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Part 150 Committee 
Meeting #1 – SUMMARY 

 
9 – 11 a.m. 

September 19, 2007 
MedFlight Training Room 

2827 W. Dublin Granville Rd., Columbus, 43235 
 
This is a draft summary of the first meeting of the Part 150 Committee, which is 
comprised of interested entities invited by the University to provide input into the OSU 
Airport FAR Part 150 Noise and Land Use Compatibility Study. The Study will quantify 
existing and future aircraft noise exposure and provide recommended measures on how to 
reduce incompatible noise levels on noise sensitive uses surrounding OSU Airport. 
Members of the Committee represent organizations that use the airport as well as affected 
political jurisdictions, agencies and neighborhoods. 
 
The following summarizes key informational and action items from the meeting.   
 

Participants 

Part 150 Committee Members Present  
City of Columbus, Kevin Wheeler 
City of Dublin, Paul Hammersmith 
City of Worthington, David Zoll 
Village of Riverlea, Steven Mershon 
Franklin County, Matthew Brown 
Mid-Ohio Regional Planning Commission, Ahmad Al-Akhras 
Sharon Township, John Oberle 
Northwest Civic Assocation, John Schmidt 
We Oppose Ohio State University Airport Expansion, Jane Weislogel 
Columbus Regional Airport Authority, David Wall 
Midwest (OSU) Air Traffic Control, Deral Carson 
Port Columbus Air Traffic Control (FAA), Chris Lenfest 
Aircraft Owners & Pilots Association, E.J. Thomas 
Columbus Flight Watch, Don Peters 
Labcorp, Autin Lanz 
MedFlight, Mark Reynard 
Cardinal Health, Jeff Wheeler 
Personal Aircraft Owners, Jay DuRivage 
OSU Flight Education, Charles Ventola 
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Columbus Chamber of Commerce, Chaz Fruetel 
 
Part 150 Committee Members Not Present  
Perry Township, Robert Myers 
Ohio State Highway Patrol, Lt. Mike Stein 
Ohio Regional Business Aircraft Association, appointee to be named  
Worthington Industries, Lowell Dowler  
Experimental Aircraft Association, Dick Wetherald  
Thrifty Car Rental, Todd Greenleaf 
 
OSU/Consultant Core Working Team Members Present 
David Full, Brad Wente and Neal Westlund (RS&H); Steve Alverson and Ron Seymour 
(ESA Airports); Marie Keister (Engage); Dean Bud Baeslack, Doug Hammon, Cathy 
Ferrari, Kathy Dillow and Robert Haverkamp (OSU); Bill Habig and Latane Montague 
(consultants) 
 
Public Observers 
Gary Bollinger, Dennis Shea, Mayor Mary Jo Cusack, Kim Nixon-Bell, Amanda Cooper, 
Lisa Allen, Rosemarie Lisko, Vera Tedrick, Mo Samimy, Alan Harding, Bob Tedrick, 
John Ehlers, Allan Chace, John Mayfield and Ernest Gubry 
 
Media Present 
Gregory Jones of Northwest News and Channel 10/WBNS TV 

Materials Available at the Meeting 
 
 Agenda (sent in advance) 
 Operating Framework and Decision-Making Graphic (sent in advance; see updated 

“Decision-Making Framework” per Committee input) 
 Part 150 Committee Roster (See the updated “Part 150 Committee Roster” per 

Committee input) 
 Core Working Team Roster  
 PowerPoint Presentation (See the updated “Part 150 Committee Presentation” per 

Committee input) 
 

Meeting Summary 
 
Meeting Introductions 
Marie Keister, the facilitator for the Part 150 Committee, convened the meeting at 9 a.m. 
Dean Bud Baeslack welcomed the Part 150 Committee and thanked them for agreeing to 
participate in the Part 150 Noise and Land Use Compatibility Study.  
 
He explained the genesis of this process, which is in response to the Airport Advisory 
Committee’s request two years ago for a more complete analysis of potential noise 
impacts around OSU Airport. He summarized the Part 150 Noise and Land Use 
Compatibility proposal and selection process, which resulted in the submission of six 
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consultant proposals and OSU interviews of three finalists. All of the proposals were 
submitted by nationally-recognized airport noise experts.  
 
