited design and
environmental information was available early in the process, broad conceptual solutions were evaluated
in the Strategic Plan, completed in 2004. Through each step, as more technical information was collected
and public involvement was considered, the range of alternatives was narrowed until a small number of
Feasible Alternatives were identified in the Conceptual Alternatives Study, published in August 2006.

The Conceptual Afternatives Study (CAS) concluded by identifying Feasible Alternatives, by section of the
Innerbelt project, for further development. For all but two of the sections of the Innerbelt, a single
Feasible Alternative was identified. The two sections with more than one alternative were the Innerbelt
Trench and the Central Interchange/Central Viaduct Bridge sections. Further refinements following the
CAS yielded a compromise alternative for the Innerbelt Trench (discussed in detail in DEIS Section
3.4.22.) Therefore, the only area with more than one remaining alternative is the Central
Interchange/Central Viaduct Bridge section. The alternatives for each section were combined to vield two
Feasible Alternatives, Alternative A and Alternative B for the entire length of the project.

Alternative A spans the entire project length using the Northern Alignment Alternative within the Central
Viaduct/Central Interchange area. Alternative A is shown on DEIS Exhibit A overview maps A-G, and in
detail on DEIS Exhibits A-1 through A-44.

Alternative A inctudes full depth pavement replacement/reconstruction, widening where necessary to
address capacity or lane continuity, 35 new mainline, ramp, and overhead bridges, and 16 mainline and
ramp deck replacements. It will provide 3 through lanes in each direction in the Trench and |-77 sections

{same as existing) and 5 lanes in each directicn (one more than existing) across the Central Viaduct
Bridge.

It includes construction of a new bridge north of the existing Central Viaduct to carry westbound traffic
and replacement of the existing Viaduct on essentially existing alignment to camy eastbound traffic. The
new westbound bridge over the Cuyahoga Valley would have a main span of 800 feet, with 1,028 feet of
structure on the west approach and 3,371 feet on the east approach. The eastbound bridge will have a
main span of 800 feet, with 1,226 feet of structure on the west approach and 3,053 feet on the east
approach.

Alternative B spans the entire project length using the Southern Alignment Alternative within the Central
Viaduct/Central Interchange area. Where Alternative B differs from Alternative A, it is shown on DEIS
Exhibit B overview maps B-C, and in detail on DEIS Exhibits B-9 through B-22. Qutside of the limits of
these figures, Alternative B is identical to Alternative A.

Alternative B is generally identical o Alternative A, except it includes construction of a new bridge south
of the existing Central Viaduct to carry eastbound traffic and replacement of the existing Viaduct on
essentially existing alignment to carry westbound traffic. The new eastbound bridge over the Cuyahoga
Valley would have a main span of 900 feet, with 1,043 feet of structure on the west approach and 3,061
feet on the east approach. The westbound bridge would have a main span of 800 feet, with 1,226 feet of
structure on the west approach and 3,053 feet on the east approach.

Access changes as a result of each alternative are listed in FEIS Table 7.

Sidewalk widths for affected city streets have been determined in coordination with the City of Cleveland.
Sidewalks will meet ADA standards and will generally match existing. A new sidewalk will be provided
adjacent to the new Midtown Connector between Chester Avenue and Euclid Avenue, where a six-foot
sidewalk is proposed per City guidelines.

Construction limits shown on the exhibits are preliminary. Where the project involves a local intersection,
the work may also encompass necessary intersection work (re-striping, signal improvements, eic.) that is
within the existing right-of-way.



Alternative A and Alternative B reduce the number of design deficiencies from 131 in the No Build
condition to just 6 in the build condition. Deviations from design standards typically require a Design
Exception approval from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). No formal submission or approval
has yet occurred. Formal review and approval of design exceptions will occur during detailed design.

