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1. Introduction 

This Public Involvement Technical Report is intended to document the extensive public involvement and 

outreach effort that was conducted for the Cuyahoga County Airport (CGF) Runway 6/24 Extension and 

Runway Safety Area (RSA) Improvements Environmental Assessment (EA). This report also provides a 

vehicle for assembling all public comments in their entirety (names, addresses, email, phone numbers, 

etc. as provided) as a standalone document.    This report is referenced in the EA document, will be 

provided to Cuyahoga County and to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), and will be available to 

members of the public upon request.      

Several venues were used to provide opportunities for public input into the process.  These methods 

included open houses, a public hearing, use of social media and traditional methods such as hard copy 

comments.  Each of these various methods are described in this report along with the comments 

received. 

 

2. First Open House  

An initial, informational Open House was held on February 27, 2013 from 3:30 PM to 7:30 PM at the 

Cuyahoga County Airport (26180 Curtiss Wright Parkway, Richmond Heights, OH 44143) in an airplane 

hangar. 

The open house was a “drop in” event—there was no formal presentation scheduled so attendees were 

invited to arrive any time between 3:30 and 7:30 PM. The event was open to the public and all interested 

parties were encouraged to attend.  

The purpose of the event was to provide the public with project information and to give members of the 

public an opportunity to ask questions and leave written comments. Members of the consulting team and 

Cuyahoga County representatives were available to answer questions and refreshments were provided. 

The Open House was publicized in a variety of ways including: 

 Notice in the two community newspapers   

 Notices to each community and delivery of printed project newsletters in advance 

 Posting on the project website 

Over 80 people attended the event.  There were 38 comment forms filled out and left at the Open House.  

A summary report of this event and the comment forms are included in Appendix A. 

 

3. Second Open House 

A second informational Open House was held on December 11, 2013 from 3:30 PM to 7:30 PM.  The 

event was held near the Airport at the corporate offices of Progressive Corporation in a training room.  

The event was held after initial investigations had been performed on the alternatives under consideration 
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but prior to selecting a preferred alternative. The intent was to gather public input on the selection of a 

preferred alternative.  

The open house was a “drop in” event—there was no formal presentation scheduled. Informational 

stations were set up in the training room and a guide to the stations was provided for attendees. There 

were 49 people recorded as being in attendance and there were 13 public comment sheets submitted.  

As before, members of the consulting team as well as Cuyahoga County representatives were available 

to answer questions and refreshments were provided. 

The second Open House was publicized in a variety of ways including: 

 Notice in the two community newspapers   

 Notices to each community and delivery of printed project newsletters in advance 

 Posting on the project website 

 Electronic Newsletter to email list 

 Messaging through coordination with the County’s Twitter and Facebook accounts 

A summary report of this event and the comment forms are included in Appendix B. 

 

4. Public Hearing 

The public hearing was held on November 19, 2014 from 4:00 to 7:00 PM at the 700 BETA Banquet and 

Conference Center located next to the Hilton Garden Inn Cleveland East.   

The Public Hearing was publicized in a variety of ways including: 

 Notice in the two community newspapers   

 Notices to each community and delivery of printed project newsletters in advance 

 Posting on the project website 

 Electronic Newsletter to email list 

 Messaging through coordination with the County’s Twitter and Facebook accounts. 

As with the Open House events, the public hearing was an open house format with no formal 

presentation given.  Informational stations were set up around the room and a guide to the stations was 

provided for attendees.  Members from the consulting team and Cuyahoga County representatives were 

available to answer questions on an individual basis.  A court reporter was available for those persons 

who wished to make a statement regarding the project and have it included in the official transcript of the 

public hearing.   

There were 27 people in attendance and one comment form was filled out. In addition, a set of two letters 

was delivered to the court reporter.   
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The transcript of the Public Comment proceedings, the comment form and the letters are included in 

Appendix C. 

 

5. Project Website 

A project website was established specifically for the Runway 6/24 Extension and Runway Safety Area 

Improvements EA Project.  The website address is www.cuyahoga-airportea.com.  This provided a single 

location to post project information and updates through the blog feature.  Project information posted to 

the website included: 

 newsletters,  

 display boards from open house events,  

 draft documents  

 general information about the EA process.  

A contact page was also offered with a comment box option.  Cuyahoga County approved material prior 

to its posting but the consulting team managed the website.  Visitors to the main page of the Cuyahoga 

County website and to the Airport page of the county website were provided with a hyperlink to the project 

website.  A screenshot of the website in included in Appendix D. 

 

6. Public Input Outside of Project Events 

A. Letters 

There were 11 letters received by the project team during the course of the project.  Some were mailed to 

the Cuyahoga County offices and some were hand delivered to the public events (or both).   The letters 

received during the course of the project are included in Appendix E.   

B. EA Project Website Comments 

There were 54 comments received during the project through the “comment form” option offered on the 

project website (www.cuyahoga-airportea.com).  There were several individuals who provided multiple 

(but unique) comments using this method.  These comments are included in Appendix F.   

C. Email Communication 

The Airport’s website page (part of the Cuyahoga County website) provides a contact email that is used 

for a variety of communication with the Airport (ccairport@cuyahogacounty.us).  Several emails were sent 

to this email address and forwarded to the project team.  Another email was sent to the Project Manager 

listed on the project website.  These emails are included with the website comments in Appendix F.   

http://www.cuyahoga-airportea.com/
http://www.cuyahoga-airportea.com/
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7. Print and Electronic Newsletters 

A series of three printed newsletters were produced to coincide with each public meeting.  Each 

newsletter contained four pages of text and graphic content on an 11 x 17 sheet (folded).  Printed copies 

of the newsletters were delivered to Cuyahoga County, Lake County and three neighboring cities 

(Willoughby Hills, Highland Heights, and Richmond Heights) prior to each meeting so they could be made 

available to the public on literature tables.  The newsletters included content about each of the 

informational stations at the events. The newsletters were used to encourage attendance at the events 

and also to provide information for people who were not able to attend the events.  An electronic version 

of each newsletter was also made available on the project website.  A copy of each newsletter is included 

in Appendix G.  

Beginning with the first open house, email addresses were collected from people who attended the public 

events.  Email addresses were also collected through the project website and the County’s Project 

Manager provided a list of emails for inclusion on the project contact list including staff and elected 

officials.  From these sources, a project email list was created and maintained using Constant Contact®.  

At the end of the project, there were 132 email addresses on the mailing list.  The email list was 

maintained and used to send electronic newsletters at key milestones in the project. The electronic 

newsletters served as a complement to the printed newsletters and provided supplemental information 

about the project and public events. The email list was used primarily as another way to publicize the 

open houses and public hearing events.   Several of the electronic newsletters are also included in 

Appendix G. 

 

8. Social Media through Cuyahoga County  

Initially, the project team expected to develop social media outlets to support the public communication 

and outreach effort.  However, Cuyahoga County already had an established Facebook page and Twitter 

account.  Rather than create separate social media outlets for a temporary project, a decision was made 

to use the County’s established accounts.  The project team provided content for posts for Facebook and 

short tweets for the County’s Twitter feed to Jeane Holley, County Communication Specialist.    These 

posts and tweets were provided throughout the project with specific efforts coming prior to the open 

houses and public hearings. 

 

9. Summary 

Extensive public involvement and outreach was conducted for the Cuyahoga County Airport (CGF) 

Runway 6/24 Extension and Runway Safety Area (RSA) Improvements EA as documented in this report. 

Two open houses and one public hearing were held and attended by community members. Through the 

public events, website, emails and other outreach channels, over 100 comments were received about the 

project; these are included in the appendices of this report.  The local community became an active 

partner in the EA process by learning about and providing valuable feedback on the project.  Public 
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involvement for this project increased project understanding and reduced public opposition to the 

proposed improvements at the Airport.  
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Summary of Cuyahoga County Airport Runway 6/24 Extension and Runway Safety Area Improvements 

Environmental Assessment (EA) Open House 1 Input 

February 27, 2013 

3:30‐7:30 PM 

 

Attendance:  Sign in sheet records 80 people attended the meeting.  This does not include several 

Cuyahoga County staff people who attended the event but did not sign in. 

Comment forms:  38 Comment Forms were filled out and left at the Open House.  Others took comment 

forms to fill out at home and mail back.  Others noted that they would use the website to submit their 

comment. 

One letter had been mailed to the airport on February 26th and was delivered by county staff to the 

project team at the Open House.  Also, Mayor Robert Weger hand‐delivered a position statement titled 

“Cuyahoga County Airport Master Plan update and proposed expansion.”  It was printed on City of 

Willoughby Hills letterhead and did not have a date.   

Summary of Comments Received: 

There were several common themes that reoccurred throughout the comments.  They are listed here by 

topic with the number of references indicated in parenthesis.  Many comments touched on more than 

one topic. 

 Current noise concerns: (7) 

o Nighttime noise (3) 

o Disruption of residential life (2) 

o Approach patterns that seem to have changed over time(2) 

o Planes fly too low over houses (4) 

 Distrust of the process and questioning the real message/purpose of the project (2) 

 The airport operations have a negative impact on our quality of life (3) 

 Objections to flights between 11 pm and 7 am (1) 

 Objection to increased capacity/larger planes/more frequent flights (9) 

 Objection to longer runway (2) 

 Objection to expansion outside current airport footprint (4) 

 Support for Alternative 23 (14) 

 Support for tree preservation (1) 
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 Opposition to road relocation (8) 

 Support for safety improvements/need for safety at the airport (8) 

 Concerned about air quality and other environmental impacts (5) 

 Concerns about housing values (2) 

 Concerns for safety / crash danger (3) 

 Support for No‐Build Option (1) 

 General support for the project (7) 

 Support for the airport as an economic engine (5) 

 Close the airport / Move current Cuyahoga County Airport operations to Burke Airport (1) 

 I don’t think the airport can be profitable.  Consider closing it. (1) 

 Support for Alternative 18 (1) 

 Reminder of the Hush Hut—previously part of the ALP/CIP—what happened to it? (7) 

 Request for more notice of next meeting (4) 

o Many residents did not know about the meeting.   

o Why aren’t letters sent to households close to the airport? 

o Not enough notice in local papers.   

o Many elderly don’t have computers. 

In addition to these themes, there were some comments that offered additional detail or insight into 

the emotion behind the public opinion.  They have helped the consulting team understand issues that 

are important in the community.  Some are shared in whole or in part here to provide a more robust 

flavor of the comments received (both pro and con): 

 Lake County gets none of the benefits of the airport.  Impacts, if any, should take place in 

Cuyahoga County. 

 Please assess how Willoughby Hills can receive direct financial benefit from operation (sharing 

of income taxes, building of new hangars in Willoughby Hills, etc.) 

 The Airport has a negative impact on my property value and will make it difficult to sell my 

house. 

 Make this airport work!  We are based here ($$) and have an interest in making this a viable 

option…All the effort this is taking is driving me to re‐think where our business should be 

located. 

 Cuyahoga County should not embark on expending tens of millions of dollars to benefit the local 

companies (who have been pushing the airport expansion). 

 Some pilots don’t use the airport at this time due to pavement conditions; the airport was here 

first; if the airport closes, it will put tons of people out of work; people need to look at the big 

picture and make better decisions. 
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 I would like assurances that cargo planes or larger planes will not start using the airport because 

of this expansion project. 

 Redoing the runway to its existing length is the minimum that should be done.  We can beat this 

dead horse all day, let’s just do it and be done. 

 I am an employee of a business on the airport.  Some of our clients can’t use the airport because 

of current runway conditions or length (too short).  Our business brings a lot of jobs to the 

community.  The people who complain about noise are the ones who moved next to an airport 

in the first place. 

 The expansion and renovation of the runway and RSA will be economically beneficial to the 

1200+ people who are employed by companies located at CGF…this airport is a vehicle for 

national and international businesses to come to Cleveland and conveniently maximize their 

time by meeting with clients and customers. 

 I’ve worked at CGF for 24 years…let’s put in the EMAS, pave the runway, create jobs and move 

on. 

 This airport is a valuable resource for the community…for economic development and access for 

disaster relief if needed. 

 The runway needs to be lengthened and repaved.   

 My questions about changes in flight patterns were not able to be answered.  With changes, 

make planes have to go up and out 2 miles before turning over our homes. 

 The public was led to believe that Alternative 23 was a done deal.  This has led to apathy about 

attending. 

 When we bought our house in 1980 (before Flight Options) the noise was not as bad as it is 

today. 

 We know the airport is important to the economic well‐being of this area but we are concerned 

about increased noise and increased night flights. 

 The runway does need major repair/replacement but please don’t disrupt the tranquility of our 

neighborhood in the process. 

 I am seeing larger planes flying into the airport. It was my understanding that planes this large 

(larger than 12 seats) could not be accommodated.  Also, it is my understanding that there is a 

company here that buys and retrofits and sells aircraft.  If that is true, is it an appropriate 

business stationed at this facility. 

 Informative.  Thank you.  Looking forward to improvements. 

 When are you going to stop planes from dumping fuel when they come in for a landing?  Which 

also causes garden fruit to be uneatable.  Enough fuel is dumped to be able to lite it on our 

pond.   
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 I thought the message was sent 3 years ago.  No road changes and no big growth.  I’m tired of 

black roofs and oil on the drain ditch in my yard.  This all creates bad breathing.  Larger planes 

should be put in Burke Lakefront Airport.  If they crash, it will be in the water not our house.  It’s 

about time the residents get left alone. 
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Summary of Cuyahoga County EA Open House #2 Input 

December 11, 2013 

3:30‐7:30 pm 

Attendance:  Sign in sheet records 49 people attended the meeting.  Because of the security mandated 

sign‐in and identification steps, this count is believed to be very accurate. 

Comment forms:  13 Comment Forms were filled out and left at the Open House.  Others took comment 

forms to fill out at home and mail back.  Others noted that they would use the website to submit their 

comment.  One letter addressed to the County Executive and dated December 10, 2013 was hand‐

delivered and left in the comment box. 

Summary of Comments Received: 

There were several common themes that reoccurred throughout the comments.  They are listed here by 

topic with the number of references indicated in parenthesis.  Many comments touched on more than 

one topic. 

 Support for Alternative 23 (8) 

 Concern about airport noise (2) 

 Safety concerns (plane crashes) (2) 

 Concerns that the project will result in more operations and larger aircraft at the Airport (3) 

 Negative impact of the airport on property values (2) 

 Appreciation of the information presented (5) 

 Project messaging should focus on safety and re‐pavement and not expansion (2) 

 Opposition to road relocation (3) 

 Comments on construction phasing (3) 

 Opposition to the Airport (1) 

 Mitigation for tree removal (1) 

 Mitigation in the Euclid Creek Watershed (1) 

In addition to these themes, there were some comments that offered additional detail or insight into 

the emotion behind the public opinion.  They have helped the consulting team understand issues that 

are important in the community.  Some are shared in whole or in part here to provide a more robust 

flavor of the comments received (both pro and con): 

 I favor Alternative 23. 

 I live in Aberdeen and already experience significant noise from airport, so I would oppose 

expansion.  I also have safety concern—we have had a plane crash in takeoff/landing.  We are all 
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concerned about the effort the airport has on our property values.  Of all the alternatives, #23 

would seem to be the best.  Thank you for providing the information. 

 Presentation was informative, staff was helpful and knowledgeable.  Alternative 23 I believe is 

the correct proposal.  I am on city council & I believe Alt. 23 will have the least negative impact 

on the city.  I would like to see a town hall meeting in Willoughby Hills to inform residents at our 

community center.  Titling of the project should be limited to “safety improvements” wording. 

 Thanks for the honest evaluation and selection of Alternative 23. 

 Alternative 23 should be used.  It is the most accepted by the residents of Willoughby Hills.  It 

has the least environmental impacts of all the alternatives.  The whole project should not be 

referred to as airport expansion.  Re‐pavement is much more acceptable than expansion.  Have 

a comparison on f the sound instead of saying 65 or75 dnl.  I believe that this would be 

beneficial to the project. 

 I want Alternative 23.  I am opposed to relocating Richmond and Bishop Roads.  For safety and 

environmental issues, #23 is the best. 

 One comment sheet contained all of the following comments: 

o The airport is a money loser for Cuyahoga County.  A profit/loss analysis should be 

made. 

o If any roads are relocated, property values will plummet. 

o Burke‐Lakefront Airport can handle traffic for both the County and Burke. 

o This airport was originally built in farm country.  This is no longer farm country. 

o Only a relative few companies use the airport and make money while not paying a fair 

amount to use the airport. 

o The big concern is that the “users” will want to bring in bigger planes which will result in 

an airport expansion and will negatively affect property values. 

o This is a “political football” because the City of Richmond needs the money it receives 

from the operation. 

o Instead of putting up “fancy charts,” hold a public discussion meeting to get property 

owner comments. 

 If trees in obstruction zone, please replace trees (if they have to be fully removed and not 

pruned) with smaller trees. 