Dean Baeslack summarized the national credentials and experience of the selected 
Reynolds, Smith & Hills consultant team, which has: 
 
 Worked at more than 300 U.S. airports in the past 10 years 
 Completed noise studies at over 200 airports world-wide 
 Recently completed over two dozen Part 150 studies 
 Completed the recent Part 150 study at the world's busiest airport, Atlanta's 

Hartsfield-Jackson International Airport 
 Completed several recent Part 150 studies at smaller general aviation airports very 

similar in profile to OSU Airport 
 More than 180 aviation industry professionals in 32 offices nation-wide 

 
Dean Baeslack highlighted the various study components that exceed the requirements of 
Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 150 Study, such as noise measurements, single 
event analysis and a review of the current noise complaint process.  
 
Dean Baeslack explained that, as dean of the OSU College of Engineering, which 
oversees the OSU Airport, he is responsible for this initiative and would welcome 
comments at any time. 
 
Ernest Gubry, Environmental Protection Specialist in the FAA Detroit Airports District 
Office, also said a few words of welcome, noting the FAA’s appreciation of the public’s 
involvement in the process. 
 
Review of Meeting Goals 
Ms. Keister summarized the goals for the meeting, which were to:  
 
 Introduce the noise consultant team and Part 150 Committee members 
 Discuss the operating framework for the Part 150 Committee 
 Create understanding between the overall noise study process and the Committee’s 

input 
 Summarize the components and schedule for the Part 150 Noise and Land Use 

Compatibility Study 
 Discuss potential noise measurement locations 
 Identify and prioritize key stakeholder issues 
 Recap next steps 

 
In keeping with the first goal, everyone seated at the Part 150 Committee table was asked 
to introduce themselves and their organizations. Consultant team members also identified 
themselves and their role on the project. Ms. Keister noted that each Part 150 Committee 
member had a packet of information that included a draft Committee roster and a list of 
“Core Working Team” members, which includes members of the consultant team, OSU 
Airport representatives and other consultants to OSU who are participating in the day to 
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day study effort. (See the “Core Working Team” and updated “Part 150 Committee 
Roster” handouts). 
 
Operating Framework for Committee and Decision-Making Process by OSU and FAA 
Ms. Keister reviewed the purpose and operating guidelines of the Part 150 Committee, as 
well as the overall decision-making framework. (See “Operating Framework” and 
updated “Decision-Making Framework” handouts.) She indicated that the Part 150 
Committee, which is not required by a Part 150 Study but is a best practice shown to be 
successful on similar projects across the U.S., is an important component of the public 
involvement effort. She emphasized the Committee is advisory in nature and that the 
Committee does not need to come to consensus on all study issues, as all input will be 
forwarded in its entirety to OSU Airport and University officials, and ultimately the FAA 
when the final document is submitted. OSU will select final recommendations and 
forward them to the FAA for their review and approval. She also noted that Part 150 
Committee meetings are open to the public, but that the focus will be on first ensuring 
that Committee members have the opportunity to share their comments and questions. 
When time permits, the public will be invited to ask questions and provide comment. 
Other public involvement and education opportunities will include public open houses 
and a public hearing, a project Website, Study newsletters and outreach to the media. 
 
Ms. Keister noted that her role as facilitator is to clarify, communicate and to keep the 
Part 150 Committee and consultant team on track and on time. 
 
Review of the Overall Study Process and Schedule 
Ms. Keister re-introduced David Full, the project manager for the RS&H Consultant 
Team. 
 
Mr. Full provided an overview (see the updated “Part 150 Committee Presentation”) of 
the credentials and experience of the RS&H Team, including over 24 Part 150 studies 
(See “Project Team Resumes”). He said that Part 150 Study Task Manager Steve 
Alverson and Deputy Task Manager Ron Seymour from ESA Airports were former noise 
officers at Denver Stapleton International and Seattle-Tacoma International airports, 
respectively, and have years of experience with noise and related land use issues. Marie 
Keister of Engage Communications is an experienced facilitator and public involvement 
expert who will oversee public involvement efforts. 
 