The March 2009 Interchange Justification Study for the Cleveland Innerbelt Project, CUY — 71/90 —
16.79/14.90, PID 77510, identifies the above noted geometric design deviations. In addition, and more
importantly, the Study has heen found by the FHWA to have been developed in compliance with FHWA’s
February 11, 1998 Interstate Access Policy: Additional interchanges (o the Interstate System. FHWA
has also determined that the proposed access medifications to be implemented with the Cleveland
Innerbelt Project Alternative A, the preferred alternative, are acceptable from a geometric and operational
standpoint. The Study analysis validate that Alternative A will provide for the effective collection and
distribution of traffic between the radial freeway system (1-71, 1-90, I-77, SR 2, 1-490, and SR 176) 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, on the
Interstate and on the local street system, are minor, localized in nature, and in all cases provide for a
build condition that is substantially better than that of the existing/no build condition.

The March 2009 Interchange Justification Study for the Cleveland Innerbelt Project, CUY — 71/90 —
16.79/14.90, PID 77510, has been incorporated in full into the FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation document,
Appendix G. The Study and the FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation documents for the Project are directly
linked with each other purposefully. Any changes to the geometric design and layout of Alternative A
during detailed design and during overall Project implementation will require such changes to be
operationally reassessed in sufficient manner so as to determine the acceptability of the change in
compliance with FHWA'’s Interstate Policy and in order to determine the continued acceptability/validity of
the Study. The enumerated geometric criteria, Interstate system mainline and ramp layouts, local street
system layouts and intersection layouts, lane and turn lane dimensions and assessed operational
characteristics as documented within the Study and the FEIS/Section 4(f) evaluation are considered
those determined to be minimally acceptable by the FHWA for project implementation. Through detailed
design the FHWA expects operational performance and geometric design aspects to be optimized
resulting in further project improvements.

Provided below is an outline of the interchange Justification Study and linked to DEIS documentation
used by FHWA to determine the geometric and operational acceptability of the Alternative A. The Study
document itself, contains the highway operational analysis and the BIES document itself contains the
purpose and need for action and the balanced analysis of alternatives. Both the Study and DEIS are
incorperated into the FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation in Appendix G. They together along with the additional
traffic operational analysis within FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation Section 2.5.2 provide for the FHWA's
comprehensive guantified engineering assessment of the Project and its acceptability in meeting or
exceeding documented and quantified purposes and needs for action.

Comparison of Feasible Alternatives:

Impacts of the Feasible Alternatives are summarized in FEIS Table 7. 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. These buildings will he removed with the alternative. 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 would also require the removal of the Broadway Mills buiiding 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 fo 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 Histaoric 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 (Alternative A) 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 22™ Street.

The Southern Alignment (Alternative B) also contains this conflict point at East 22" 4 Street. In addition, it
crosses the existing alignment near 9" 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 1-90 to
permit the contractor to work while traffic is being maintained. The cnly 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 Nationai Reqgister of Historic Places.

The Southern Ahgnment (Alternative B) would also require the concurrent construction of the westbound
alignment to 22" 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 requires the elimination of 14" Street between
Fairfield Avenue and Abbey Avenue, requiring vehicles to go around the block to gain access. Alternative
A retains 14" Street in its current location. In addition, Alternative A would provide for a relocated access
from 1-90 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 would be
routed via East 22" Street, past St. Vincent Hospital, and through Cuyahoga Community College. (See
Neighborhood and Community Access, DEIS Section 4.2.3.)

Based upon information presented in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements and
summarized in FEIS Table 7, Alternative A satisfies the project’s purpose and need and best minimizes
impacts to the natural and human environment. Based upon the comparison of Feasible Alternatives
above, Alternative A is the environmentally preferred alternative and is the Selected Alternative for the
following reasons:

e« Fewer Adverse Effects under Section 106 and least net harm under Section 4(f),

e Ability to incorporate off-ramp to Broadway Avenue to maintain direct access to Quadrangle area,
including main post office

o Ability to maintain 14" 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

[n 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. For future actions, the
project’s analyses provide reasonable assurance that all other requirements can be met.

Section 4(f):

The analysis presented in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation {(FEIS Chapter 5) documents that there is no
feasible and prudent alternative that entirely avoids impacts to Section 4(f) properties. (See FEIS Table
10.) The No Build alternative would not 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 in accordance with 23 CFR
774.3. The individual Section 4(f) impacts of the Feasible Alternatives are summarized in FEIS Table 9
and described below. As discussed above, Alternative A and Alternative B are the same and have the
same impacts, except for the Central Viaduct/Central Interchange section of the project. This section has
two alignments, the Northern Alignment (Alternative A) and the Southern Alignment {Alternative B).