 If mitigation opportunities, keep mitigation in the Euclid Creek watershed.  Project in the vicinity 

related to Mayfair Lake needs funding. 

 As a resident, I am concerned about many roads that might be relocated.  Also concerned about 

the more airplane traffic and noise. 

 Eaton sees County as critical to our success as a company in northern Ohio.  We want to 

minimize disruption to our operations as County.  We hope the construction process will keep a 

5,000’ runway open throughout the repairs and allow nighttime operations as well.   

 Concerns for the implementation process: 

o Length of project and impact on jet aircraft 

o Taxiway used as runway 

 Length preferred 5,000’ x 75’ (minimum 4,500’ x 75’) 
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 Grooved 

 Day / Night Ops required 

 Approach:  Existing circling minimums 

o Reinstate crash/rescue ON SITE 

o Very informative.  Thank you.  We would appreciate more communication on meetings, 

progress.  Thank you. 

 Minimize alternating open and closing of runway.  Temporary runway needs grooving, lights for 

night ops, some type of approach capability.  Once project is completed, instrument 

approaching need to be lowered to absolute minimums. 

 Hand‐delivered letter included the following comments: 

 "Alternative 23" provides the required 5,500 feet of usable runway length for takeoff in either 

direction and is compliant with the Runway Safety Areas per FAA requirements. Moreover, 

because "Alternative 23" does not require the relocation of either Bishop or Richmond roads, it 

would appear to be the most cost efficient of the eight proposed alternatives. 
 

Thus, if any of the other seven options are chosen, the only sensible inference that can be 

drawn is that the county intends to expand the airport to allow larger equipment to use this 

facility. I strongly oppose this for the following reasons. 

 
1.  I believe that any plan other than "Alternative 23" will likely cause additional and undue 

aircraft noise for our neighbors and us. 

 
2.  Increased civilian aircraft activity will inevitably create more inherent safety risks. A Plain 

Dealer article earlier this year noted that about 43,000 takeoffs and landings occur at the 

airport. In my judgment, if increasing the runway is designed to increase the capability for 

more aircraft activity and allow for larger equipment to utilize the airport that will produce a 

much greater level of noise and increased risk for our community and the communities that 

either surround or are in the flight path the airport. It is well known that civilian/non‐

commercial aviation has been more hazardous than commercial passenger aviation. 

 
3.  Expansion of the Cuyahoga County Airport seems unnecessary when a perfectly adequate 
airport exists at the lakefront, reasonably close to the County Airport and which, I believe, is 
presently under‐utilized. In fact one of the stated administrative alternatives is the use of 
another airport in the vicinity. 

 
4.  It also seems logical to assume that with increased aircraft traffic and further aircraft noise 

and risk will come decreased home values in all areas surrounding, adjacent and in the flight 

path to the airport. 

 
5.  Should Bishop and Richmond roads be diverted to enable larger aircraft to utilize the 
Cuyahoga County Airport, our quiet residential neighborhoods will be severely impacted. This 
should not be allowed to happen. 

 
For these reasons, I strongly object to any expansion beyond the improvements necessary to 

protect the surrounding areas from a take‐off or landing mishap and hope that the county will 
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oppose any such further expansion and will adopt "Alternative 23" as the most reasonable, 

cost effective and least disruptive solution for The Cuyahoga County Airport and the citizens of 

our county. 
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NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT  

AND 
NOTICE OF A PUBLIC HEARING 

FOR 
 PROPOSED PAVEMENT & RUNWAY SAFETY AREA IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  

FOR THE 
Cuyahoga County Airport (CGF) – Robert D. Shea Field 

Richmond Heights, OH 
 
The County of Cuyahoga is holding a public hearing on the Draft Environmental Assessment for the following development at the 
Cuyahoga County Airport (CGF) – Robert D Shea Field: 
 

 Runway Safety Area Improvements for Runway 6/24 (Identified in the 2010 Airport Master Plan) 
 Improvements to existing runway pavement on Runway 6/24 (Proposed overall runway length 5,502 feet) 

 
ALL INTERESTED PERSONS are notified of the availability of the Draft Environmental Assessment evaluating the potential effects 
of the proposed improvements.  The Draft Environmental Assessment is available for examination during regular business hours at: 
 

 Cuyahoga County Public Works, County Administration Building, 2079 East 9th Street, 5th Floor, Cleveland, Ohio   44115 
 Cuyahoga County Airport, 26300 Curtiss Wright Parkway, Richard Heights, Ohio   44143 
 Richmond Heights City Hall, 26789 Highland Road, Richmond Heights, Ohio   44143 
 Willoughby Hills City Hall, 35405 Chardon Road, Willoughby Hills, Ohio   44094 
 Highland Heights City Hall, 5827 Highland Road, Highland Heights, Ohio   44143 
 Wickliffe City Hall, 28730 Ridge Road, Wickliffe, Ohio   44092 
 Willoughby Hills Library, 35400 Chardon Road, Willoughby Hills, Ohio   44094 
 Mayfield Branch Library, 6080 Wilson Mills Road, Cleveland, Ohio  44143 
 Richmond Heights Branch of Cuyahoga County Public Library, 5235 Wilson Mills Road, Cleveland, Ohio   44143 
 Cleveland Heights Public Library, 2800 Noble Road, Cleveland, Ohio   44121 
 Wickliffe Public Library garden, 1713 Lincoln Road, Wickliffe, Ohio   44092 
 Cuyahoga Public Library, 500 Som Center Road, Cleveland, Ohio   44143 

 
ALL INTERESTED PERSONS are further advised of a public hearing being held by the County of Cuyahoga.  The purpose of the 
public hearing will be to consider the social, economic and environmental effects of the proposed improvements and whether the 
improvements are in the public interest and consistent with the goals and objectives of area planning.  The public hearing is scheduled 
for: 
 

 November 19, 2014, 4:00 PM to 7:00 PM at the 700 Beta Banquet & Conference Center, 700 Beta Drive, Cleveland, Ohio  
44143 

 
The public hearing will be an open house format with no formal presentation given.  Members from the project team will be available 
to answer questions on an individual basis.  Interested participants may attend the meeting anytime between the listed hours.  A court 
reporter will be available for those persons who would like to make a statement regarding the project and have it included in the 
official transcript of the public hearing.  Participants will also have the opportunity to fill out comment forms and leave them at the 
meeting in designated comment boxes.   
 
In compliance with the American’s with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations (including auxiliary 
communicative aids and services) during this meeting should notify Mr. Jamal Husani (contact information listed below), at least 3 
days prior to the meeting. 
 
Citizens are also encouraged to submit written comments or concerns by mail or email.  Comments submitted in this manner must be 
received by Friday, December 19, 2014, to be included in the transcript of the public hearing.  Send written comments to: 
 
Mr. Jamal Husani, Chief Transportation & Traffic Engineer  
2079 E. 9th Street, 5th floor. Cleveland, Ohio 44115 
Phone – 216 348 3868, Email – jhusani@cuyahogacounty.us 
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November 18, 2014 

 
John Mayfield, Manager Detroit Airports District Office 

Bonita Teeuwen, Acting Manager, County Airport 

Lynn Wilson - Mead & Hunt 

 
Public Comment on the Cuyahoga County Airport Environmental Assessment draft report 

 

 
 

Dear Ladies and Gentleman: 
 

 
 

I have reviewed the draft report on the EA dated October 7, 2014.  I must say that I am astonished at 

the sheer audacity of the false claim that the public comments received through May 26, 2014 are 

summarized and answered in Appendix B - Public Involvement.  All of you are fully aware of the 

many questions I have asked during the process, starting with the detailed summary and 31 questions 

submitted in March 2013, and progressing with 12/30/13 comments and questions, and the 4/29/14 

letter with additional questions.  Yet these questions are not reflected in Appendix B of the draft EA 

report.  I can only conclude that the airport is in full cover-up mode, and has chosen to falsify the EA 

report to avoid answering the questions that I asked, and to hide these questions and lack of answers 

from the public. 

 
I have included a copy of the March 22, 2013 response from the airport acknowledging the questions I 

submitted (appendix i).  Also included is the April29, 2014letter (appendix ii), and the FAA response 

dated May 19, 2014 (appendix iii). 

 
Based on the above, the draft report's claim that the EA has been prepared in accordance with the 

requirements ofNEPA is absolutely false- the airport is required to address questions. 

In addition, the draft EA report continues to incorrectly show comparisons to the build alternatives, but 

not to the no action alternative.  Table 2.2 in section 4 should show the column with the no action 

alternative shaded in green, and the red/green comparisons should reflect the item in reference to the 

no action column.  If this is done, alternative 23 would be green in the top section, but only one impact 

on the lower section would be green.  This is part of the airport's concerted effort to skew the feedback 

in its favor: by selecting all of the other alternatives to include a road relocation, alternative 23 looks 

better than the rest.  If only alternative 23 was given, it would look poor in reference to the no action 

alternative.  What the airport never told the public is that the road relocations cannot legally be done 

Richmond Heights and Willoughby Hills both passed resolutions denying the airport such approval. 

Note also that the same table, as presented at the public meetings, did not include the no action 

alternative at all.  The airport continues to act and present the other alternatives as if they are actually 

possible - thus the feedback that alternative 23 is best from multiple people. 

 
Section 5 on cumulative impacts includes a section on reasonably foreseeable actions - but there is no 

mention of the plans being asked for by airport tenants in the October 2013 Operational Review 

(http://publicworks.cuyahogacounty.us/pdf_publicworks/en-US/CC-AirportOpreviewRept.pdf). 

These plans by tenants include bringing larger planes into the airport and the continued request for a 

longer runway - up to 6,500 feet. 

 
This Operational Review also refutes the answer in Appendix B to the question on if the airport is a 

money loser for Cuyahoga County.  In contrast to the answer given, the Operational Review clearly 

shows that the airport has typically lost more than $750k per year, and although the near term 

http://publicworks.cuyahogacounty.us/pdf_publicworks/en-US/CC-AirportOpreviewRept.pdf)
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projection is for losses of only about $600k per year, it will continue losing money each year and the 

losses will climb back over $750k by 2022.  But this report has not been made available on the 

airport's website, or the EA site.  It was not made available for the December 2013 open house 

meeting, in spite of multiple people asking for this information -the airport is suppressing this from 

the public. 

 
Appendix B states that Councilwoman Sunny Simon held a public meeting on the airport.  What the 

appendix does not say is that the public was not invited to the meeting: the councilwoman did not use 

the email list set up for updates on the airport.  What the reporter at that meeting captured is also not 

shown in Appendix B: while discussing the ongoing operating losses, the councilwoman threatened 

residents to support the airport by saying "If we don't have this airport, guess what's going to happen 

to your local Richmond Heights taxes? They have to go up."  This is a completely baseless threat, as 

the losses at the airport are funded by the County, not the city. 

 
On environmental issues, the EA draft report is notably incomplete.  Air quality was essentially 

ignored, in spite of my previous details on significant fumes a mile away from the airport.  The EA 

draft trivializes this by declaring no air issues based on air quality monitors miles away -the closest is 

2.25 miles from the airport.  So it is apparently OK to have air quality problems as long as you don't 

get caught on the monitors miles away, so no actual analysis was done.  I don't see any mention of 

impacts on Euclid Creek by the use of de-icing fluids.  Likewise, the particulate issue was ignored, and 

declared to only be a temporary issue during construction.  The airport apparently still hasn't visited 

any of the residents who have complained about the particulate fallout on their homes, or of enough 

fuel residue on a pond to be lit on fire. 

 
In addition, is spite of my previous reports, including pictures, of a fuel spill in January 2010, 

Appendix H does not include this spill.  So the airport has managed to fmd a consultant willing to 

throw away all credibility and knowingly suppress an environmental issue.  The EA process has been 

going on for nearly 2 years. It took me 2 days to find the spill report: 1001-18-0090. It is no surprise 

then that the consultants'  credentials are given in Appendix H, section "4.16.8", which doesn't  exist. 

 
What the draft EA report did admit to is that the airport contains an un-registered, un-assessed, and un 

remediated dump, complete with drums sticking out of the ground.  So much for compliance to EPA 

laws. 

 
On noise, the draft EA report again ignores the issue. While the 65 DNL contour is the key threshold 

for actions including abatement, the presentation at the December 2013 open house acknowledged that 

noise impacts are much broader with this statement: 
The DNL Noise  Metric  Threshold does NOT indicate that  people are not  affected by aircraft noise  outside the 

65 DNL noise contour. 

From the airport's draft master plan, appendix F on Noise Exposure (see attachment A to that 

appendix, page 4): 
A 10-dB change is subjectively heard as an approximate doubling in loudness and almost always causes  an 
adverse community response. 

I have requested, since 4/10/08, to see a contour of the area impacted by at least IOdB for a night 

operation, to fully understand the community impact of the airport's failed curfew.  Community 

impacts are indeed within the purview of the EA. 

Based on 2012 data showing 441 operations during curfew hours (the last year with full data 

available), the airport's curfew is violated on average more than once a day. 

The deferral to the Noise Abatement Council is a dodge - the NAC is dysfunctional, as I have been 
waiting on answers to curfew complaints dating back to April2013, and answers to multiple questions 
since April2014. The last meeting minutes are from AprillO, 2014.  I submitted questions for review 

ofthe NAC that should have been discussed in the July 2014 meeting, but I have heard nothing. 
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Appendix B touches on safety comments, but doesn't answer the concern raised about the crashes and 

deaths around the airport.  Since my March 2013 letter, the map of crashes needs to be updated again- 

4 more deaths in a crash on Bishop Road.  The airport brushes off the safety question by stating that 
the RSA's  will be addressed, but no crash so far has been attributed to RSA's or approach 

obstructions.  So one of the biggest concerns of the public continues to be ignored by the airport. 

 
The airport continues to misrepresent the choice of alternative 23 as a concession to public input - it 

was not.  It was the step-down choice when the FAA learned that the airport falsely claimed that 

alternative 38 was possible, contrary to the resolutions passed by the cities that prevented it. In 

addition, the draft EA report continues to ignore both the input of the local governments and the 

public, and the NEPA process requiring that this input be addressed.  The airport's answer to 

opposition to any expansion is: 
While Alternative 23 does increase the runway  length by 400 feet, the airport will not expand beyond its 
current boundary. The selection of Alternative 23 as the Preferred Alternative seems to address the objection 
to airport expansion. 

This not only fails to address the objections, it ignores the NEPA process.  If the airport were simply 

allowed to do whatever it wants on its own property, regardless of public input, then the NEPA 

process would be moot. 

The airport falsely claims that it has support of the public for alternative 23 in section 2.11: 
This alternative has the least amount of community impacts and is supported by both the general public and 
elected  officials in all three local communities. 

The airport's own tally is that only 22% supported alternative 23 (mathematically, that means that 

78% don't support it).  While some of the public feedback indicates support, it likely comes from 

being misled by the selection of the alternatives and the airport's direct false statements.  The purpose 

of the EA project, as stated on the airport's  EA website in January 2013: 
The EA project  will address both a runway  pavement repair project  and a safety area project.  There is FAA 
funding available for runway  repair projects  but the Runway Safety Area (RSA} must be improved at the 
same time as a condition of federal funding. 

Notice that there is no reference to a longer runway. My March 2013 letter already captured the lie I 
was told at the first open house, that the project was about safety and pavement. 

 
The feedback from the local communities, however, is clear and contrary to the airport's claim. 

Willoughby Hills, by example, states: 
The Administration and City Council of Willoughby  Hills remain steadfastly opposed to runway 
expansion at the Cuyahoga County Airport, except as required  for safety, and will continue to 
fight  it in the same manner as has been done previously and successfully. 

Highland Heights used the identical wording.  So either the airport is outright lying about community 

support, or it is reverting to the false claim that the longer runway is a safety improvement. The FAA 

was very clear in the July 2009 review of the draft master plan: 
The report  should first evaluate the existing conditions of the airfield, and then determine capacity needs to 
accommodate  the current  or forecasted demand.   For the airport's single runway, this would mean separately 
evaluating  meeting standards on the existing  runway, which would be considered a safety/standards project; 
then evaluating any potential runway  extensions  that would increase capacity at the airport. 

The 400 foot runway extension is not a safety improvement, per the FAA.  If it is not a safety 

improvement, then the community feedback is clear: no runway expansion.  The airport committed to 

the FAA that it would create a new alternative that addressed safety only, without a runway extension, 

but then failed to do so (see "Review & Discussion with  FAA Consultant and Airport- 28 September 

2009", page 9, on the airport's  website). 

 
This defmition shows that the airport has intentionally misled the public.  By example, in Appendix B 

of the EA draft report, the airport dodges a question on a profit/loss for the airport: 
A profit/loss analysis is not required  for airport safety projects such as this one. 