Mr. Alverson then provided the Part 150 Study overview (see “Part 150 Committee 
Presentation”), first recapping that a FAR Part 150 Study is: 
 
 A program an airport can voluntarily undertake to address noise and land use 

compatibility concerns 
 Its components are established by the FAA and include evaluating: 

 Existing conditions (land use, zoning, etc.) 
 The existing noise environment 
 The future noise environment 
 Noise abatement alternatives 
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 Land use alternatives 
 And making recommendations 

 Study recommendations approved by the FAA become eligible for federal funding 
and implementation. 

 
Mr. Alverson also explained what a Part 150 Study is not: 
 
 It is not an airport master plan, environmental review document or safety study. 
 It is not an opportunity to close the airport, as a Part 150 study assumes an operating 

airport with the scheduled future development plans reflected in the future-year noise 
contours. Mr. Alverson explained, for example, that the proposed runway extension 
in the most recently adopted Master Plan (in 1990) would be assumed in the future 
development plans when developing the future year noise contour maps. This allows 
the consultant team to consider its full impact in the analysis and make 
recommendations accordingly. 

 It is not a forum to explore non-aviation uses of the airport property. 
 
Mr. Alverson clarified roles and responsibilities of the airport, the FAA, local 
governments, residents and pilots, who ultimately have the responsibility for the 
operation of the aircraft and are responsible for following noise abatement procedures 
while adhering to all safety measures. He summarized the FAA regulatory framework 
and the study goals, which include: 
 
 Documenting current and future noise levels around OSU Airport 
 Reviewing current noise abatement flight tracks and procedures 
 Reviewing the current aircraft noise complaint process 
 Evaluating additional noise abatement opportunities 
 Providing opportunity for community input 
 Developing recommendations for noise abatement and noise mitigation measures 

 
Mr. Alverson explained that aviation system users pay for the aviation system, including 
researching and mitigating the impacts of noise. He discussed the airport and aircraft 
operational needs, explaining that: 
 Airports must be available for users 24 hours a day due to interstate commerce 

regulations 
 Airports balance working with communities on airport noise concerns with 

maintaining a viable airport for the region 
 Aircraft must take off and land into the wind, which determines which runways are 

used 
 Aircraft climb as quickly as possible on departure to reach cruise altitude 
 Aircraft use visual approaches for landing during good weather and instrument 

approaches for landing during bad weather. This may result in slightly different flight 
patterns based on weather conditions. 

 Aircraft will deviate from the typical flight patterns to avoid severe weather as needed 
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Mr. Alverson showed a graphic outlining the Part 150 Study process, illustrating how 
once the consultant team received the “notice to proceed” from the University, it 
immediately began collecting data in a number of areas to look at current and proposed 
airport operations, aircraft fleet mix, flight procedures, land uses and zoning around the 
airport and population data. Noise measurements will take place in 12 areas surrounding 
the airport.  
 
The outcome of Phase 1 of this effort will be noise exposure maps, or NEMs, for both 
existing and forecast conditions. These draft maps will be reviewed with the Part 150 
Committee in late January/early February 2008. These maps will be submitted to the 
FAA for their review and acceptance. Upon acceptance of the NEMs, the study will move 
into Phase 2, which is to look at noise abatement and land use alternatives and develop 
recommendations for a noise compatibility program to reduce incompatible land uses. 
After seeking input from the Part 150 Committee and the public, recommendations will 
be forwarded to University officials for their consideration. They will forward their 
recommendations to the FAA for final review and approval.  
 
Additional Noise Measurement Locations 
After reviewing the project schedule with the Committee, Mr. Alverson showed a map of 
12 potential areas where noise measurements could be performed. These areas are based 
on initial analysis of noise complaints, the location of aircraft flight tracks and the 
location of the previous OSU Part 150 NEMs. He asked that the Committee review the 
locations and let the team know after the meeting if they have additional locations or 
specific addresses that should be considered. 
 