The Northern Alignment (Alternative A) would require the removal of 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 cwners have petitioned ODOT to request that it
be purchased from them.

In comparison, the Southern Alignment {Alternative B) would also require the removal of the Broadway
Mills building and access impacts to the 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.

FEIS Table 9: Impacts to Section 4(f} Properties in Central Interchange/Central Viaduct

p Impacts of Alternatives
roperty . :
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 Minor Right-of-Way Impacts Property impacts,
District {no adverse) Access changes (adverse)
Byzantine Greek Orthodox Church of the N Right-of-way impact,

o one )
Annunciation Access impact (adverse)
Residential House at 1103 University
Road (contributing to Tremont Historic None Building removal (adverse)
District)
Residential House at 1107 University
Road (contributing to Tremont Historic None Building removal (adverse)
District)




Considering the relative severity of the impacts and significance of the impacted properties, Alternative A
{Northern Alignment) has the least overall harm to resources protected under Section 4(f).

In addition, a comparison of the Alternative A (Northern Alignment) and Alternative B (Southern
Alignment) on the basis of all impacts, not just Section 4(f}, reveals that Alternative A (Northern

Alignment) is preferable. (See FEIS Chapter 4 and FEIS 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) concurred that there are no feasible or (sic and) prudent alternatives to the proposed alternatives
resulting in impacts to Section 4(f) properties (letter dated May 18, 2009, FEIS Appendix C). Because the
measures to mitigate for adverse effects to the impacted historic properties needed to be negotiated with
the Ohio Historic Preservation Office (OHPO) (resulting in a programmatic agreement (PA) to address the
adverse effect determinations), NPS did not concur that all measures to minimize harm have been
employed at the time of review of the DEIS. NPS advised that it would provide its final determination
based upon the finalized PA. The FHWA provided the PA in its submission of the FEIS/Section 4(f)
Evaluation document to the NPS and the Department of the Interior {DOI} on July 27, 2009. Per the
executed Programmatic Agreement among FHWA, ODOT, and OHPO the project includes all reasonable
measures to minimize harm to the impacted historic properties. On September 14, 2009 the FHWA
consulted by telephone as documented herein with Nick Chevance of the NPS and E. Smith of the DOl to
determine if the NPS or DOI had any further comment on the Project and its FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation
with specific inquiry regarding the acceptability of the documented measures to minimize harm. The NPS
and DOl advised that they had no further comment to offer on the project and specifically that the
measures to minimize harm were acceptable and that they would follow-up with correspondence for the
record indicating no additional comment.

Based on the above information and as discussed in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation (FEIS Chapter 5
and FEIS Table 10), there are no feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives to the use of the following
three properties: Broadway Mills, Marathon Gas Station, and Distribution Terminal Warehouse. The Final
Section 4(f) Evaluation demaonstrates 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 in
accordance with 23 CFR 774.3.

In addition, Alternative A, the Selected 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;

e 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.

Alternative A includes all measures to minimize harm, as documented in a Programmatic Agreement
under 36 CFR Part 800. The Project shall be implemented in compliance with the “Programmatic
Agreement Among the Federal Highway Administration, the Ohio State Historic Preservation Office, and
the Ohio Department of Transportation Regarding the Federal-Aid Highway Improvement of Interstate
Routes 71, 77, and 90 in the City of Cleveland, Cuyatoga County, Ohio CUY-90 Innerbelt; PID 77510
Agreement Number 15498” as signed by the FHWA, ODOT, and SHPO.

In summary, it is the FHWA determination that 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) properties resulting from such
use.



In addition, in accordance with 23 CFR 774.3, FHWA is making the following determinations regarding
the Selected 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 hisioric 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

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.