Again, the FAA's definition is that a runway extension is not a safety project.  The FAA requires a 
Benefit/Cost Analysis (BCA) for all capacity projects that require more than $10 million in AIP 
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discretionary funding. In fact, the 2009 FAA review of the draft master plan shows that the FAA 

specifically requested a BCA for this project.  The airport is refusing to complete one.  To help the 

airport out, the BCA can be quickly summarized: cost = $43.7 Million, benefit= zero, not including 

the adverse impacts to the surrounding communities.  More on the adverse impacts below. 

 
The airport quickly dismisses the administrative option of using another airport.  The Cleveland Plain 

Dealer article "Hopkins  changes put new focus on Burke", March 23, 2104, and its corresponding 

online content, show that Hopkins is now at less than 1/3 capacity and Burke is less than 1/4 capacity. 

But somehow the airport doesn't  think these are even worth considering, so it says no without any 

analysis whatsoever.  Additionally, the BCA must recognize that Hopkins needs no relief, given its 

available capacity. 

 
On a positive note, section 1.4 of the draft EA report accurately defines the project need simply as the 

need to address the RSA's. No mention of runway length. 

The airport's previous definition that a longer runway is a "need" is fictitious.  The airport, or more 

particularly the surrounding communities, are under no obligation to accommodate airport tenants that 

bought aircraft larger than the airport can handle.  This is clearly called out in AC150/5070-6  (section 

801a): 
In some cases, the airport sponsor may decide that it is in the community's best interest  for the airport not to 
continue  to grow to accommodate  forecast activity, or to accommodate forecast activity only up to a point. In 
these cases, the master plan should document  this decision and indicate the probable  consequences of the 
decision (e.g.,demand will be capped, the demand will go unmet, or the demand  will be diverted  to another 
airport). 

The airport refuses to acknowledge this path. So the project purpose in section 1.3 continues to state 

that the longer runway was justified in the 2010 Airport Master Plan. 

 
This is not factual - not the attempted justification of a longer runway, but the reference to a 2010 

Airport Master Plan.  When I submitted a complaint to the FAA hotline in May 2013, I asked how the 

airport was allowed to initiate an EA when there were so many questions still to be answered on the 

draft master plan submitted to the FAA.  Ultimately, the FAA falsified a response, indicating that the 

airport's plan was developed in accordance with AC150/5070-6.  The FAA also falsely claimed that 

the airport adequately addressed the FAA's comments from the 2009 review.  After a Freedom of 

Information Act (FOIA) request, I was able to show that the airport never completed the master 

planning process - the sections on the airport business model (costs, revenues, etc per section 608 of 

AC150) and the identification, summary and resolution of key issues from the local government and 

community (per section 404 of AC150) don't  exist.  The alternative for a 5,100 foot runway that 

addresses the RSA's without increasing runway length was never created, in spite of the FAA's 

request. 

The FOIA information also revealed a new legal issue for the airport and FAA: the grant application 

for the EA did not mention a runway length increase, or show a capacity benefit. So the FAA grant 

issued is for a safety project, but the airport is using this grant money to support analysis and design of 

a capacity increase -this is outright grant fraud.  I received confumation in September that the FAA 

has opened an investigation into this, as well as the process violations by the airport and FAA. 

 
The FAA Detroit office attempts to downplay the fact that the airport didn't complete a master plan 

(appendix iii): 
The Master Plan is a local document.   The planning  process is used to support the sponsor's proposed project 
and ensure consistency  in project  implementation. 

But AC150 (section 205) shows that the Detroit office is again lying: 
The FAA reviews all elements of the master plan to ensure that sound planning  techniques have been applied. 

The FAA was required to review the entire master plan- it is not a "local document". The FAA failed to 
complete its responsibilities in AC150, but went ahead and signed off the airport layout plan. It failed its 
responsibility again when it authorized the EA, as FAA order 5050.4B (section 706b) requires the FAA 
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to review that the purpose and need is rational and supported by current, available data.  If the master 

plan was not completed, then the FAA could not possibly conduct this review. 

Returning to the topic of adverse community impacts, let me expand on the issue referred to as 

"distrust of airport" in the public involvement section: 
Several comments  were received (9) that indicated a general distrust  of the Airport and a suspicion of 
information provided  by the Airport. 

The airport has repeatedly stated that ''the Proposed Action is not expected to change the existing based 
aircraft fleet mix". As far back as the 2008 City Council meeting in Highland Heights where the airport 
presented the draft master plan, the airport has insisted that it was not planning for larger planes.  But the 
airport's actions and information it has withheld from the public show the opposite: 

-  The airport claims to have a weight Iimit of I 00,000 pounds, but the documentation from the 1977 
master plan shows it has a 60,000 weight limit, and this limit was still recognized by airport users 
in 2005. But the airport is designing the EMAS and runway to be capable of 100,000 pounds. 
Appendix C of the draft EA report shows that project 4 includes adding 12" of additional thickness 
to the runway. 

-  The draft master plan and the October 2013 Operational Review included comments that airport 
tenants were planning to buy additional, larger aircraft. 

-  The airport is designed for aircraft with wingspans up to, but not including, 79 feet.  But it 

knowingly allows a Global Express, with a wingspan of 94 feet, to be based there. 

The airport has not conducted an EA that would be required to increase the weight limit to 100,000 

pounds.  It is essentially trying to sneak this in while declaring that nothing is changing.  Why is this 

important?  If the weight limit is increased (officially or by simply ignoring NEPA requirements to 

follow the process to increase it), and the airport tenants bring in larger planes as they have already 

said they would do, then all of the statements that there are no noise, fume, or other community 

adverse impacts are false. 

Given that the airport has already: 

Falsified information in the draft master plan 

Falsified information in the draft EA report 

Lied to the public about the "need" to extend the runway 

Lied to the public about its ability to move roads to accommodate a longer runway 

Failed to address public input in the master planning process 

Failed to actually complete a master plan 

Violated EPA regulations by ignoring a fuel spill for weeks 

Failed to implement an effective spill prevention and control plan 

Threatened residents of Richmond Heights with a tax increase if they don't support the airport 

Lied about the weight limit 
Pretended that it is concerned about safety, but done nothing to address the deaths of airplane 

passengers and residents killed in crashes near the airport 
Pretended that it is addressing noise complaints, while it knows that the curfew is violated 
essentially every day 
Refused to map out the impacts of the flights during curfew hours 
Promised a hush house, but reneged due to not having money available, while planning to spend 

$43.7 million on airport RSA's and runway expansion that will only further negatively impact the 
surrounding community 

Violated EPA regulations by failing to assess and remediate a dump site 
Hidden key information from the public 

In short, there is no law, rule or process that the airport isn't willing to violate.  There should be no 
surprise that there is distrust of the airport. 

Unless the airport can be limited to its 60,000 weight limit, then the entire evaluation in the EA is 
invalid.  Given that the airport has already declared that it has a 100,000 weight limit, the airport has 

essentially declared that all of the claims about no changes to the fleet mix are invalid, and thus the EA 
draft report is invalid. 
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But the bottom line is that none of this will matter, if the FAA follows the FAA orders and AC150: 

because the airport didn't complete a master plan, then the entire EA process is void, as there was no 

basis to even consider an airport layout plan that was not properly reviewed. The FAA was fully 

aware of this when the airport chose alternative 38 while ignoring the public input that clearly showed 

this could not be done. 

 
So the expectations going forward are to: 

Immediately halt the EA, as it was not properly authorized, and violated many procedures 

while outright ignoring public input 

Prosecute the airport, consultants and FAA officials that committed or aided the grant fraud 

Discipline the FAA officials and employees that lied in the response to the FAA hotline 

complaint, and the follow-up 

Require that the airport come up with a plan to address the safety issue of planes crashing and 

killing people around the airport 

Enforce the curfew 

 
The airport put itself in this position. It can fix it, but it must follow the proper procedures - truthfully 

-by starting back at the master planning process that wasn't completed. 

If the FAA chooses to proceed anyway, in spite of the evidence showing that it has lied multiple times 

to cover up its failure to follow proper procedures, then it will be easy to show that the entire process 

was corrupted.  The fact that the draft EA report didn't address any of the tough questions is plain 

enough to show a cover-up is in progress.  The NEPA process doesn't  accept this.  FAA order 

5050.48 (introduction section) requires that the FAA take "a hard look" at the environmental impacts 

of a proposed project - this cannot be done based on the draft EA report as written. 

 
The FAA has encouraged that I work with the airport and participate in public outreach.  The FAA 

certainly has not reviewed any of the airport records, or it would be clear that I have participated 

actively in every step ofthis process, starting with the first meeting in October 2003 (yes, 11 years 

ago).  It is the airport that is refusing to participate by hiding key info and refusing to answer 

questions. 

 
Since the airport has already attempted to suppress these tough questions, I again ask that the FAA 

include this letter in the EA documentation. 

But since the FAA has directly participated in the cover-up of its failures to conduct required reviews, 

I will also be sending this letter to other FAA offices and outside agencies to ensure that this 

information will not disappear.   If anyone receiving this letter needs the original letters referenced, or 

has questions, please contact me via email. 
 

 
 

I await confirmation that the outlined expectations will be carried out. 
 
 

 
 

Ed Crouse  294 Knollwood Trail 

Richmond Heights, Ohio 44143 

emchome@roadrunner.com 

mailto:emchome@roadrunner.com
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March 22, 2012 

 
 

 
CUYAHOGA COUNTY 

DEPARTMENT of  PUBLIC WORKS 

 
Ed Crouse 

294 Knollwood Trail 

Richmond Heights, OH  44143 

 
Re:      Cuyahoga County Airport Environmental Assessment Study 

 
Dear Mr. Crouse: 

 
We are in receipt of your letter dated March 18, 2013 regarding the Cuyahoga County Airport 

Environmental Assessment (EA) study that is currently in process. In your letter you raised many 

legitimate concerns.   I want you to know that we, at the County, take them very seriously and 

every effort will be made to address as many of these concerns as possible. Our consultant is 

tasked with addressing the comments they receive to the extent possible in their environmental 

document. 

 
Some of the issues you raise will be included as part of the document, while others will require 

the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to weight in. We will strive to supply you with 

satisfactory responses to all of your questions by the end of the EA study.  Our mission in this 

process is to listen to resident and stakeholder concerns in order to develop a solution that will 

also meet FAA requirements for using federal funds for airport improvements. 

 
I want to thank you for attending the public meeting and submitting your comments which allow 

us to understand your insight and concerns regarding the County Airport. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
 

 
Bonita G. Tccuwcn, P.E. 
Director, Department of Public Works 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2100 Superior Viaduct • Cleveland. Ohio 44113 • (216) 348.3800 • FAX (21 6) 348.3896 

Ohio Relay Service 711 • www.publicworks.cuyahogacounty.us 

http://www.publicworks.cuyahogacounty.us/
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Appendix  ii:  

 

 
April29, 2014 

 
John Mayfield, Manager Detroit Airports District Office 

Bonita Teeuwen, Acting Manager, County Airport 

 
Re: FAA Hotline 201305010002  response, and information from Freedom of Information Act 

2014003200 response 
 

 
 

Dear Mr. Mayfield and Ms. Teeuwen: 

 
As you are both aware,I filed a complaint with the Department of Transportation  in May of 2013 

regarding the Environmental Assessment taking place at the Cuyahoga County Airport in Ohio (see the 

complaint number above).  The response indicated to me that the FAA essentially didn't even read the 

complaint, let alone investigate, although it took nearly 7 months to get a response.  I filed an appeal, 

attached, which outlined many specific details.  The last reply was that the DOT was "unable to 

identify any specific allegations that were not addressed". 

Isubsequently filed the FOTA request, which resulted in reply of 55 pages (attached for reference). 

These results clearly show that the FAA I DOT response was untruthful. 

Specifically: 

•  FAA response to my hotline complaint claims that the plan was developed in accordance with 

AC150/5070-6. I pointed out that the master plan draft was never completed - the FOTA reply 

confirms this in responses for items 1 and 2. 

• The FAA claims that the airport provided a response matrix adequately addressing the FAA's 

comments - the response matrix is FOTA item 3.  As can plainly be seen in that matrix, 

comments 50, 51, 55, 56, and 57 all refer to the airport needing to identify an alternative that 

addresses the RSA's at the existing runway length, to which the airport agreed, even stating it 

would create one or two additional ALP's to do so.  Yet the airport never did so, as verified in 

FOIA item 4. 

 
I also requested documents related to the funding authorization of the EA - item 9 in the FOTA 

response.  This raises a new significant issue: the funding agreement is to "conduct environmental 

assessment for Runway 6/24 safety area improvements; Remove obstructions in Runway 6/24 safety 

area (study only)".  Note that this grant does not cover a study including a longer runway -this is not 

mentioned anywhere in the grant application as seen in the document provided by the FOTA response. 

In fact, the FAA wording in the response matrix (FOIA item 3) at comment 56 very specifically 

separates safety improvements  from a potential runway extension.  The airport itself identified that a 

longer runway wou ld be an economic benefit-as such, AlP assistance cannot be used. 

So the FAA is aware that the airport is conducting a study to increase runway length, using an AlP 

grant that does not cover that activity, and has not taken action. 

 
In addition to the items verified as missing by the FOIA items 1 and 2, I outlined in my hotline 

complaint appeal that multiple public comments are missing from the master plan public input section, 

including any content related to the public hearing in April2008. So in spite of the FAA assurance 

that the proper process was followed, the facts show otherwise. 

 
PerFAA order 5050.4B, section 706b, the FAA should "ensure the purpose and need is rational and 

supported by current, available data" for an EA.  If the master plan is incomplete, and no BCA or 

alternate funding plan was done (see FOIA items 5 and 6), then it is impossible that the FAA review 

required by the above order was done. 



9 

 

 

The EA did already show that the data used to support a longer runway "need" was invalid when it 

showed the forecast being the same whether the runway length is 5,100 feet or 5,500 feet.  In addition, 

the article in the Cleveland Plain Dealer on March 23,2014 entitled "Hopkins changes put new focus 

on Burke" gives the statistic that Hopkins will be at less than 1/3 of its capacity by June, and Burke is 

at 1/4 of its capacity.  So the need for Cuyahoga County to increase capacity is non-existent.   This 

same article also mentions the weight limit issue: CGA claims to have a weight limit of 100,000 

pounds, but has been unable to show a completed EA that would have been required to increase from 

the 60,000 pound limit indicated in 1977, and still recognized by airport users in 2005 (see the draft 

master plan, appendix D). 

 
I submitted several comments on the EA on December 30,2013 (also attached).  I have received 

no answers.  But the airport has decided to "move forward" by picking alternative 23 as the 

preferred alternative, as now shown on its website. NEPA requires that the airport actually 

address issues raised in the process - but the airport continues to ignore them, as it has 

consistently done from the beginning.  One of the comments I made in the 12/30 EA letter was 

about the environmental impact summary not including the required comparisons, specifically 

to the "no action" case, as required by FAA order 5050.4B, section 706d. Again, yet another 

example that the EA process is not being followed. 

I have directed many questions to the airport as the FAA suggested, and despite multiple 

commitments from the airport manager to review and reply, I have received no response yet. 

 
The FAA "answered" the hotline complaint by ignoring the facts and stating that there are no 

issues.  Even after a 7 month "investigation".  But as can be seen in the FOIA response to item 

10, there is no record of any such investigation.   Yet through the FOIA request, in 7 hours of 

searching, the FAA has shown that the hotline complaint response was not truthful.  And to 

make that happen, I was required to pay for 5 of the 7 hours in order to do the very job that the 

FAA claimed it had already done. 

 
I ask again that the questions, all of them, get full answers - not a generic "there is no issue 

here" reply, but a specific factual answer to each, with an explanation as to which document 

from the FAA is incorrect where they have been shown to be contradictory. 

The issues and questions include those in the original 3118/13 letter at the start of the EA, the 

12/30/13  letter on the EA, and the 12130/13 appeal of the hotline complaint response, as well as 

this letter.  In addition, given the newly identified issue with the EA funding being used for 

purposes other than what is was authorized for, I would like to know what the FAA is doing as 

follow-up. 

 
I am attaching: 

1.  the 311 8/13 letter 
2.  the FOIA response 

3.  the 12/30/13 letter on the EA 

4.   the 12/30/13 appeal of the hotline complaint response 

Please contact me to confirm when the questions and issues will finally be answered. 
 
 
 
 

Ed Crouse  294 Knollwood Trail 

Richmond Heights, Ohio 44143 

emchome@roadrunner.com 

mailto:emchome@roadrunner.com
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Appendix iii: 
 

 
 

From: <John.Mayfield@faa.gov> 

To: <emchome@roadrunner.com> 

Subject: CGY Master Plan 

Date: Monday, May 19, 2014 8:50AM 

 
Mr. Crouse, 

 
In response to your letter dated April29, 2014 we provide the following 

information.  The Master Plan is a local document.  The planning process 

is used to support the sponsor's proposed project and ensure consistency 

in project implementation.  The airport sponsor is responsible for 

preparing the environmental assessment for the proposed project in 

accordance with the NEPA process. The NEPA process is not a part of the 

planning process.  The FAA's role is to independently evaluate the EA, 

including responses to public comment. 