Questions and Comments (Responses in Italics) 

1. The Worthington representative, David Zoll, said it was important that 
Worthington have confidence in the process. To that end, he asked that the team 
forward their resumes to the Committee, which Mr. Full agreed to do. (See 
“Resumes and Credentials of RS&H Team”, distributed with this Meeting 
Summary.) Mr. Zoll asked Mr. Alverson about the team’s experience working 
with the new version, 7.0, of the Integrated Noise Model (INM), and what 
training they’ve had in this area. Mr. Alverson explained that version 7.0 is the 
most recent update to the INM which was released by FAA in June 2007. ESA 
Airports is incorporating this new version of the INM on all new projects, but is 
also using the prior version for those projects already underway. He explained 
that from a user’s standpoint, there is virtually no difference between the previous 
version of the INM and version 7.0. He compared the version change to Microsoft 
issuing software updates – the former program works, but the more recent version 
has some additional features. He noted that FAA does not mandate or provide 
training on this software, but several consultants provide the training, including 
his firm, ESA Airports. Also, he noted that Lindsay Baumaister, the chief aircraft 
noise modeler on this project, is on the FAA’s software design committee, thus 
had extensive firsthand experience with the product.  Mr. Zoll asked where she is 
located. Mr. Alverson said she is located in Florida. Mr. Zoll asked that ESA also 
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provide additional information on who will be doing the noise modeling on this 
project and their experience with the software, which Mr. Alverson agreed to do.   

 
2. Mr. Zoll expressed concern that the Committee will not have an opportunity to 

comment on the inputs to the INM before the development of the NEMs. He is 
interested in ARTS data, aircraft fleet mix, flight tracks, OSU Airport tower 
operations and wind direction on day of data collection. To ensure the output of 
the INM is credible, Mr. Zoll asked to see the INM inputs prior to the 
development of the Noise Exposure Maps. Mr. Alverson agreed to share the INM 
input data. Mr. Seymour added that the NEMs will still be considered draft when 
presented to the Committee, and at the public open house, in late January/early 
February 2008.  This will allow the Committee and public an opportunity to 
comment on the NEMs prior to their finalization. 

 
3. Mr. Zoll commented that the public will perceive the noise monitoring locations 

to be inadequate, with measurements not being conducted long enough. He said 
he was not concerned about the length of the measurements because he knows 
that data are not used to develop the NEMs and that noise measurements are 
mainly to keep the public occupied, but he felt as though the public might be 
concerned. Mr. Alverson noted that as scientists they like to gather as much data 
as possible, but there are always time and budget limits that control how long and 
at how many sites they measure. He said that it is important to note that the 
measurements are above and beyond the Part 150 requirements. Although the 
measurements will be compared to the modeled noise levels, he expects that there 
will be differences between the modeled and measured levels because the modeled 
noise levels are representative of the annual average day of operations at the 
Airport.    

 
4. Jane Weislogel, WOOSE representative, asked when the noise monitors were 

going up. Mr. Full noted they will be put in place for seven days starting October 
17th or 18th, so that they can measure noise before, during and after OSU’s 
homecoming football game, which is expected to generate increased aircraft 
operations at the Airport before and after the game.  

 
5. Ms. Weislogel commented that OSU Airport has unknown night flights, and 

asked if the team is interested in knowing the type of aircraft at night when they 
are conducting monitoring. Mr. Alverson said yes, and that this issue comes up 
often in the many noise studies they conduct. He said that although they would 
like to have personnel spend the night with some of the noise monitors to address 
this very issue, it is difficult if not impossible to identify specific aircraft due to 
darkness. He said they would use a variety of sources to try to identify nighttime 
flights. In all noise monitoring locations, personnel will have a log so they can 
note what is occurring in the air and vicinity as measurements are taking place. 

 
6. Don Peters, Columbus Flight Watch representative, asked if the noise monitors 

are primarily used to measure single events or ongoing and ambient noise on the 
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east side of the airport, which is caused by the highway, motorcycles and trains. 
Mr. Alverson said the monitors will measure the single event and cumulative 
noise levels of all noise sources and that personnel staffing the monitors will 
identify the sources on their logs. 

 
7. A member of the public asked for the address of the Website. Ms. Keister said the 

address was being finalized and would be sent to the Committee with the meeting 
summary, which is expected to be forwarded by e-mail next week. Update: The 
Website address is www.OSUAirportPart150.com and will be accessible to the 
public late the week of October 1st. 