[* NOTE: On 8/26/09, SHPO and ODOT staff, (while conducting a field review for another local yet
separate and independent project) observed construction activities that modified the Mather Mansion
property. The project file contains photo- documentation that clearly shows construction activities and
equipment situated on the grounds of the Mather Mansion in the area of the de minimis impact. ODOT
and the SHPO will continue to monitor and if necessary determined whether the property has been so
altered to seek that the property boundary been redefined. if so, the Section 4(f} impacts would likely be
reduced or completely eliminated.]

Measures to Minimize Harm:

Following is a summary of the environmental commitments for the project.

Geology: Soil and Bedrock

The ODOT will ensure that Contractors are required to follow best management practices for temporary
sediment and erosion control during construction in accordance with 2005 ODOT Construction and
Material Specifications (CMS) Secticn 107.19 and Supplemental Specification {SS) 832. Plan notes and
estimated quantities in accordance with Supplemental Note 832 will be included in the plans to handie
erosion control. In addition to the current CMS, SS, plan notes, and Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) stiputations, all the regulations and conditions associated with the required National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit will require the Contractor's full compliance.

Aquatic Resources

A US Coast Guard Section 9 permit and an Ohio Department of Natural Rescurces (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 US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
and Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) applicable stream mitigation rules and guidelings. If
in-stream work is required, time of year restrictions will be adhered to in accordance with permit
conditions 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 CEPA 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 Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District (NEORSD) and
Cleveland Water Pollution Control {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, CDOT will coordinate, as
necessary, with this newly formed regional entity. ODOT will continue 1o coordinate with Northeast Chio
Area Coordinating Agency (NOACA) Transportation/Water Quality Advisory Council (TRANSWAC), as
appropriate, during detail design of each project section.

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

Threatened and Endangered Species

The ODOT will conduct additional coordination 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.

Floodplain Impacts

Coordination will be conducted with the local community floodplain administrator during design of
Alternative A. A description and mapping of the alternative, including available details on any fill material
to be placed in the floodpiain, 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,

Parks and QOther 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. In addition, the path adjacent to the North Marginal Road will be
realigned along with the roadway to provide continuity of the path.

Hazardous Waste

Phase |l 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 National Ambient Air Quality Standards (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 will be
incorporated into the project plans.

Noise Analysis

Three noise barrier locations are recommended. These locations are within the Central Viaduct and [-77
Access locations. A public meeting wili 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 -20 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 mode! 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 10C dated February 2, 2007 found in Appendix D of the DEIS.



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-barne 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 fo 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 ptace 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 during design to
minimize vibration during construction.

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

¢« Broadway Milis - Level Il 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 Il documentation as specified by the Historic American Building
Survey (HABS)

e 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 mitigative measures will be identified and considered
through the consultation process to further mitigate for adverse effects, as specified in the Programmatic
Agreement.

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 invalvement will be cenducted 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, andfor 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, iane 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 al residences displaced for right-of-way will be conducted in
accordance with all applicable state and federal laws.

Utitity Relocations

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

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

s Designing the retaining walls between E 22" 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.

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

+ Upper Commercial Road will be reconfigured to accommeodate 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
accommeodate fire trucks serving Cleveland Fire Department Station No. 28,

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

s 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.

State/Regional Transportation Planning:

On July 21, 2009 FHWA agreed with ODOT that the Project cost/schedule information contained within
the FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation, Table 7, Page 31, met the criteria for administrative modifications and a
request was made to have the MPO, the Northeast Ohio Area Coordinating Agency (NOACA), amend
their TIP and to update their Long Range Plan.

NOACA's Regional Transportation Investment Policy (RTIP) defines a technical Transportation
Improvement Pragram (TIP) amendment as follows: "the TIP may be amended at any time without Board
approval for clerical errors, bookkeeping, line-item project descriptions and other non-policy reasons that
do not impact policy implementation or funding balances. The board will be informed of any clerical TIP
amendments." Technical TIP amendments are submitted, as needed, to the ODOT's Office of System
Planning and Program Management to be incorporated info the Statewide Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP) where appropriate.