 
Per your request, we are forwarding this information to the airport 

sponsor and consultant for inclusion in the public involvement portion of 

the project.  We continue to encourage you to work with the airport 

sponsor and participate in the public outreach. 

 
John L. Mayfield Jr., Manager 

Detroit Airports District Office 

11677 South Wayne Rd, Suite 107 

Romulus, MI 48174 

 
734-229-2900  telephone 

734-229-2910  fax 

mailto:John.Mayfield@faa.gov
mailto:emchome@roadrunner.com
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1                     PROCEEDINGS

2              MR. O'DONNELL:    Daniel O'Donnell.  

3              I've reviewed all the information that 

4       was presented today and my question's answered 

5       about the size of the aircraft, the changes 

6       associated with the upgrades to the runways, 

7       and the necessary changes to the vegetation of 

8       the houses that are impacted nearby.  It seems 

9       that everything is being done for safety 

10       purposes and it doesn't appear that it'll have 

11       a negative economic impact as the construction 

12       occurs.  So in my opinion, let's get it done.

13              That's it.  Thank you.

14              MR. CROUSE:       Ed Crouse.  I just 

15       wanted to turn in these two documents and make 

16       sure they officially get recorded, since the 

17       draft report that was put out is ignored.  A 

18       lot of the questions I had asked since the 

19       beginning of 2013.  In talking to the County 

20       officials here tonight, they apparently don't 

21       feel that all my questions have anything to do 

22       with the EA, so they weren't planning on 

23       answering.

24              I have submitted information to the FAA 

25       and quoted the FAA's information in here, and 
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Page 3

1       the County doesn't feel that it applies to 

2       them.  So I want to make sure this becomes 

3       part of the official record and that the 

4       airport, at some point, answers the questions.

5              (Documents submitted for the record.)

6                        - - -

7              (Proceedings concluded at 7:00 p.m.)

8                        - - -

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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1 State of Ohio,         )
                       )  SS:

2 County of Cuyahoga.    )

3

4                C E R T I F I C A T E

5       This certifies that the foregoing is a true 

6       and correct transcript of the Public Comment 

7       proceedings taken at 700 Beta Banquet

8       & Conference Center, 700 Beta Drive,

9       Cleveland, Ohio 44143, on Wednesday, 

10       November 19, 2014, commencing at 4:00 p.m.

11

12       In Re:

13       Cuyahoga County Airport (CGF)
      Environmental Assessment (EA)

14

15

16

17

18                      _____________________________
                     COURT REPORTER

19
                     FINCUN-MANCINI COURT REPORTERS

20                      1801 East Ninth Street
                     Suite 1720

21                      Cleveland, Ohio  44114
                     (216) 696-2272

22                      (216) 696-2275  FAX

23

24

25
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Cuyahoga County Airport (CGF)
                         Environmental Assessment

Welcome!

Cuyahoga County Airport EA

Public Hearing

4:00 to 7:00 pm



C
u
ya

h
o
g
a
 C

o
u
n
ty

 A
irp

o
rt
 (
C

G
F
)

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

 E
n
vi

ro
n
m

e
n
ta

l A
s
s
e
s
s
m

e
n
t

W
h

a
t 

is
 a

n
 E

n
v
ir

o
n

m
e

n
ta

l 
A

s
s
e

s
s
m

e
n

t?

P
u
rp

o
s
e
 o

f 
a
n
 E

n
vi

ro
n
m

e
n
ta

l A
s
s
e
s
s
m

e
n
t

A
n 

E
nv

iro
nm

en
ta

l A
ss

es
sm

en
t (

E
A

) i
s 

a 
co

m
pr

eh
en

si
ve

 a
na

ly
si

s 
of

 th
e 

so
ci

al
, e

co
no

m
ic

 
an

d 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
l i

m
pa

ct
s,

 b
ot

h 
po

si
tiv

e 
an

d 
ne

ga
tiv

e,
 o

f a
 p

ar
tic

ul
ar

 p
ro

je
ct

.  
A

t 
th

e 
co

nc
lu

si
on

 o
f t

he
 E

A
, w

hi
ch

 in
vo

lv
es

 p
ub

lic
 o

ut
re

ac
h 

an
d 

pu
bl

ic
 in

vo
lv

em
en

t, 
a 

de
te

rm
in

at
io

n 
w

ill
 b

e 
m

ad
e 

as
 to

 w
he

th
er

 o
r n

ot
 th

e 
po

te
nt

ia
l i

m
pa

ct
s 

ar
e 

si
gn

i
ca

nt
 

en
ou

gh
 to

 w
ar

ra
nt

 th
e 

pr
ep

ar
at

io
n 

of
 a

n 
E

nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l I

m
pa

ct
 S

ta
te

m
en

t. 
 If

 p
ot

en
tia

l 
im

pa
ct

s 
id

en
ti

ed
 in

 th
e 

E
A 

ar
e 

no
t c

on
si

de
re

d 
si

gn
i

ca
nt

, t
he

 p
ro

po
se

d 
pr

oj
ec

t m
ay

 
pr

oc
ee

d.
  A

n 
E

A 
ty

pi
ca

lly
 ta

ke
s 

be
tw

ee
n 

12
 to

 1
8 

m
on

th
s 

to
 c

om
pl

et
e.

  

T
h
e
 f
o
llo

w
in

g
 a

c
tio

n
s
 r
e
q
u
ire

 a
p
p
ro

va
l p

rio
r 
to

 a
c
tu

a
l c

o
n
-

s
tr
u
c
tio

n
:

• 
Th

e 
FA

A 
w

ill
 c

ar
ef

ul
ly

 a
nd

 th
or

ou
gh

ly
 re

vi
ew

 th
e 

E
A 

an
d 

w
ill

 d
et

er
m

in
e 

if 
a 

Fi
nd

in
g 

of
 N

o 
S

ig
ni

ca
nt

 Im
pa

ct
 (F

N
S

I) 
ca

n 
be

 is
su

ed
. I

f a
t t

he
 c

on
cl

us
io

n 
of

 th
e 

FA
A

s 
re

vi
ew

 o
f t

he
 

E
A

, i
t i

s 
de

te
rm

in
ed

 th
e 

pr
op

os
ed

 im
pa

ct
s 

w
ill

 m
ee

t o
r e

ce
ed

 a
 th

re
sh

ol
d 

of
 s

ig
ni

ca
nc

e,
 

th
en

 th
e 

FA
A 

m
ay

 re
qu

ire
 a

 h
ig

he
r l

ev
el

 o
f a

na
ly

si
s 

su
ch

 a
s 

an
 E

nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l I

m
pa

ct
 

S
ta

te
m

en
t (

E
IS

).

• 
Th

e 
A

irp
or

t L
ay

ou
t P

la
n 

m
us

t b
e 

un
co

nd
iti

on
al

ly
 a

pp
ro

ve
d

• 
Th

e 
A

irp
or

t m
us

t b
e 

ab
le

 to
 a

pp
ly

 fo
r f

ed
er

al
 fu

nd
in

g

P
u

rp
o

s
e

 a
n

d
 N

e
e

d
Th

e 
P

ur
po

se
 a

nd
 N

ee
d 

st
at

em
en

t e
xp

la
in

s 
w

hy
 a

n 
ag

en
cy

 a
ct

io
n 

is
 n

ec
es

sa
ry

, a
nd

 s
er

ve
s 

as
 th

e 
ba

si
s 

fo
r 

id
en

tif
yi

ng
 re

as
on

ab
le

 a
lte

rn
at

iv
es

 th
at

 m
ee

t t
he

 p
ro

je
ct

 
ob

je
ct

iv
es

.

Th
e 

id
en

ti
ca

tio
n 

an
d 

ev
al

ua
tio

n 
of

 a
lte

rn
at

iv
e 

w
ay

s 
of

 
m

ee
tin

g 
th

e 
pu

rp
os

e 
an

d 
ne

ed
 o

f t
he

 p
ro

po
se

d 
ac

tio
n 

is
 

th
e 

he
ar

t o
f t

he
 N

E
PA

 a
na

ly
si

s.

T
h
e
 P

u
rp

o
s
e
 a

n
d

 N
e
e
d

 o
f 
th

e
 

p
ro

je
c
t 
is

 t
o
 p

ro
vi

d
e
 5

,5
0

0
 f
e
e
t 
o
f 

u
s
a
b

le
 r

u
n
w

a
y 

le
n
g
th

 f
o
r 

ta
k
e
o
ff
 

in
 e

ith
e
r 

d
ire

c
tio

n
 a

n
d

 t
o
 e

s
ta

b
lis

h
 

c
o
m

p
lia

n
t 
R

u
n
w

a
y 

S
a
fe

ty
 A

re
a
s
 

p
e
r 

F
A

A
 r

e
q

u
ire

m
e
n
ts

.



C
u
ya

h
o
g
a
 C

o
u
n
ty

 A
irp

o
rt
 (
C

G
F
)

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

 E
n
vi

ro
n
m

e
n
ta

l A
s
s
e
s
s
m

e
n
t

P
ro

je
c

t 
T

im
e

li
n

e

2
0
1
2

2
0
1
3

0
1

/2
0

1
3

: 
 

P
ro

je
c
t 
W

e
b

s
ite

  

G
o
e
s
 L

iv
e

1
0

/2
0

1
2

: 
 

P
ro

je
c
t 
B

e
g
in

s
0

2
/2

0
1

3
: 

F
irs

t 
O

p
e
n
 H

o
u
s
e

S
u
m

m
e
r 

&
 W

in
te

r 
2

0
1

3
: 

A
n
a
ly

s
is

 o
f 
Im

p
a
c
ts

 a
n
d

 

A
lte

rn
a
tiv

e
s

1
2

/2
0

1
3

: 
 

S
e
c
o
n
d

 O
p

e
n
 H

o
u
s
e

2
0
1
4

W
in

te
r 

2
0

1
3

:  

P
re

fe
rr

e
d

  

A
lte

rn
a
tiv

e
  

S
e
le

c
te

d

F
a
ll 

2
0

1
4

: 
 

3
0

-D
a
y 

P
u
b

lic
  

R
e
vi

e
w

 o
n
 D

ra
ft
 E

A

1
1

/2
0

1
4

: 
 

P
u
b

lic
 H

e
a
rin

g
  

o
n
 D

ra
ft
 E

A

W
in

te
r 

2
0

1
4

: 
 

F
in

a
l E

A

0
1

/2
0

1
5

: 
 

A
n
tic

ip
a
te

d
 F

in
d

in
g
  

o
f 
N

o
 S

ig
n
ifi

c
a
n
t 
 

Im
p

a
c
t 
(F

O
N

S
I)

2
0
0
3

2
0
0
9

0
2

/2
0

0
9

: 
 

B
o
a
rd

 o
f 
C

o
u
n
ty

 C
o
m

m
is

s
io

n
e
rs

 c
o
n
s
id

e
rs

 

D
ra

ft
 M

a
s
te

r 
P

la
n
 r

e
c
o
m

m
e
n
d

in
g
 A

lte
rn

a
tiv

e
 

#
3

8
 a

s
 p

re
fe

rr
e
d

 a
lte

rn
a
tiv

e

2
0

0
3

: 
 

P
la

n
n
in

g
 B

e
g
in

s

0
7

/2
0

0
9

: 
F
A

A
 r

e
q

u
e
s
ts

 a
n
 in

te
rm

e
d

ia
te

 

a
lte

rn
a
tiv

e
 t
o
 m

e
e
t 
th

e
 P

u
rp

o
s
e
 a

n
d

 N
e
e
d

, 

a
n
d

 w
ith

 c
o
m

m
u
n
ity

 in
p

u
t

2
0
1
0

0
5

/2
0

1
0

: 
 

M
a
s
te

r 
P

la
n
 

a
d

o
p

te
d

 b
y 

C
o
u
n
ty

2
0

1
2

: 
 

E
A

 f
u
n
d

in
g

M
a
s
te

r 
P

la
n
 O

u
tc

o
m

e
: 

R
e
c
o
m

m
e
n
d

a
tio

n
 

fo
r 

in
te

rm
e
d

ia
te

 t
e
rm

 

is
 A

lte
rn

a
tiv

e
 #

2
3

. 

A
lte

rn
a
tiv

e
 #

3
8

 is
 k

e
p

t 

a
s
 u

lti
m

a
te

.
M

a
s
te

r 
P

la
n

 T
im

e
li
n

e

E
A

 T
im

e
li
n

e

2
0
1
2

1
1

/2
0

1
0

: 
 

F
A

A
 a

p
p

ro
va

l 

o
f 
A

L
P

2
0
1
5



Cuyahoga County Airport (CGF)
                         Environmental Assessment

Project Outreach
This Environmental Assessment has included a robust public outreach component 

with many opportunities for public input. This has directly contributed to the selection of 

Alternative 23 as the Preferred Alternative.

Prior to each open house event and the public 

hearing, a 4-page newsletter was created. Print 

versions were distributed to county and city offices 

and a digital version was posted to the website. 

A stand-alone project website was developed and went 

live in January, 2013. The website is a way to share project 

material and meeting information. It includes a contact page 

with an on-line comment form. The website address is 

www.cuyahoga-airportea.com.

The first open house was held on February 27, 2013 from 3:30 – 

7:30 pm in a private airplane hangar located at the Airport. This was 

early in the project and was held to let the community know that the 

project was underway and to share information about the project 

scope and timeline.   

The second open house was held on December 11, 2013 from 

3:30 – 7:30 pm at the Progressive business office near the Airport. 

This event was held before a preferred alternative had been 

selected so the community could provide input on its selection.  
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Cuyahoga County Airport (CGF)
                         Environmental Assessment

Economic Impact Study

DEFINITIONS

Direct Economic Impacts 
Initial economic transactions, which 
include: (1) economic activities that occur 
on airport; (2) dollars spent by visitors in 
the local economy; and (3) employment and 
business sales realized by off airport 
companies that depend on aviation 

On-Airport  
Economic activities generated by 
businesses located on Cuyahoga Airport, 
including airport administration 

Off-Airport  
Economic activities generated by 
businesses located in Cuyahoga or Lake 
Counties, but outside of Cuyahoga Airport 

Airport-Dependent Economic Activity 
Business sales of companies located outside 
of the airport, but who use the airport for 
business purposes.  These include firms that 
lease hangers on Cuyahoga Airport.  Only 
the estimated air dependent activity per 
company is counted, based on a business 
survey. 

Visitor Spending 
The number of pilots and crew who fly into 
Cuyahoga Airport from outside the region 
and the estimated average per-trip of 
spending per person ($96) incurred to pay 
for lodging, local transportation, retail, 
entertainment, and food and beverages. 

The “multiplier” effect is made up of indirect and 
induced economic impacts, as the business sales from 
direct impacts circulate in the Cuyahoga and Lake 
county economies: 

Indirect Economic Impacts 
The portions of direct impacts that are turned into sales 
of goods and services by business suppliers located in 
Cuyahoga or Lake Counties  

Induced Economic Impacts 
Wages spent in Cuyahoga or Lake Counties by 
employees of companies that that benefit by direct or 
indirect business sales. 

Source:  EDR Group, Inc.

Sector Jobs

Food services & drinking places 93

Finance, Insurance & Real Estate 67

Retail 55

Professional, scientific & technical 44

Health Care 42

Admin support svcs 40

Fabricated metal prod 24

Construction 21

Plastics & rubber prod 19

Wholesale Trade 15

Performing arts & spectator 15

Educational svcs 13

Sightseeing transportation 12

Government & non NAICs 12

Social assistance 11

Accomodations 10

Other 83

Total 576

by Industry Sector by Job

Off-Airport Economic Impacts

Impacts in Cuyahoga and Lake Counties
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Cuyahoga County Airport (CGF)
                         Environmental Assessment

Alternatives Analyzed
Administrative Options:
• No-Build Alternative

• Build a New Airport at a Different Location

• Use Another Airport in the Vicinity

Build Alternatives:
• Alternative 15 – Runway Reorientation (Relocate Bishop & Richmond Road)

• Alternative 16 – Runway 6 Extension to West (Relocate Richmond Road)

• Alternative 17 – Runway 24 Extension to East (Relocate Bishop Road)

• Alternative 18 – Runway 24 Extension to the East (Tunnel Bishop Road)

• Alternative 19 – Road Relocations at Both Runway Ends

• Alternative 23 – Engineered Materials Arresting Systems (EMAS) at Both Runway 

Ends (Master Plan Preferred Alternative)

• Alternative 24 – Combination of Runway 24 Shift to West and Runway 6 EMAS

Selection of Preferred Alternative
• Preferred Alternative 23 best meets the project’s purpose and need of providing 

5,500 feet of runway for takeoff in both directions as well as providing compliant 

safety areas.  

• Preferred Alternative 23 has the least amount of overall community and 

environmental impacts and does not require any road relocations.  

• Alternative 23 is considered the most prudent and feasible alternative when 

compared to the other alternatives.  

• The recommendation that Alternative 23 be selected as the Preferred Alternative 

for the EA was accepted by Cuyahoga County in early 2014.  
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Cuyahoga County Airport (CGF)
                         Environmental Assessment

Environmental Factor 
Permanent 

Impact? 
Mitigation Requirements/Permits 

Farmlands   No Coordination ongoing.  No impacts expected. 

Floodplains No None Required 

Hazardous Materials No None Required 

Historic and Archaeological 

No 

 Coordinate with OHPO to identify 
previously undisturbed areas associated 
with obstruction removals prior to any 
ground disturbing activities and determine 
appropriate mitigation. 

Induced Socioeconomic No None Required 
Light Emissions and Visual Effects No None Required 
Noise Short-term None Required 

Section 4(f) No Coordination on-going.  No impacts expected. 

Socioeconomic Impacts, 
Environmental Justice, and 
Children’s Environmental Health 
and Safety Risks 

No 

 Possible avigation easement / 
compensation or a one-time vegetation 
replacement for obstruction removals. 

 Comply with Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act of 1970, as amended for any 
property acquisitions. 

Solid Waste No None Required 

Water Quality No 

 Federal 404 and State 401 permits prior to 
construction. 

 Purchase of ditch mitigation credits as 
described in Section 4.20 Water Quality. 

Wetlands No 

 Purchase of 7.465 acres of wetland 
mitigation credits for 3.918 acres of 
impacts. 

 Federal 404 and State 401 permits prior to 
construction. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers No None Required 

Cumulative Impacts No None Required 

Preferred Alternative 23 

Environmental Impact Summary



Cuyahoga County Airport (CGF)
                         Environmental Assessment

Environmental Factor 
Permanent 

Impact? 
Mitigation Requirements/Permits 

Air Quality No None Required 

Biotic Resources & Migratory Birds No 

 Vegetation clearing beyond turf grass is 
not allowed during the nesting season 
(March 31st – July 15th). 

 A permit from the USFWS may be 
required if abandoned nests become 
inhabited by eagles. 

Coastal Barriers No None Required 

Coastal Zone Management No None Required 

Compatible Land Use No 

Comply with Uniform Relocation Assistance 
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 
1970, as amended for any property 
acquisitions. 

Construction Short-term 

 Comply with FAA Advisory Circular 
150/5370-10, Standards for Specifying 
Construction of Airports and FAA AC 
150/5320-5C Surface Drainage Design NOI

 Consider USEPA short-term mitigation 
measures during construction as described 
in Section 4.7. 

 DSW General National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit for 
construction activities is required. 

 Update Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWP3) is required upon completion 
of construction.  

Endangered and Threatened 
Species No 

Tree removals will be restricted from March 
31st to October 1st

Energy Supplies, Natural 
Resources, and Sustainable Design No None Required 

Environmental Justice No None Required 

Preferred Alternative 23 

Environmental Impact Summary
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Cuyahoga County Airport (CGF)
                         Environmental Assessment

HOUSE GROUND

HOUSE DOES NOT PENTRATE APPROACH SURFACE

TREES DO NOT PENTRATE 
APPROACH SURFACE

TREES PENTRATE 
APPROACH SURFACE

AI
RS

PA
CE

APPROACH SURFACE

Defining Obstructions
Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 77 establishes standards for the creation of five surfaces that 
provide for clear airspace in the vicinity of an airport.  The FAR Part 77 surface most critical to this 
project include the Runway Protection Zones (RPZ) and the Approach Surface.  FAR Part 77 also provides 
criteria for determining and defining objects that may pose potential obstructions to air navigation. As 
the name implies, obstructions are not permitted to penetrate or enter into the required clear surfaces.  
These can include items such as trees, buildings, poles, and towers.  Obstructions are identified based 
upon the specific requirements of the FAR Part 77 surfaces associated with each individual runway end.  



Cuyahoga County Airport (CGF)
                         Environmental Assessment

The method of mitigating obstructions is based upon the location of the obstruction relative to the 
runway and the type of obstruction it is.   There are two steps to the mitigation process: 1) purchase of 
rights to mitigate and 2) actual mitigation measures.  

Purchase of Rights to Mitigate 
Once obstructions are identified and their location confirmed relative to specific parcels, a 
determination is made whether the parcel should be purchased in fee or if an aviation easement 
is appropriate.  Typically, properties within the RPZ are purchased in fee while areas in the 
approach are mitigated with avigation easements.  Avigation easements purchase the right to 
control the height of objects on the property and the right to remove those objects that 
penetrate the FAR Part 77 Surfaces. 

The acquisition process for both fee or avigation easements, are governed by the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (Relocation Act) of 1970 (P.L. 
91-646).  The value of property to be acquired, fee or easement, is determined through a 
prescribed process under the Relocation Act which requires a fair market value appraisal of the 
property to determine just compensation.   

Actual Mitigation Measures 
Specific mitigation measures are determined based upon the type of acquisition and the type of 
obstruction.   

o Fee acquisitions usually require that all objects on the property be removed and the site 
returned to a clear parcel. 

o Avigation easements usually require that only the objects that are identified as 
obstructions be removed to reduce their impact to the FAR Part 77 surface.  In the 
example of a tree, it is usually most desirable to remove the tree to ground level to 
avoid any future growth, however, pruning may be an option depending upon issues 
such as the health of the tree, the amount of pruning necessary and the proximity to the 
runway protection zone and the approach surface. 

Mitigating Obstructions



Cuyahoga County Airport (CGF)
                         Environmental Assessment

Obstructions
Runway End Point Number Object Approach

Penetration Runway End Point Number Object Approach
Penetration Runway End Point Number Object Approach

Penetration

6 5216 Pole 2 6 23882 Tree 16 24 24883 Tree 17
6 5224 Pole 0 6 23954 Tree 14 24 24891 Tree 2
6 5246 Tree 31 6 23962 Tree -1 24 24899 Tree -2
6 5254 Tree 29 6 23970 Tree 13 24 24907 Tree -3
6 5262 Tree 22 6 23978 Tree 10 24 24915 Tree 6
6 5270 Tree 25 6 23986 Tree 6 24 24923 Tree 7
6 5286 Tree 41 6 23994 Tree 25 24 24931 Tree 3
6 5294 Tree 11 6 24002 Tree 3 24 24939 Tree 1
6 5302 Tree 14 6 24010 Tree -9 24 25019 Tree -10
6 5310 Tree 15 6 24154 Tree -4 24 25051 Tree -6
6 5318 Tree -10 6 24203 Fence 1 24 25059 Tree -5
6 5326 Tree 18 6 28006 Tree -10 24 25067 Tree -6
6 5334 Tree 25 6 28014 Tree -10 24 25139 Tree 30
6 5342 Tree 22 6 28054 Tree 10 24 25147 Tree 19
6 5350 Tree 22 6 28062 Tree -5 24 25171 Tree -3
6 5358 Tree 11 6 28070 Tree -2 24 25195 Tree 23
6 5714 Tree -5 6 28078 Tree 8 24 25203 Tree 24
6 5730 Tree -2 6 28086 Tree 9 24 25211 Tree 10
6 5738 Tree 5 6 28094 Tree 2 24 25219 Tree 5
6 5746 Tree 5 6 28102 Tree 1 24 25227 Tree -8
6 5762 Tree -8 6 28110 Tree -3 24 25235 Tree 18
6 6114 Tree -8 6 28118 Tree 5 24 25243 Tree -6
6 6616 Tree 31 6 28126 Tree -7 24 25267 Tree -10
6 6632 Tree 31 6 28134 Tree -3 24 25291 Tree 0
6 6640 Tree 34 24 4612 Tree 8 24 25299 Tree 9
6 6664 Tree 36 24 4620 Tree 4 24 25307 Tree 15
6 6672 Tree 36 24 4628 Tree 5 24 25315 Tree -4
6 6680 Tree 66 24 4636 Tree 5 24 25323 Tree 15
6 18394 Tree 30 24 4644 Tree 3 24 25331 Tree 16
6 18402 Tree -9 24 4652 Tree -1 24 25339 Tree 39
6 18473 Tree -10 24 4676 Tree -3 24 25347 Tree 28
6 18509 Tree -1 24 4684 Tree 17 24 25355 Tree 9
6 18517 Tree -5 24 4692 Tree -3 24 25363 Tree -10
6 18571 Tree -10 24 4700 Tree -2 24 25371 Tree -8
6 18579 Tree -8 24 4811 Tree 2 24 25379 Tree -5
6 18595 Tree 2 24 4819 Tree 6 24 25419 Tree -10
6 18603 Tree 15 24 4827 Tree 24 24 25443 Tree -8
6 18611 Tree -1 24 4843 Tree 14 24 25451 Tree -6
6 18619 Tree -7 24 4851 Tree 18 24 25579 Tree 19
6 23200 Bush -8 24 4859 Tree 40 24 25683 Tree 9
6 23208 Bush -3 24 4867 Tree 13 24 25699 Tree -5
6 23216 Bush -3 24 4883 Tree 30 24 26060 Fence -10
6 23224 Bush -7 24 4891 Tree 1 24 26068 Fence -2
6 23232 Bush -4 24 4907 Tree -10 24 26076 Fence -6
6 23240 Bush -8 24 4984 Tree -4 24 26084 Fence 1
6 23248 Bush -4 24 4992 Tree -8 24 28150 Tree -8
6 23256 Bush -7 24 5008 Tree 18 24 28158 Tree -4
6 23328 Pole 8 24 5016 Tree 3 24 28166 Tree -3
6 23336 Pole 0 24 5024 Tree 1 24 28174 Tree -6
6 23344 Pole 0 24 5032 Tree 5 24 28182 Tree -8
6 23352 Pole 1 24 5040 Tree 3 24 28190 Tree 3
6 23360 Pole -1 24 5056 Tree 13 24 28198 Tree 0
6 23368 Pole -3 24 5064 Tree 4 24 28206 Tree -6
6 23376 Pole 0 24 5072 Tree 6 24 28214 Tree -5
6 23384 Pole 6 24 9994 Tree 18 24 28222 Tree -2
6 23392 Pole 6 24 10010 Tree 14 24 28230 Tree -2
6 23400 Pole 6 24 18651 Tree -3 24 28238 Tree -1
6 23408 Building 5 24 18659 Tree 24 24 28246 Tree -2
6 23472 Bush -8 24 18667 Tree 16 24 28254 Tree -6
6 23480 Bush -9 24 18675 Tree 18 24 28262 Tree 22
6 23488 Bush -9 24 18692 Tree -2 24 28270 Tree -3
6 23496 Bush -8 24 18700 Tree 22 24 28278 Tree -3
6 23504 Bush -7 24 18708 Tree 6 24 28286 Tree -1
6 23512 Bush -8 24 18716 Tree 2 24 28294 Tree -9
6 23520 Bush -7 24 18724 Tree -3 24 28302 Tree 20
6 23528 Bush -7 24 18732 Tree 2 24 28310 Tree 23
6 23536 Bush -7 24 18751 Tree -8 24 28318 Tree 10
6 23544 Bush -8 24 18759 Tree 2 24 28326 Tree 1
6 23552 Bush -9 24 18767 Tree -9 24 28334 Tree 9
6 23560 Bush -9 24 24499 Pole 5 24 28342 Tree 5
6 23568 Bush -9 24 24507 Pole -6 24 28350 Tree 11
6 23642 Fence -8 24 24523 Pole -5 24 28358 Tree 19
6 23650 Fence -6 24 24587 Pole -5 24 28366 Tree 9
6 23658 Fence -6 24 24595 Pole -10 24 28374 Tree 2
6 23666 Fence -6 24 24611 Pole -4 24 28382 Tree 19
6 23674 Fence -7 24 24619 Pole -6 24 28390 Tree 22
6 23682 Fence -6 24 24627 Pole -7 24 28398 Tree 17
6 23690 Fence -7 24 24635 Pole -10 24 28406 Tree 28
6 23698 Fence -8 24 24683 Light -10 24 28414 Tree 17
6 23706 Fence -3 24 24691 Light -7 24 28422 Tree 1
6 23730 Tree -7 24 24699 Light -2 24 28430 Tree 8
6 23826 Tree 9 24 24707 Tree -7 24 28438 Tree -5
6 23834 Tree 15 24 24715 Tree -7 24 28446 Tree -1
6 23842 Tree 17 24 24811 Tree -2 24 28454 Tree -3
6 23850 Tree 28 24 24819 Tree 0 24 28462 Tree -3
6 23858 Tree -2 24 24827 Tree 0 24 28470 Tree -7
6 23866 Tree 26 24 24843 Tree 3 24 28478 Tree -9
6 23874 Tree 25 24 24851 Tree 15 24 28486 Tree -2

Runway 6
Proposed Obstructions = 42
Potential Obstructions = 26
On-Airport Obstructions = 8

Runway 24
Proposed Obstructions = 76
Potential Obstructions = 60
On-Airport Obstructions = 2

Proposed Obstructions to Approach Surface
Potential Obstructions to Approach Surface

Proposed Obstructions to Approach Surface on Airport Property
Object Below Approach Surface with No Anticipated Growth
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Appendix F – Website and Email Communications 
 

 

                                                                                                                                                   Appendices 
 



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Gary Constant <gc920@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Thursday, January 31, 2013 7:20 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Gary Constant 
Email - gc920@sbcglobal.net 
Message - I am a resident of Richmond Bluffs and i've noticed larger jets taking off from the airport, much 
larger than what i was seeing when i built my home here 11 yrs ago. Mr Delaney commented that ''The cataylyst 
for the entire project is to improve runway safety''. Well , after 11 yrs of watching and listening to planes 
takeoff and land with no major accidents the runway seems to be pretty safe to me. Isn't the ''REAL'' REASON 
FOR THE EXPANTION IS TO BE ABLE TO LAND BIGGER AND LARGER PLANES????  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Joe McCoy <joe@711sx.com>
Sent: Monday, February 04, 2013 2:51 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Joe McCoy 
Email - joe@711sx.com 
Message - Please sign me up for email updates. IS there a place to see all the comments about the project 
submitted from residents and operators?  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Marylynn Konowal <mlk@stlohio.com>
Sent: Monday, February 04, 2013 1:46 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Marylynn Konowal 
Email - mlk@stlohio.com 
Message - Wanted to join email list and wondered if there is an idea when bids will go out for paving the areas. 
2014?  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Marie Ratino <ratio7058@oh.rr.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2013 10:04 AM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Marie Ratino 
Email - ratio7058@oh.rr.com 
Message - When will residents be contacted about the environmental stucy that started in December?  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: margaret wilson <margaret.wilson@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2013 9:00 AM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - margaret wilson 
Email - margaret.wilson@yahoo.com 
Message - looking forward to seeing the results of the study  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: City of Willoughby Hills <Council@WilloughbyHills-oh.gov>
Sent: Sunday, February 17, 2013 1:26 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - City of Willoughby Hills 
Email - Council@WilloughbyHills-oh.gov 
Message - The Administration and City Council of Willoughby Hills are united in opposing any runway 
expansion that will negatively impact our quality of life by increasing noise and pollution while deteriorating 
property values. We will continue to represent, with the strongest voice possible, the thousands of residents and 
businesses that would be adversely affected by such proposals. 
 
The Administration and City Council of Willoughby Hills do, however, support portions of the Master Plan 
update that address safety concerns and the reduction of noise at the airport as these are valuable and necessary 
improvements that do not require excessive airport runway expansion. 
 
The Administration and City Council of Willoughby Hills remain steadfastly opposed to runway expansion at 
the Cuyahoga County Airport, except as required for safety, and will continue to fight it in the same manner as 
has been done previously and successfully. 
 
Respectfully submitted on behalf of, and with the concurrence of, the City Council of Willoughby Hills by 
David Reichelt, Council President, on February 17, 2013. 