NOACA informed QDOT of its August 13, 2009 technical amendment to the SFY 2008 - 2011
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), dated May 11, 2007, on August 13, 2009. The technical
amendment included several projects for detail design, Right of Way (R/W) acquisition and construction
of the Innerbelt project. NOACA also provided ODOT the technical amendment sheets portraying the
projects in their respective years and requested that ODOT incorporate the technical amendment into the
next STIP amendment as well as Ellis {ODOT's project management database) as appropriate to enable
the access funding information as needed.

On September 9, 2009 the ODOT advised FHWA that it had processed the NOACA technical
amendments and advised that most of the NOACA listed projects are funded outside of the time frame of
the current STIP FY 2008-2011. NOACA's formal Technical Amendment lists most of the projects in its
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Transportation Plan approved May 2009, which means they are committed but outside of the current TIP.
However, two of the projects were included in the STIP by modification, as follows:

1) CCG1 Design (PID 77332) was included in the original STIP as approved 6/30/07 for Design and R/W.
The increase in R/W costs are covered by the STIP Administrative Modification dated 9/6/09 under
Mod#8.

2) CUY-IR90 15.24L New Bridge (PID 85531) was incorporated into the STIP under Mod#6. This
Administrative Modification combined PIDs 82375, 82376, 82378 from the originally approved STIP into
PID 85531.

Approval, Distribution, Publication, and Availability of FEIS/Section
4(f) Evaluation:

The Final Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation, for the Cleveland Innerbeit Project,
CUY —71/90 — 16.79/14.90, PID 77510 was signed by the ODOT Director on July 10, 2009 and approved
by FHWA on July 22, 2009. On behalf of the FHWA, and in accordance with 23 CFR 771.125(qg), the
ODOT transmitted a copy of the FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation to persons, organizations, and agencies
who were identified as making substantive comments on the March 3, 2009 Draft EIS/Section 4(f)
Evaluation and to State, Federal and local agencies with jurisdiction or interest.

in addition, ODOT submitted the FEIS/Section 4(f} Evaluation to the US Environmental Protection Agency
for filling on July 22, 2009. The Notice of Availability of the FEIS was published in Federal Register
Volume 74, Number 1486, on Friday, July 31, 2008.

The ODOT also published a notice of availability of the FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation in a local newspaper
(The Plain Dealer) and on-line at www.innerbelt.org, in compliance with 23 CFR 771.125(g). Additionally,
ODOT made the FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation document available for review at twelve locations {local
government offices, libraries and institutions) throughout the project area. In addition, the ODOT made
the FEIS available for public review on-line at the following address:

hitp:/iwww . dot.state .oh.us/projects/ClevelandUrbanCoreProjecis/Innerbelt/Pages/Final Environmantallmp
actStatemenl.aspx

Summary of Comments Submitted on the FEIS/Section 4{f) Evaluation
and FHWA Response:

Agency Comments.

1. The Envircnmental Protection Agency provided the following comments by letter Dated August 18,
2009:

a. We commend Ohio Department of Transportation {(ODOT) for specifying ODOT will follow its best
management practices {BMP) in creating "green pretreatment” trenches, swales and detention
sites for all segments of the project. Treated runoff from these constructs will be directed to the
Cuyahoga River or Lake Erie or to local combined sewer systems.

Response: Noted

b. EPA encourages ODOT to continue negotiations with local agencies responsible for stormwater
management (NEORSD and TRANSWAC) and determine the best direction to channel effluent
from the pretreatment constructs to reduce combined sewer overflows.

Response: During the implementation of the Cleveland Innerbelt Project the FHWA will assure
that the mitigative measures for Storm Water discussed in the Measures to Minimize Harm
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section above are complied with in the management of Project stormwater as "encouraged” by
the EPA.

We recommend the Record of Decision {ROD) commit to pretreating all project stormwater runoff
plus maintain and menitor this system to sustain its ecological standard of function.

Response: During the implementation of the Cleveland Innerbelt project FHWA and ODOT will
work with local stakeholders to determine feasible project locations to separate project generated
storm waters from the local combined sewer system in order to improve water quality in the
region by reducing the volume of waters that may contribute to Combined Storm sewer Overflows
{CSO). In the areas where separation is feasible (based on design, right of way and construction
costs) project waters will be treated via BMPs before being discharged into the Cuyahoga River
or Lake Erie. The BMPs will satisfy current regulatory requirements and thus will include an
acceptable level to maintain the ecological standard of function or the agency will not permit the
action. For project locations where separating the storm water runoff from the combined sewer is
not feasible, no pretreatment is expected to occur. This is in compliance with the current
applicable regulations of the OEFA and NEORSD.

The FEIS discusses some concepts of climate change and the related impacts of greenhouse
gases. EPA recommends consideration be given in the ROD for how the project will
accommuodate climate change, including the impacts of higher temperatures on bridge and road
surface structural integrity. We also recommend discussion be included regarding planning
adaptations for handling the impacts of increased rain and snowfall intensity to runoff design and
sewer system capacities.

Response: 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, cor the potential damage costs. However, FHWA
can surmise that there will be some impacts from climate change on transportation infrastructure
within Ohio. The potential impacts of global climate change to Ohio's entire existing and planned
surface transportation infrastructure are not unique to the Cleveland Innerbelt Project, nor are the
potential global climate change impacts unique to certain alternatives of this Project. Thus while
the EPA recommends further discussion of the global climatic issues, it is the FHWA position that
such additional discussion is not appropriate at the project level and that the amassing of more
information and data would not meaningfully change and or impact the project NEPA decision.

Specific Transportation System Management techniques (TSM) are listed in the FEIS for both
construction and operation phases. We commend these steps and encourage the ROD to commit
to adding other methods as technologies and funds become available.

Response: Noted. The Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT) has developed the
Cleveland Freeway Management System Project for a regicnal freeway management system in
the Cleveland metropolitan area. The system will perform the following functions:

« Remotely monitor freeway traffic flow;
* Receive notification of freeway crashes from 911 calls;
e 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;
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e 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 rcadways 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
moteorists 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. The Environmental Protection Agency also provided the following comment within Federal Register
Volume 74, Number 171, on Friday, September 4, 2009:

Summary: EPA continues to have environmental concerns about stormwater impacts and requested the
pretreatment of all stermwater.

Response: See above reply to USEPA comments dated August 18, 2009.

3. The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency provided the following comments by letter Dated
September 10, 2009:

a.

Comment: Based on an analysis of the proposed project alternatives, we understand Alternative
A (Northern Alignment Alternative) has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. We do not
have any major issues with Alternative A and its selection as the Preferred Alternative. As a
matter of fact, in our April 22, 2009 comments we recommended that ODOT use Alternative A
based on its lower reported impacts than Alternative B (Southern Alignment Alternative). We
understand Alternative B is essentially the same as Alternative A with exception that it includes
the construction of a new bridge to the south of the existing Central Viaduct and will carry traffic
eastbound and replace the existing Viaduct on essentially the same Ohio Department of
Transportation Cleveland Innerbelt (Viaduct) alignment to direct traffic westbound. The "No-Build”

Alternative was eliminated during the review process because ODOT stated it did not satisfy the
“Purpose and Need"” criterion.

Response: Noted

Comment: In our July 30, 2009 meeting, we discussed several issues regarding the Cleveland
Innerbelt {Viaduct) Project. This included whether the project was eligible for authorization by one
or more naticnwide permits {NWPs). Before we make a decision on this issue we need to know
how the project will be authorized by the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) and the U.S. Coast
Guard, relative to Section 9 permit requirements. These issues are currently being discussed with
the respective agencies. ODOT will inform us of the ACOE’s decision.

Response: During implementation of the Project coordination with all appropriate resource and

permitting agencies will continue. The project will be advanced in compliance with all applicable
requirements.
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¢c. Comment: Stormwater -- We understand a separate stormwater plan has been proposed by
CDOT including the use of detention basins, constructed wetlands, and the installation of up to
five outfall structures on the Cuyahoga River, two of which would be on the east bank and one on
the west bank near the proposed bridge.

Response: Noted. See project measures to minimize harm/environmental commitments.

d. Comment: Bulkheads -- Existing defective bulkheads will be replaced or rehabilitated on the east
and west banks of the Cuyahoga River. “Green” bulkhead structures or aquatic habitat conducive
to the establishment of vegetation and fish communities will be installed on the east bulkheads.
We encourage the use of measures to improve water quality and habitat improvements in the
Cuyahoga River.