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Thomas & Laura couGhlin <cleveclan5@att.net>
Sent: Monday, February 25, 2013 8:03 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Thomas & Laura couGhlin 
Email - cleveclan5@att.net 
Message - My husband & I adamaNtly oppose the idea of relOcating Richmond & bishop roads to allow for the 
cuyahoga county airport runway expansion project. This project will allow larger airplanes to land, totally 
compromising the safety of the surrounding neighborhoods, not to mention the increase in noise. In 2010, 
residents opposed this project, and our opinion has not changed.  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Robert l blasko <rlblasko@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Tuesday, February 26, 2013 4:59 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Robert l blasko 
Email - rlblasko@sbcglobal.net 
Message - I totally support the airport expansion of the runway.  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Lou and Paul Richter <saypaulou@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 26, 2013 10:19 AM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Lou and Paul Richter 
Email - saypaulou@aol.com 
Message - We live directly under the existing flight path for the airport, and are very much against alternative 
16 (relocating Richmond Road) toallow extending the runway.  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Scott Alperin <scott@alperindds.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 27, 2013 5:30 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Scott Alperin 
Email - scott@alperindds.com 
Message - I am and have been a based pilot on the airport for 26 years. In prior years, when the airport had 
repairs and/or construction projects THE TAXIWAY WAS MADE AVAILABLE TO CONTINUE FLIGHT 
OPERATIONS. iN RECENT YEARS THAT HAS NOT BEEN THE CASE AND THE AIRPORT HAS BEEN 
SHUT DOWN FOR PERIODS OF TIME. i WOULD LIKE TO RECOMMEND THAT WE TRY AND 
REVERT BACK TO THE POLICY THAT DURING REPAIRS AND/OR CONSTRUCTION THAT THE 
TAXIWAY BE MADE AVAILABLE FOR OPERATIONS THAT ARE SAFELY ABLE TO UTILIZE THE 
TAXIWAY. cLOSING THE RUNWAY IS REALLY NOT ACCEPTABLE AND SHOULD ONLY BE DONE 
IN AN EMERGENCY OR UNDER VERY LIMITED OCCASIONS. i WOULD ALSO LIKE TO SAY THAT 
IF THERE IS A WAY TO MOVE THIS PROJECT UP SOONER IT WOULD BE BETTER TO GET IT 
GOING AND COMPLETED asap.  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Mayor Robert Weger <bobweger@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 28, 2013 9:25 AM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Mayor Robert Weger 
Email - bobweger@gmail.com 
Message - Please send power point presentation of the presentation boards from yesterday's open house. Thank 
you.  
Mayor Weger 440-339-8046  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Dana Green <dgreen5775@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 03, 2013 8:02 AM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Dana Green 
Email - dgreen5775@yahoo.com 
Message - I reside at 430 Richmond Rd, my property is next to the airport property on the west side of 
Richmond Rd. As I look at the expansion alternatives presented on this page I strongly feel that my property 
and quality of life will be affected. My 3 children are getting older and will soon be entering high school. The 
county already purchased acreage of land behind my residence to prevent new housing from being developed. Is 
there a High Probability that my family will be displaced because of these changes?  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Jane Wiener <grammyjaneof5@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 07, 2013 8:09 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Jane Wiener 
Email - grammyjaneof5@yahoo.com 
Message - I am completely opposed to any airport expansion plan that involves relocating bishop and/or 
richmond rds!!! the residents of the communities involved have made their feelings about those proposals 
known already. we don't want it!!  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Pat Shiels <Pat@shiels.us>
Sent: Thursday, March 07, 2013 8:00 AM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Pat Shiels 
Email - Pat@shiels.us 
Message - I lIve in the path of inComing flights and close enough to hear the loud engine testing done at all 
times of the day, especially late at night around 11:00pm. I think that The county airport should not expand to 
be any bigger than iT is cuRrently. Rerouting the roads to accommodate longer runways will only enCourage 
bigger and louder planes to use the airport. Expand the runways within the now-existing footprint of the airport. 



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Suzanne Meola <sue969@roadrunnner.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 13, 2013 6:38 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Suzanne Meola 
Email - sue969@roadrunnner.com 
Message - I am strongly against the airport expansion. I live nearby and do not want the noise and large planes 
going over my house. Not to mention the value of my real estate plummetting. please leave the airport as it 
is!!!!! 
thank you for your consideration. 
Suzanne meola  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Ken Zalewski <kszale@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Friday, March 15, 2013 12:59 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Ken Zalewski 
Email - kszale@sbcglobal.net 
Message - Regarding CGF expansion: 
I am a resident of richmond heights and feel that the airport should not be expanded for larger or more air 
traffic. The area close to the airport is heavily residential. the cgf airport should be limited to light 
business(small jets) and recreatonal air use. any expansion beyond this will have a negative impact on the 
residents of several communities. I am also firmly against the idea of rerouting richmond and or bishop roads. 
this is a waste of money and will also have a negative impact on the communities and residents.  
 
Expanded air traffic should be directed to hopkins where there is adequate infrastructure to handle the planes 
and traffic that come with them.  
 
finally, i am against any additional noise that airport expansion will cause. this too will have a negative impact 
on the communities and residents. 
 
regards, 
ken zalewski 
richmond heights 



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Marie Ratino <ratino7058@oh.rr.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2013 11:16 AM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Marie Ratino 
Email - ratino7058@oh.rr.com 
Message - I was told Noise projections used int he environmental study will be used from models only. I urge 
you to come to my home and see the low flying training planes turning early over property and now jets taking 
off over homes. Someone out there has to help save out property . 
Thank you  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Ralph and christine detzel <detz4337@aol.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2013 4:58 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Ralph and christine detzel 
Email - detz4337@aol.com 
Message - we are writing in reference to the proposed expansion of the airport runways and our objection to the 
proposal. In the 35 years we've lived here the airport has grown from a small, recreational airport into a noisy, 
jet exhaust polluting monster. The runway expansion will only increase the pollution and noise. the benfit to 
this proposal is limited to the handful of business and personal jet owners who profit from a larger runway and 
larger aircraft. we can only presume that the small group of owners live no where near the airport but reside a 
safe distance away from the problems they create. presumably, the package delivery company that is on bishop 
road would love to see ever larger planes that close to their home base. The possibility that the control tower 
might be shut down due to budget constraints gives us hope that the project will die a quiet death. Again, we 
have no interest in seeing any runway or airport expansion.  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Kenneth zalewski <kszale@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2013 11:41 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Kenneth zalewski 
Email - kszale@sbcglobal.net 
Message - i sent a message that conveyed my feelings about the cgf airport expansion. I did not receive a note 
that my comment was received. please confirm that my message was received. 
 
In brief, i am against any expansion of this airport. This is generally a residential area and an expanded airport 
will have a negative impact on the people who live here. any expanded airport traffic should be directed to 
hopkins where there is an infrastucture to handle the special needs of airplanes and any special circumstances 
that may arise. 
 
Thank you, 
kenneth zalewski 
kszale@sbcglobal.net 



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Dan Malmad <malmaddan@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 20, 2013 11:51 AM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Dan Malmad 
Email - malmaddan@aol.com 
Message - I believe the actual reason for an increase in the runway length is to increase the amount of night 
time flights and the size of the planes which will greatly increase noise pollution for the residents. If the 
company's using the airport need a longer runway and night flights they should consider moving their 
operations to a larger airport such as BurKe Lakefront. 
Also, if the airport wants to show they are truly good neighbors they should rigorously enforce the Voluntary 
curfew between 11pm and 7am. 
If the Ronald Reagan Airport in Washington DC can operate with a curfew, 
why can't a local airport operate with the same restriction.  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: test <zale_atb@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, March 22, 2013 10:43 AM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - test 
Email - zale_atb@yahoo.com 
Message - test message  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Susanne Sande <suscantor@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 24, 2013 9:48 AM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Susanne Sande 
Email - suscantor@yahoo.com 
Message - Sign me up for Email updates -I love the airport!!!  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Marie Ratino <ratino7058@oh.rr.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 27, 2013 11:40 AM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Marie Ratino 
Email - ratino7058@oh.rr.com 
Message - I urge the FFA to evaluate environmental studies in person instead of using models. Come see how 
close the planes really are to a heavily populated residential area. 
I welcome you to my home to see and hear the pollution and see the damage to trees in the area. Thank you  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Mary bombik <maryohlsen@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Sunday, March 31, 2013 9:35 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Mary bombik 
Email - maryohlsen@sbcglobal.net 
Message - please keep me updated on this project. 
i AM SO DISAPPOINTED THAT THIS PROJECT CONTINUES TO SURFACE. i LIVE WITHIN A MILE 
OF THE AIRPORT AND FEEL THAT OUR COMMUNITY WILL BE DEEPLY IMPACTED BY AN 
EXPANSION, ESPECIALLY ONE THAT ALLOWS FOR MORE AIR TRAFFIC AND HEAVIER PLANES. 
aN EXPANSION OF THE AIRPORT WILL DEFINITELY DECREASE MY DESIRE TO LIVE IN THIS 
AREA.  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: JOHN WEBER <JOHNWEBER14@GMIL.CO>
Sent: Saturday, May 31, 2014 4:45 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - JOHN WEBER 
Email - JOHNWEBER14@GMIL.CO 
Message - I BELIEVE THAT THE CURRENT FLIGHT PATH AT CGF IS DETERMINED BY POLITICS 
AND NOT BY LOGIC.THE PUBLIC IN GENERAL HAS NO VOICE IN THE MATTER. tHE EMPLOYEES 
IN THE TOWER HAVE ALL OF THE POWER IN THIS MATTER AND WE, THE PUBLIC HAVE NO 
VOICE ALL. IT IS VERY DISCERNING!!  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Susan Weber <webers@ccf.org>
Sent: Saturday, May 31, 2014 5:28 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Susan Weber 
Email - webers@ccf.org 
Message - The current flight path at cfg is dictated by politics. The county has long been corrupt and continues 
to be so. When will the public have it's say?  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Highland Hts. Mayor Scott Coleman and council President cathy murphy 
<cmurphy@highlandhts.com>

Sent: Wednesday, July 03, 2013 11:34 AM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Highland Hts. Mayor Scott Coleman and council President cathy murphy 
Email - cmurphy@highlandhts.com 
Message - The Mayor and City Council of Highland Heights are united in opposing any runway expansion that 
will negatively impact our quality of life by increasing noise and pollution while deteriorating property values. 
We will continue to represent, with the strongest voice possible, the thousands of residents and businesses that 
would be adversely affected by such proposals. 
 
We do however, support portions of the Master Plan update that address safety concerns and the reduction of 
noise at the airport as these are valuable and necessary improvements that do not require excessive airport 
runway expansion. As such, we support Alternative 23, as agreed upon by Cuyahoga County Commissioners in 
2010. 
 
We remain steadfastly opposed to runway expansion at the Cuyahoga County Airport, except as required for 
safety, and will continue to fight it in the same manner as has been done previously and successfully. 
 
We ask that this Statement be included in the official public record of comments.  
 
Respectfully submitted on this 3rd day of July, 2013, by Mayor Scott E. Coleman, and Council President Cathy 
Murphy. 



1

Lynn Wilson

From: jEFFREY smith <JASMITH_JAS@SBCGLOBAL.NET>
Sent: Saturday, July 20, 2013 9:29 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - jEFFREY smith 
Email - JASMITH_JAS@SBCGLOBAL.NET 
Message - iSN'T IT TRUE THAT THE far 77 APPROACH CATEGORY OF pir (pRECISION 
iNSTRUMENT RUNWAY) APPLIED TO THE APPROACHE TO RUNWAY 24 EXTENDS THE 
PRIMARY SURFACE ON THE APPROACH TO 1,000 FEET MAKING THE GOLF COURSE AN 
OBSTRUCTION? hAVE YOU INFORMED THE PUBLIC OF THIS INCREASE IN rsa DIMENSIONAL 
STANDARDS?  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: john weber <johnweber14@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2013 10:10 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - john weber 
Email - johnweber14@gmail.com 
Message - what will be the flight path if alternative 23 is adopted. will it bring planes closer to the homes on tall 
tree upon departure?  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Kathleen kennedy <katekennedy9@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2014 4:11 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Kathleen kennedy 
Email - katekennedy9@aol.com 
Message - please add me to the email list. Thank you.  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Katie Pappas <Jake6060@att.net>
Sent: Friday, September 06, 2013 1:25 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Katie Pappas 
Email - Jake6060@att.net 
Message - Does anyOne think about the danGer You are doing to the residents in highland hEights?  
 
The nIose Around us 24/7.?????? 
 
Do you. remember. 9/11????? 
 
And the plane crAsh in mentor??? 
 
Do you care about the residents around 
The communities around the airport? 
 
I think You should go join the lakefront 
Airport.  
And the nIose.of flying over us when We  
Are sleep at night. 
Stay away from cities with homes around  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: John Weber <johnweber14@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 22, 2013 10:23 AM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - John Weber 
Email - johnweber14@gmail.com 
Message - Since I have no record of my e-mails sent to you i'm not sure of what I have sent. This seems to be 
done by design. The airport has proven in the past to be secretive and uncaring of the residents surrounding the 
airport. Status quo. 
I hope that the Noise Abatement agreement will be re -visited with the adjustment of the runway. The noise 
abatement agreement was changed with out a vote of the people who signed it, resulting in more noise in our 
area. I would like to see the departure /landing rules investigated. 
JOHN WEBER  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: john wbeer <johnweber14@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 22, 2013 10:42 AM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - john wbeer 
Email - johnweber14@gmail.com 
Message - I would like to see an independent party answer our questions rather than the officials that the airport 
sends out. The community does not have trust in the airport. The airport doesn't seem to have the best interest of 
the surrounding cities, only itself  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: John weber <johnweber14@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 05, 2013 9:54 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - John weber 
Email - johnweber14@gmail.com 
Message - The expansion/improvements at the county airport are projected to cost over fifty million dollars. 
The airport expects that cost to be funded 95% by the faa. Is that funding expectation realistic? when can the 
public know exactly how much the project will cost and how much will be funded?  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: john weber <johnweber14@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2013 10:12 AM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - john weber 
Email - johnweber14@gmail.com 
Message - It 's possible departure and arrival routines could be politically motivated. The final decision seems 
to be made only one person in the atc. When asked by the public to reveal departure and arrival routines the 
public has been told that it is to technical to understand. can departure and arrival routines be examined by an 
independent party?  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: john weber <johnweber14@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 14, 2013 9:19 AM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - john weber 
Email - johnweber14@gmail.com 
Message - the yearly number of operations forecasted in the master plan has proven to be incorrect by tens of 
thousands a year. how can the tax paying public be confident that the money we spend on the airport will be 
based on facts or ill conceived visions?  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: john weber <johnweber14@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 14, 2013 5:28 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - john weber 
Email - johnweber14@gmail.com 
Message - noise projections in the master plan are based on the assumption that departures follow a runway 
heading. That assumption is not based on reality. planes departing to the north west rarely follow a runway 
heading. will this be taken in to account?  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: kathy retz <wretz@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Sunday, November 24, 2013 1:18 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - kathy retz 
Email - wretz@sbcglobal.net 
Message - I am opposed to extending the runway at Cuyahoga county airport. it will pose unnecessary expense, 
safety issues, inconvenience to all who use Richmond and bishop road and those who live in the flight pass. The 
cities of highland heights Richmond heights and Willoughby hills adamantly oppose any plans to expanding the 
footprint of the airport. public good and safety for the greatest number should be considered. any questions, 
please feel free to call me. Kathy retz 440-449-6387  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Alan and ellen klein <kleinal@roadrunner.com>
Sent: Monday, December 09, 2013 5:41 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Alan and ellen klein 
Email - kleinal@roadrunner.com 
Message - We are residents of Highland Heights and oppose any runway expansion that will negatively impact 
our quality of life by increasing noise and pollution while deteriorating property values.  
We do however, support portions of the Master Plan update that address safety concerns and the reduction of 
noise at the airport as these are valuable and necessary improvements that do not require excessive airport 
runway expansion. As such, we support Alternative 23. 
We remain opposed to runway expansion at the Cuyahoga County Airport, except as required for safety.  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Lonnie Gallup <lwg126@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, December 11, 2013 1:13 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Lonnie Gallup 
Email - lwg126@yahoo.com 
Message - I have a residence in Highland Heights and would only support Alternative #23 and am definitely 
against the other proposals which would require relocating roadways in the area.  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Kenneth Zalewski <kszale@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Thursday, December 12, 2013 1:01 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Kenneth Zalewski 
Email - kszale@sbcglobal.net 
Message - I attended the public meeting last night(12/11/2013) regarding the environmental assessment. I 
understand from talking to the representatives there the project may include engineered material(EMA) at each 
end of the runway. i understand This material alone will cost $11 million dollars and have to be replaced in 10-
15 years. This and the overall cost of the project of around $50 million is not a good investment. i am not in 
favor of taking more grants from the faa for this airport. in addition I feel the large commercial jet traffic 
visiting the airport for fuel and service should be moved to burke or hopkins where there is a better 
infrastructure to support such activity. There is no benefit to a residential area to have such traffic. finally, my 
preference is that the airport not be expanded in any way which could lead to traffic from larger aircraft or more 
fully loaded aircraft.  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: John Weber <johnweber14@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2014 8:40 AM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - John Weber 
Email - johnweber14@gmail.com 
Message - The iNM flight tracks that are presented are based on old data. New departure rules allow planes to 
turn at 1900 ft msl. In the past they were required to fly two miles runway heading and 1900ft. planes now turn 
out much sooner. Will current data be used ?  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Maurice Gardiner <gardiner26@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, February 01, 2014 4:18 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Maurice Gardiner 
Email - gardiner26@gmail.com 
Message - I AM A airforce VETERANS THAT WAS inquiring ABOUT employment THERE AND HOW TO 
apply  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Maurice Gardiner <gardiner26@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, February 01, 2014 4:18 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Maurice Gardiner 
Email - gardiner26@gmail.com 
Message - I AM A airforce VETERANS THAT WAS inquiring ABOUT employment THERE AND HOW TO 
apply  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Greg Ondrake <gondrake@roadrunner.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 09, 2014 5:25 AM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Greg Ondrake 
Email - gondrake@roadrunner.com 
Message - Alternative 23 link points to the alternative 19 PDF file. There is no link to the alternative 23 pdf on 
the alternatives page: 
 
http://www.cuyahoga-airportea.com/documents-links/ 
 
http://www.cuyahoga-airportea.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/03/Boards_Open-House-Alt-19.pdf 
http://www.cuyahoga-airportea.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/03/Boards_Open-House-Alt-19.pdf 
 
Please fix the link. 
Thank you, 
Greg Ondrake 



1

Lynn Wilson

From: john weber <johnweber@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, May 31, 2014 4:23 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - john weber 
Email - johnweber@gmail.com 
Message - It seems like the airport has a pre- determined path of departure and arrival that it will use regardless 
of what the citizens have to say. There is no discussion! Planes used to fly out two miles and then turn. Planes 
now fly t0 1900 ft and then turn. That is a huge difference. faa PLEASE HELP US .  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: john weber <johnweber14@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 01, 2013 10:20 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - john weber 
Email - johnweber14@gmail.com 
Message - cgf reports 34,000 operations in 2012. can the public get a better handle on how many of those were 
ifr, vfr, and how many were over flights? Are vfr operations reported by the tower only and can they be 
independently verified?  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Kathleen Kennedy <katekennedy9@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 03, 2015 3:54 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Contact Form - Cuyahoga EA Project Site

 
Author - Kathleen Kennedy 
Email - katekennedy9@aol.com 
Message - What is the latest status? I was told in November that I would hear from the county (about the 
possible purchase of my property) In January. thank you.  



1

Lynn Wilson

From: ccairport ccairport <ccairport@cuyahogacounty.us>
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2013 2:48 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Fwd: expansion

Lynn, 
I am taking the liberty of forwarding the e-mail below received here for your response. 
Thank you. 
Nancy  
 
>>> On 3/16/2013 at 11:05 AM, in message 
<1363446342.72420.YahooMailClassic@web181301.mail.ne1.yahoo.com>, Emil Centa <emilcenta@sbcglobal.net> 
wrote: 

As a 45 year resident of Highland Heights I am very much opposed to the Cuyahoga County Airport runway
expansion project to expand the airport footprint by relocating Bishop and/or Richmond Roads.  These two 
roads are major thruways and should not be changed or relocated in any way.  There is more than enough 
noise and air polution from the existing airport facility.  Keeping windows open at night during fair weather 
means having sleep disturbed by airplane noise.  Expansion could only make this worse, so do not make any 
expansions.  Mary Ann Centa 
 

 



1

Lynn Wilson

From: ccairport ccairport <ccairport@cuyahogacounty.us>
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2013 10:50 AM
To: Lynn Wilson
Subject: Fwd: Input and Questions on the Cuyahoga County Airport Master Plan and 

Environmental Assessment
Attachments: Airport 3_18_13.pdf

Lynn, 
I am taking the liberty of forwarding the e-mail below [with 22 page pdf attachment] received here for your response. 
Thank you. 
Nancy  
 
>>> On 3/18/2013 at 8:13 PM, in message <9EC8A961BFEC40C98B673D67C62D8B1F@Den>, "Ed Crouse" 
<emchome@roadrunner.com> wrote: 

  
To: Lynn Wilson – Mead & Hunt 
    Bonita G. Teeuwen, P.E. - Acting Manager, Cuyahoga County Airport  
    Jamal Husani, P.E. – Chief Transportation and Traffic Engineer – Cuyahoga County 
    Brad N. Davison P.E. - Environmental Protection Specialist - FAA 
    Cathy S. Murphy - Council President and Ward 1 Representative – Highland Heights 
    Miesha Wilson Headen - Council-at-Large – Richmond Heights 
    Raymond C. Somich - District 2 (West) Councilman - Willoughby Hills  
  
I have attached a pdf of an open letter to the Cuyahoga County Airport staff, the Cuyahoga County 
Executive and Council, the Mayors and Councils of the communities surrounding the airport, and the FAA. 
  
My goal is to get honest answers on what is happening in the process for the Master Plan and the 
Environmental Assessment.  It summarizes many of the open issues, and boils out key questions, many of 
which need answers before the airport proceeds with an EA.  It is incumbent on all of you to make sure that 
the airport addresses the issues.   
  
I ask each of you to pass this on to your respective Mayors/County Executive/Councils/staff.  Lynn, please 
also make sure that this is included in the public input.  
  
If the attachment doesn’t make it through, please let me know so we can work out how to get it across – it is 
large at 5.2 MB. 
  
Lynn & Bonita – I eagerly await your answers. 
  
Ed Crouse 
Resident – Richmond Heights 
emchome@roadrunner.com 
  
  
  

 



1

Lynn Wilson

From: ccairport ccairport <ccairport@cuyahogacounty.us>
Sent: Friday, March 22, 2013 2:30 PM
To: Lynn Wilson
Cc: Jamal Husani; Stephanie Ward
Subject: Fwd: Re: Cuyahoga Airport Environmental Assessment project
Attachments: ccaea.jpg

Lynn, 
Mr. Zalewski's response. 
Nancy  
 
>>> On 3/22/2013 at 11:05 AM, in message <1363964730.85458.YahooMailRC@web184706.mail.ne1.yahoo.com>, 
Ken Zalewski <kszale@sbcglobal.net> wrote: 

Thanks for your reply.  I believe the feedback from the public is very important and wanted to make sure mine was 
receieved and will be included in the public record. 
  
Your website clearly states "we'll send a note to let you know your comment was received".  I expected this to be 
automatically generated by your system but I did not receive an email note back.  I see now you intended the 
message in the green box to serve this purpose.  I think the wording should be changed to indicate what really 
happens.  For example "After you submit your comments you'll see a confirmation note on screen that we have 
received your message".   
  
Regards, 
Ken 

From: ccairport ccairport <ccairport@cuyahogacounty.us> 
To: kszale@sbcglobal.net 
Sent: Fri, March 22, 2013 10:34:22 AM 
Subject: Cuyahoga Airport Environmental Assessment project 

Mr. Zalewski,   
  
This message is to confirm that your message was received by the project team.   
  
The comment form is set up to give you an immediate confirmation if your comment is successfully 
received or to indicate an error if there was any problem with transmission.  At the time you submitted your 
comment, you should have seen the following message on the screen: 
 
Thank you for your interest in the Cuyahoga Airport Environmental Assessment project. Your comment has 
been received and will be read by the project team and your email address will be added to our contact list. 
We are not able to respond to every email individually but we’ll answer many questions on the FAQ page. 
  
The project team will not send separate confirmation notes.   
  
Thank you again for your interest and participation. 

 



1

Lynn Wilson

From: Jamal Husani <jhusani@cuyahogacounty.us>
Sent: Wednesday, December 17, 2014 1:55 PM
To: William Ballard
Cc: Daniel DiGiammarino
Subject: FW: Cuyahoga County Airport

FYi 
 
From: malmaddan@aol.com [mailto:malmaddan@aol.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 16, 2014 4:03 PM 
To: Jamal Husani; cmurphy@highlandhts.com 
Subject: Cuyahoga County Airport 
 
Dear Mr. Husani,  
 
While I am not against the expansion of the Cuyahoga County Airport I am against the late night operation of 
the airport 
by the companies that utilize the airport. 
 
With the increase runway length, larger and nosier planes will operate into the late night. 
 
While there is a verbal no operation agreement by the companies that utilize the airport from the hours of 11pm 
to 7am it is  
not binding and no penalty is attached if they violate said agreement and they violate this agreement daily. 
 
The Ronald Reagan Washington National Airport which is over 20 times larger operates with a no fly policy 
daily from 10 pm to 7am  
and operates profitably . 
 
Accordingly, I see no reason why the companies that are located at the Cuyahoga Airport cannot agree to a 
binding no fly policy  
between the hours of 11pm to 7am.  
 
If the companies that operate out of the airport want the expansion dollars, they should prove they really are 
good neighbors 
and agree to a binding no fly policy from 11p-7am with penalties attached,. 
 
By not adhering to a binding agreement, they are informing you they do not care about the neighboring 
residential towns that border the airport. What can residents expect after the expansion is complete? 
 
Please advise with comments or questions. 
 
Regards, 
Dan Malmad  
249 Burwick Road 
Highland Hts, OH 44143 
 



 

Appendix G – Newsletters Print and Electronic 
 

 

                                                                                                                                                   Appendices 
 

 



EnvironmEntal assEssmEnt ovErviEw
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process is used to determine whether a 

proposed action—in this case the runway improvement—will have significant environmental 

effects.  In addition to direct environmental impacts, the NEPA process considers the related 

social and economic effects.   

The NEPA process begins with an Environmental Assessment (EA) unless the pro-

posed action is known to have “minor” or “significant” impacts.  The Cuyahoga 

County Airport runway improvement project has started through the EA process. It 

will involve public outreach and public involvement throughout the project. 

Emas
The preferred alternative from the 2010 

Airport Master Plan uses the instal-

lation of engineered materials arrest-

ing systems (EMAS) at both runway 

ends. EMAS uses crushable concrete 

placed at the end of a runway to stop 

an aircraft that overruns the runway. 

The tires of the aircraft sink into the 

lightweight concrete and the aircraft 

is decelerated as it rolls through the 

material.  

Currently, EMAS is installed at 63 run-

way ends at 42 airports in the United 

States. To date, there have been eight 

incidents where EMAS has safely 

stopped overrunning aircraft with a 

total of 235 crew and passengers 

aboard those flights.

PavEmEnt conditions
Since 2006, the Cuyahoga County Airport manager and other county staff members 

have been working diligently to acquire grant funding to improve the Airport’s infra-

structure. Last year, taxiway and apron improvements were completed and now the 

focus has shifted to runway improvements. The runway and some taxiway 

pavements at the airport need to be repaired.  

There is FAA funding available for runway repair projects 

but there are conditions, such as meeting current FAA 

design standards.  The airport does not currently 

meet FAA design standards for the Runway 

Safety Areas (RSAs) so the safety area 

improvements are necessary as part of 

the FAA funding of the runway repair 

project.

W E L C O M E  T O  T H E  C U YA H O G A 
C O U N T Y  A I R P O RT  E A  P R O J E C T  S I T E …
The website is the best place to find current project information.  

 » The home page is the starting place and has previews of the latest news from the blog.  

 » The contact page is a 24/7 option for sending comments and questions to 
the project team. 

 » The project information page is a project reference library with documents and links, 
alternatives and NEPA information.  

 » The blog page has the latest news and information.

 » The public participation page has information about public meetings. 

 » The FAQ page will have answers to the most often asked questions.

runway safEty arEa
Runway Safety Area (RSA): A defined surface surrounding the runway prepared or suitable for 

reducing the risk of damage to aircraft in the event of an undershoot, overshoot, or excursion 

from the runway. (Advisory Circular 150/5300-13A)

The specific dimensional requirements for an RSA at the Cuyahoga County Airport are 

1,000 feet beyond each runway end and 500 feet wide—250 feet on both sides of the runway 

centerline.  In addition, the FAA requires that the RSA be designed and maintained to pro-

vide a surface area that can support snow removal equipment, aircraft rescue and firefighting 

equipment, and the occasional passage of aircraft.  This means the RSA must be clear of 

objects, smoothly graded and well-drained.  Some airspace clearance requirements are also 

associated with RSA standards.
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first open House!
Wednesday, February 27, 2013

3:30 to 7:30 PM 

Cuyahoga County Airport

26180 Curtiss Wright Parkway 

Richmond Heights, OH 44143

The open house is a “drop in” event—

there is no formal presentation sched-

uled so attendees may arrive any time 

between 3:30 and 7:30 PM. The event 

is open to the public and all interested 

parties are encouraged to attend.

The purpose of the event is to provide 

the public with project information and 

to give members of the public an op-

portunity to ask questions and leave 

written comments.

the Purpose and need of the project is to provide 5,500 feet 

of usable runway length for takeoff in either direction and to 

establish compliant runway safety areas per faa requirements.
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2012 2013

01/2013: Project website 
Goes live

10/2012: Project Begins 02/2013: first open House

spring & summer 2013: analysis of 
impacts and alternatives

fall 2013: second 
open House

2014

winter 2013: Preferred 
alternative selected

spring 2014: 30-day 
Public review on draft Ea

spring 2014: Public Hearing on draft Ea

summer 2014: faa Ea 
determination

Public input is an essential part of the Ea project.  Public input 

and participation is encouraged during the two project open 

houses and the public hearing.  

The first open house is scheduled for February 27, 2013.  The second open house is expected 

in the fall of 2013.  Both events will be an opportunity for public comment before a preferred 

alternative is selected.  One public hearing is expected in the spring of 2014 to comment on 

the complete draft EA.

Public input is an indicator of the social impact of any alternative being considered and is a 

major factor when selecting a preferred alternative. In addition to the open houses and public 

hearing, the project website has a comment box available 24/7 and written comments can be 

mailed at any time to the Cuyahoga County Airport (26300 Curtiss Wright Parkway, Richmond 

Heights, OH 44143).  

want to Know 
more about nEPa?
A Citizen’s Guide to the NEPA, Having 

Your Voice Heard is a guidebook to help 

citizens understand how to participate 

in the NEPA process.  It is available 

online and a link is provided from the 

project website.

wHat aBout noisE?
The EA will evaluate potential environmental impacts related to the preferred alterna-

tive as required by NEPA, including but not limited to: air quality, compatible land 

use, floodplains and wetlands, historic resources and archeology, noise, social 

impacts, and water quality.  

The Airport is aware of the noise sensitivity of their neighbors.  Any 

current questions and concerns about operational noise should be 

directed to the Cuyahoga County Airport via email at:  

ccairport@cuyahogacounty.us or by calling (216) 289-4111.  

The Noise Abatement Council meets quarterly and 

provides a forum for the discussion 

and analysis of aircraft 

noise issues. For more 

information, visit the 

Airport’s webpage.   

A Citizen’s Guide 
to the NEPA says...
Comments may be the most important 

contribution from citizens.  Accordingly, 

comments should be clear, concise, and 

relevant to the analysis of the proposed 

action…Comments that are solution ori-

ented and provide specific examples will 

be more effective than those that simply 

oppose the proposed project. (p27)

2010 mastEr Plan PrEfErrEd altErnativE
The preferred alternative of the 2010 Airport Master Plan was Alternative 23 (pictured above).  

Alternative 23 uses EMAS at both runway ends and displaced thresholds for landing air-

craft at both runway ends.  It provides 5,500 feet of runway pavement and requires no road 

realignments.  Alternative 23 was selected from the 40 different alternatives developed for the 

Master Plan.  Public participation had a direct impact on the Master Plan’s outcome.

Even though there was a preferred alternative selected for the 2010 Master Plan, the EA is 

a separate process.  A preferred alternative will be identified using the evaluation criteria 

required by NEPA and as implemented by the FAA for airport actions.  The EA will consider 

a range of prudent and feasible alternatives that can meet the project’s Purpose and Need.  

The EA provides an independent, objective analysis of the environmental, social and eco-

nomic impacts of the project.  

During the first phase of this project, 10 alternatives can be considered.  Three are ad-

ministrative scenarios and seven are “build alternatives” from the 2010 Master Plan. 

All of the alternatives being considered in the EA are listed on the project website 

and will be on display at the January 27th open house event.

A Citizen’s Guide  

to the NEPA
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Figure 5-23
Alternative 23

EMAS at Both Runway Ends

SUMMARY
* Extend runway 6 end 550’
* Install EMAS at Runway 6 end
* Displace threshold 250’ from
  new Runway 6 end to have full
  undershoot protection for ROFA
* Close/move Runway 24 end
  150’ to fit standard EMAS
* Install EMAS at Runway 24 end
* Displace Runway 24 threshold
  another 450’ to provide 600’
  undershoot protection

           Usable Runway Length
Runway 6 24
Landing Length 5,252' 5,052'
Departure Length 5,502' 5,502'
Overall Length 5,502'

Cuyahoga County Airport

LEGEND
Existing runway to remain

New runway or runway extension

Site requirements for NAVAIDs

Runway safety area

Runway object free area

Runway protection zone

Wetlands

Existing pavement to be removed

Tunneled road
Relocated road

Airport property line

4(f) Resource
Floodplains

Golf Course

Historical Resources

Park
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EnvironmEntal assEssmEnt ovErviEw
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process is used to determine whether a 

proposed action—in this case the runway improvement—will have significant environmental 

effects.  In addition to direct environmental impacts, the NEPA process considers the related 

social and economic effects.   

The NEPA process begins with an Environmental Assessment (EA) unless the pro-

posed action is known to have “minor” or “significant” impacts.  The Cuyahoga 

County Airport runway improvement project has started through the EA process. It 

will involve public outreach and public involvement throughout the project. 