Response: Noted. See project measures to minimize harm/environmental commitments.

e. Comment: Geotechnical issues -- In regards to the geotechnical issues and associated erosion
on the west bank of the Cuyahoga River, we would like to be periodically informed of the status of
the prablem and final plans to restore the site.

Response: Noted. Coordination of Project implementing detailed contract plans with the

resource agencies will be ongoing and continuous and compliant with all regulatory and
permitting requirements.

The Chio Department of Natural Resources advised on August 28, 2009 that they had no additional
comments on the Project based upon their review of the FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation.

Response: Noted.

The Federal Aviation Administration advised an August 10, 2009 that they have no comments to offer
as a result of their review of the FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation.

Response: Noted.

On September 14, 2002 the FHWA consulted by telephone as documented herein with Nick
Chevance of the NPS and E. Smith of the DOI to determine if the NPS or DOI had any further
comment on the Project and its FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation with specific inquiry regarding the
acceptability of the documented measures to minimize harm. The NPS and DOl advised that they
had no further comment to offer on the project and specifically that the measures to minimize harm
were acceptable and that they would follow-up with correspondence for the record indicating no
additional comment.

Public Comments:

1.

Commensurate with the development, approval, distribution, publication, and availability of the
FEIS/Section 4({f) Evaluation a community group "Save QOur Access” initiated a grassroots effort in
opposition to proposed madifications to the Cleveland Innerbelt Freeway system in association with
the Cleveland innerbeit Project. Comments were provided regarding the Project alternative concepts
considered within the Trench section of the overall Project. In particular, the community group has
indicated their strong desire for the maintenance of the Carnegie and Prospect Avenue access points
to and from the Interstate 90 to remain in the exact same locations as they exist today. Moreover the
community group has voiced concerns regarding how the proposed modifications in access will
impact them and the surrounding community. The community group established a internet site
wiww . savaouraccess.com for the public to review the group’s position on the Project and afford the
public with the opportunity to electronically submit their comments and views associated with the
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Project's alternatives and impacts to: Senator Sherrod Brown, Representative Dennis Kucinich,
Representative Marcia Fudge, Representative Steven LaTourette, U.S. DOT Secretary Ray LaHood,
FHWA Ohio Division Staff, Governor Ted Strickland, Lt. Governor Lee Fisher, Secretary of State
Jennifer Brunner, Senator Shirley Smith, and ODOT Central Office and District 12 Staff.

Response: The ODOT and FHWA considered comments submitted by the "Save Our Access’
community group prior to approving the FEIS/Section 4{f) Evaluation. Comments from “Save Our
Access” were identified and accounted for in “Table 1¢: Summary of Public Comments — Received
After Comment Period” (of the DEIS), on page 13 of the FEIS/Section 4(f} Evaluation document. The
ODOT and FHWA considered the "Save Our Access" comments and addressed them within the
discussion of access in the Trench, see FEIS Section 2.5.2.

In addition, pricr to the approval of the FEIS and its public availability ODOT notified local public
officials and organizations on July 8, 2009 of the “Save Our Access” group’s efforts, thanked the
group for its support of replacing the 1-90 Innerbelt Bridge and flattening the Innerbelt Curve,
however, the new bridge and flattened curve would not entirely address safety and congestion
concerns along the interstates in Downtown Cleveland. ODOT provided the following information
regarding proposed changes in the Trench section of the project and referred the recipients to
ODOT's web site on the Innerbelt for additional information:

As ODOT's many years of study and community outreach have detailed, however, the new bridge
and flattened curve do not entirely address safety and congestion concerns along the interstates in
Downtown Cleveland. Below is an update on ODOT's Innerbelt Modernization Plan:

The Innerbelt Modernization Plan: What Is 1t?

ODOT’s Innerbelt Modernization Plan is focused on improving safety, reducing congestion and traffic
defays, and modernizing interstate travel along I-71, 1-77 and 1-90 through Downtown Cleveland. This
investment by the State of Ohio will rehabilitate and reconstruct t