Emas
The preferred alternative from the 2010 

Airport Master Plan uses the instal-

lation of engineered materials arrest-

ing systems (EMAS) at both runway 

ends. EMAS uses crushable concrete 

placed at the end of a runway to stop 

an aircraft that overruns the runway. 

The tires of the aircraft sink into the 

lightweight concrete and the aircraft 

is decelerated as it rolls through the 

material.  

Currently, EMAS is installed at 63 run-

way ends at 42 airports in the United 

States. To date, there have been eight 

incidents where EMAS has safely 

stopped overrunning aircraft with a 

total of 235 crew and passengers 

aboard those flights.

PavEmEnt conditions
Since 2006, the Cuyahoga County Airport manager and other county staff members 

have been working diligently to acquire grant funding to improve the Airport’s infra-

structure. Last year, taxiway and apron improvements were completed and now the 

focus has shifted to runway improvements. The runway and some taxiway 

pavements at the airport need to be repaired.  

There is FAA funding available for runway repair projects 

but there are conditions, such as meeting current FAA 

design standards.  The airport does not currently 

meet FAA design standards for the Runway 

Safety Areas (RSAs) so the safety area 

improvements are necessary as part of 

the FAA funding of the runway repair 

project.

W E L C O M E  T O  T H E  C U YA H O G A 
C O U N T Y  A I R P O RT  E A  P R O J E C T  S I T E …
The website is the best place to find current project information.  

 » The home page is the starting place and has previews of the latest news from the blog.  

 » The contact page is a 24/7 option for sending comments and questions to 
the project team. 

 » The project information page is a project reference library with documents and links, 
alternatives and NEPA information.  

 » The blog page has the latest news and information.

 » The public participation page has information about public meetings. 

 » The FAQ page will have answers to the most often asked questions.

runway safEty arEa
Runway Safety Area (RSA): A defined surface surrounding the runway prepared or suitable for 

reducing the risk of damage to aircraft in the event of an undershoot, overshoot, or excursion 

from the runway. (Advisory Circular 150/5300-13A)

The specific dimensional requirements for an RSA at the Cuyahoga County Airport are 

1,000 feet beyond each runway end and 500 feet wide—250 feet on both sides of the runway 

centerline.  In addition, the FAA requires that the RSA be designed and maintained to pro-

vide a surface area that can support snow removal equipment, aircraft rescue and firefighting 

equipment, and the occasional passage of aircraft.  This means the RSA must be clear of 

objects, smoothly graded and well-drained.  Some airspace clearance requirements are also 

associated with RSA standards.
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Cuyahoga County Airport
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there is no formal presentation sched-

uled so attendees may arrive any time 

between 3:30 and 7:30 PM. The event 

is open to the public and all interested 

parties are encouraged to attend.

The purpose of the event is to provide 

the public with project information and 

to give members of the public an op-

portunity to ask questions and leave 

written comments.

the Purpose and need of the project is to provide 5,500 feet 

of usable runway length for takeoff in either direction and to 

establish compliant runway safety areas per faa requirements.
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Cuyahoga County Airport EA News
March 2013

Open House Welcomes 80+ visitors
Over 80 people attended the first open
house event at the Cuyahoga County
Airport on February 27th in a private
hangar on the airport.  There was lots of
space for the display boards and comment
area.  It also gave visitors a glimpse at
two of the aircraft operating at the airport.

www.cuyahogaairportEA.com
The website offers current project
information and participation options
24/7.  Here's what you'll find:

All new information is added to the
Blog page so check back regularly
and read the latest.  
If you're wondering about the next
public meeting, visit the Public
Participation page. 
To sign up for project emails or
send a comment to the project
team, go to the Contact page.  
Find answers to the most popular questions on the Frequently
Asked Questions (FAQ) page.  

Comments can also be written down on paper and mailed to the
Cuyahoga County Airport, 26300 Curtiss Wright Parkway, Richmond
Heights, OH 44134. 

Newsletter v1
The first newsletter is done and available to view.
You'll find lots of the information and photos that
were presented at the Open House. 
 
Want a paper copy?  Paper copies are being
distributed to Cuyahoga and Lake Counties and to
Highland Heights, Richmond Heights and
Willoughby Hills. 
 
 

Why is an EA Important?

In This Issue
Open House
Website

Newsletter
Why is an EA Important?
Pavement Conditions

Pavement
Conditions

The average lifespan of a
runway is 20 years.
Preventative maintenance
has been done by the
airport for over 30 years on
the runway without any
significant improvement
projects. Consequently, the
runway and some taxiway
pavements at the airport
need significant repair.

There is FAA funding
available for runway repair
projects but there are
conditions, such as meeting
current FAA design
standards. The airport does
not currently meet FAA
design standards for the
Runway Safety Areas
so the safety area
improvements are
necessary as part of the
FAA funding of the
runway repair project.

http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?e=001A4CgkX7JX5QZsvwQuXUwh3-5Ko9YwsvJ0z3ZVjO8DI9AjrxVK3QPvWjns-ushPXv-Tqa6ib6FeiZTs_BdpNoXYrVHcR0HI4Cx1ieaqJ3QZnXTdUwtNgRDKllRBsfPjnuhR7xG6BPjSk=
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?e=001A4CgkX7JX5QZsvwQuXUwh3-5Ko9YwsvJ0z3ZVjO8DI9AjrxVK3QPvWjns-ushPXv-Tqa6ib6FeiZTs_BdpNoXYrVHcR0HI4Cx1ieaqJ3QZnXTdUwtNgRDKllRBsfPjnu4ufGBJqYNxqeP06UkDI6yEPZuOLTkWvCg-Dkk-EIsiY5_CIrBjpgC9VvD_h7XzH4ZKHxJsRN0OOAUTxKE1Mlej0TQRUEhaQuo-EIVYB6_KY=
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?e=001A4CgkX7JX5QZsvwQuXUwh3-5Ko9YwsvJ0z3ZVjO8DI9AjrxVK3QPvWjns-ushPXv-Tqa6ib6FeiZTs_BdpNoXYrVHcR0HI4Cx1ieaqJ3QZnXTdUwtNgRDKllRBsfPjnuVvx4ax5lrRfqj_L8R6nwWA==
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?e=001A4CgkX7JX5QZsvwQuXUwh3-5Ko9YwsvJ0z3ZVjO8DI9AjrxVK3QPvWjns-ushPXv-Tqa6ib6FeiZTs_BdpNoXYrVHcR0HI4Cx1ieaqJ3QZnXTdUwtNgRDKllRBsfPjnuVYuILubQdTE=
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?e=001A4CgkX7JX5QZsvwQuXUwh3-5Ko9YwsvJ0z3ZVjO8DI9AjrxVK3QPvWjns-ushPXv-Tqa6ib6FeiZTs_BdpNoXYrVHcR0HI4Cx1ieaqJ3QZnXTdUwtNgRDKllRBsfPjnuDKlilLRgdt0=
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?e=001A4CgkX7JX5QZsvwQuXUwh3-5Ko9YwsvJ0z3ZVjO8DI9AjrxVK3QPvWjns-ushPXv-Tqa6ib6FeiZTs_BdpNoXYrVHcR0HI4Cx1ieaqJ3QZnXTdUwtNgRDKllRBsfPjnuRAL3lt3AE2Bpxfo7owHTjw==


Want to know
more?

 
Here are a few good reasons:
 
1)  It's required by the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969
 
2) It's required when federal money is being used
and/or when a federal permit is required

3) It's required to determine potential impacts
associated with a proposed action.

Visit the Project Website

Forward this email
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Residents visit with
County staff during 
1st Open House

Cuyahoga County Airport 
Environmental Assessment
Open House Announced

Open House
Details

Date, Time & Location

Topics & Information

Visit the Website

December 11, 2013  3:30 pm to 7:30 pm
Airport Open House
The second of two Open House events planned for
the Cuyahoga County Airport Environmental
Assessment (EA) will be held on Wednesday,
December 11th from 3:30 to 7:30 pm.  
 
The event will be held in the Progressive office
building at 6671 Beta Drive, Mayfield, OH 44143.
Please note that this location is NOT at the airport.  A
map of the location is available here.
  
The Open House will be a "drop in" event.  There is no formal
presentation scheduled so attendees may arrive any time between 3:30
and 7:30 pm. The event is open to the public and all interested parties
are encouraged to attend. 
 
The Open House will provide the public with project information and give
members of the public an opportunity to ask questions and leave written
comments. Members of the consulting team will be available to answer
questions and refreshments will be provided.

Open House Information
The Open House will present information on the following topics:

General Project Information
Aviation Forecasts
Economic Study
Environmental Field Investigations
Potential Property Impacts
Noise Analysis
Alternatives Evaluation
Preliminary Design & Schedule
Public Involvement Opportunities

A Comment Area will be available to leave written comments.

Visit the website
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The project website provides project information and an
opportunity to provide comments 24/7.  Find it here:
www.cuyahogaairportea.com.

Blog posts provide current project information.  The
website also provides project information including
technical resources, newsletters and information from the first open
house.
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Residents visit with
County staff during 
1st Open House

Cuyahoga County Airport 
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Open House Update
Open House
Details

Event Reminders

Topics & Information

Visit the Website

December 11, 2013  3:30 pm to 7:30 pm
Open House Event Reminders

Date:  The second Open House event planned for the
Cuyahoga County Airport Environmental Assessment
(EA) will be held on Wednesday, December 11th
from 3:30 to 7:30 pm. It is a dropin event.  
 
Location:  The event will be held in the Progressive
office building at 6671 Beta Drive, Mayfield, OH
44143. Please note that this location is NOT at the airport.  A map of the
location is available here.
 
Photo ID Required:  It is standard practice for all Cuyahoga County
buildings and for the Progressive building that a photo ID is required at
the sign in area. Please come prepared.
 

Open House Information
The Open House will present information on the following topics:

General Project Information
Aviation Forecasts
Economic Study
Environmental Field Investigations
Potential Property Impacts
Noise Analysis
Alternatives Evaluation
Preliminary Design & Schedule
Public Involvement Opportunities

A Comment Area will be available to leave written comments.

Visit the website
The project website provides project information and an opportunity to
provide comments 24/7.  Find it here:
www.cuyahogaairportea.com.

http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?e=001KyidStOefnHP3o1qiit1xUmH35yl0ot2Tk2naASXuHzq_Tv9L3tOruBpJyuodIsTfpQQghHo0-v2voZ2qv9QH4rgbbdA3AhCFsE29Vs3XbMrPMaLjKmcTAQtbuLVNHLorQ3htQCE7bsJmRSoW_De_A87vuIALpzRktPpRyv2a_vkIGtmPUyIYbjoWc2hAc7yOdged372ztYldTwCVbcwIJaD7ceQKZUS6u4NgM54mhJ7JXJUYRp6o6DertyXkrJKOcT7TRWY-J-SgmoGBpxlj460m9s3_TBHg-kx7gggh9DuDtW3xpXR1elkPZrDbsQgByKMZIbqeMJzYm0bUwlpqoDPQ2M-uzQXFECaBgsEtD0tQbly9ec-J-1v9BhSRNbP8UvuqN4RVuxtLZtw1zVWSHCdhLbS5S5KdeDnRO72kiyJ9S0oGqMN3cSCfJs2iu-T6eT3NdYO24II8aNU-_hwVSNbes1pe3JZfL96V4luweNblb_JOvAOIo6YjrWZuHNJwmj5vNoThZ7KmjmDZP2zPjzgp-82-foOuWkuwygG2mpS5KrtRPUTFg==
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?e=001KyidStOefnHP3o1qiit1xUmH35yl0ot2Tk2naASXuHzq_Tv9L3tOruBpJyuodIsTTdbOK-gizwpNby74rbbIUXuxJooy-NFJduP0EeQ2acYGRZTPb-WUyg==
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Public Hearing Event

Date:  The public hearing event planned for the Cuyahoga County Airport
Environmental Assessment (EA) will be held on Wednesday, November
19, 2014.

Time:  4:00 pm to 7:00 pm.  Dropin event.
 
Location:
The event will be held at the 700 Beta Banquet & Conference Center,
700 Beta Drive, Cleveland, Ohio  44143. Please note that this location is
NOT at the airport.  A map of the location is available here.

Format: 
The public hearing will be a dropin, open house format with no formal
presentation given. 

 
Members from the project team will be available to answer questions on
an individual basis.   

 
Input options: 
A court reporter will be available for those persons who would like to
make a statement regarding the project and have it included in the official
transcript of the public hearing. 

 
Participants will also have the opportunity to fill out comment forms and
leave them at the meeting in designated comment boxes. These
comments will also be included in the official record with responses
provided in the final EA document.

 
Note: Photo ID is not required for this event. 
 

Public Review Opportunities
The draft EA document will be available for review at the following

http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?e=001HXeCOOoKzlmEcmUjxQTAaC3U9m_FNVMkG7LzJ5K-xPMFZ_hpFSrWVztAzxZnbTbH48B_lN_TWFwmlp6FKLiAe3s24ls-MKj1bjbcdp8jqmAAYpeQGZ8eTrsCMzCCi7NKqKEHp-6WC8-CoxeFSi4HjohzZTYfNrvfDBjFpj96Zl3HZsFBSUYn3_UTTmlfX1FeFAgwF215MirJytZIT6kLkPYiptKm4PBS5HCaM4PKFO2t6aSNadzbGw4VT45zHlAFUrXxI2PYqwgIMOUQkZWzAPVGgoIkamG320ICuNNRGZFR55dgERQdqU_-TJrBYIrNy9c2NKzcMq4NcxFxTUb8P9r_Z6USHdJC


locations:

Cuyahoga County Public Works  
Cuyahoga County Airport
Richmond Heights City Hall  
Willoughby Hills City Hall   
Highland Heights City Hall  
Wickliffe City Hall 
Willoughby Hills Library  
Cuyahoga County Public Library  Richmond Heights Branch   
Cleveland Heights Public Library  
Wickliffe Public Library 
Cuyahoga County Public Library  Mayfield Branch

The street address for each location is included in the Notice of
Availability that was published in area newspapers on Sunday, October
19, 2014.  The document is available for review during regular business
hours at each location.

The Notice of Availability and the draft EA document are both available
to review online at the project website's Documents and Links
page: www.cuyahogaairportea.com.  

Public Input Opportunities
In addition to the Public Hearing event, there are other opportunities to
provide public input during the public comment period that is open from
October 19 through December 19, 2014.

Citizens are encouraged to submit written comments or concerns by mail
or email through December 19th.  Send written comments to:
 
Mr. Jamal Husani, Chief Transportation & Traffic Engineer
2079 E. 9th Street, 5th floor. Cleveland, Ohio 44115
Phone  216 348 3868
Email  jhusani@cuyahogacounty.us 
 
Comments can also be submitted via the project website's comment
page.

Visit the website
The project website provides project information and an
opportunity to provide comments 24/7.  Find it here:
www.cuyahogaairportea.com.
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http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?e=001HXeCOOoKzlmEcmUjxQTAaC3U9m_FNVMkG7LzJ5K-xPMFZ_hpFSrWVztAzxZnbTbH48B_lN_TWFwmlp6FKLiAe3s24ls-MKj1bjbcdp8jqmAAYpeQGZ8eTrJnS6_eTyclRbWZYb1jBvmYFTyrq0-G_UUmqlBS0EF-dFLsiPicrVLpbPyx3KJtwWhIJJ03YsYzYKd9vhK5oqR-LSippVU-AFJDB-jbOuwQEISfXfrPom72C2X9qFYPgwoDs618BRQ_2XTAEcnXFEz_C0fI_BdPGC3Y_K_pjVrMFW2WbuAwbZKk7NmFBC6s0NyqVADNaDkKQJ0j1-ZsMfsBs18GQkRRwK8UFs_e2zAsdUOq_lKhWh5y-hl-JUWBbA==
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?e=001HXeCOOoKzlmEcmUjxQTAaC3U9m_FNVMkG7LzJ5K-xPMFZ_hpFSrWVztAzxZnbTbH48B_lN_TWFwmlp6FKLiAe3s24ls-MKj1bjbcdp8jqmAAYpeQGZ8eTundK8GvH7izeGy6vdpi5Yns0QaNCLf2czYH2E4TB35QFyIJ5vS8aKRcrJZmXRWxvfhyKOj_FfmrF0nH7EaNOVBezeTCgN1rQuGbAc0Z3Ax6sN_zpsJTKoccRkJkgHXrL1C1Bgnp0G7zpYuTk9-fCZ-xHTm_wbbwEtXPkIqVgfR7mc8XQky2JzpOqHl4pjoTv2E6XoE63mzbIhKvCst7On4e6EHed6aDrgiOWWK9zLegtYzLzqVQsrrVDlB2fcSh9fQW7vb8O6cjWN_kl82knn4rBxHQh1_OQ45YRnxY8xFmWRRG1MU2PHtFzATjnP1ahFnG1TXPMw_jDqz9E4ZBKe8=
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