 
8. A member of the public asked for clarification on where OSU fits in the approval 

process. Mr. Alverson explained that all Committee and public input, as well as 
technical recommendations, would be forwarded to OSU Airport and University 
officials for their review. They would then forward the recommendations they 
accept to the FAA, along with all Committee and public input. Robert 
Haverkamp, OSU Counsel, noted that the OSU President and his senior cabinet 
would likely participate in this approval process. Update: the presentation was 
updated to clarify this process. 

 
9. A member of the public asked if the study team will include Committee input in 

its final recommendations to OSU and FAA. Mr. Alverson noted that the 
Committee and public will have opportunities for input. All input will be 
summarized in the study documents and forwarded to OSU and the FAA. 

 
10. A member of the public asked whether the team would consider adding a location 

to the west and southwest of the airport to capture helicopter noise on that side of 
the airport. Mr. Alverson said that said that he appreciated the input and asked 
for the location of where the monitor should be located. 

 
11. Several members of the Committee and public provided addresses to be 

considered for noise monitoring locations. 
 
Goals, Issues and Concerns 
Ms. Keister said that the consultant team was aware of many issues and concerns, but 
wanted to hear directly from the many interests represented by the Committee, and to 
also get a sense of priority on goals and issues. She asked each Committee member to 
write a study goal/desired outcome, issue or concern, one to a page, on the three Post-it 
notes they were provided. Mr. Alverson gave some guidance on the purpose of the Part 
150 Study, which is to reduce incompatible land uses within the 65 dB Day-Night 
Average Sound Level (DNL) contour of the airport. The study team collected the Post-it 
notes and put them on five flip chart pages on a wall. Ms. Keister then asked each 
Committee member to take the four red dots they were provided and put one by each of 
the four goals and/or issues they thought were the most important. 
 
The (unedited) results of the exercise include: 
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 Acceptance of study even if results are not what was hoped for by all interested 

parties (11 dots) 
 Enable OSU Airport to expand to meet the needs of the aviation community (9 dots) 
 Credible noise contour map – existing and future (6 dots) 
 Provide Part 150 Study in which community can have confidence (5 dots) 
 Support for all users – aviation, business needs, and all community members (4 dots) 
 Develop compatible flight track locations to best meet the needs of the airport and 

community (4 dots) 
 Promote economic development in the area (3 dots) 
 When, where and how will the 050 degree turn be addressed? (3 dots) 
 Follow 150 rules (2 dots) 
 Understanding and acceptance that OSU airport is a cog in the wheel of the NAS 

(National Aviation System) – the needs of the smaller don’t translate to the needs of 
the bigger (2 dots) 

 Identify mitigation measures (2 dots) 
 Realistic noise solutions (2 dots) 
 Insure study is accurate and includes all inputs (2 dots) 
 Concern: inputs will fail to accurately reflect actual noise impacts (1 dot) 
 Have neighbors of airport understand safety vs. noise (1 dot) 
 Noise monitoring event/DNL impact of topography to east (river/ridge) (1 dot) 
 Evaluate effectiveness of continued operation of 50 degree turn and alternatives to 

that departure (1 dot) 
 Public input/confidence in process (1 dot) 
 Build trust with surrounding community (1 dot) 
 Find a short term solution to reduce noise at night while the noise study takes place (1 

dot) 
 Perpetual criticism by WOOSE of study process elements (1 dot) 
 Fine – “please get on with it” (1 dot) 
 Move on 
 Current noise addressed and resolved before new build 
 Have reliable and approved recommendations so Master Plan can be finalized 
 Support business needs and keep the local communities happy 
 Keep community informed of steps by airport and users to reduce noise 
 Have aviation environment of OSU Airport and surrounding area to know each other 

and understand their needs and concerns 
 Reduce noise contours as much as possible to limit exposure experienced by 

residential areas 
 Develop recommendations for land use alternatives that are compatible with noise 

contours 
 Make recommendations to local zoning officials as to zoning code updates/overlay 

districts 
 What are the primary areas where the noise is a problem at night? 
 Aircraft user mix – impact on noise (including night monitoring) 
 Establish approach and departure minimums regarding flight path to minimize noise – 

perhaps higher than present. Can approach be greater than 3 degrees? 
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 Where will single event noise be addressed? 
 Develop limited but effective noise abatement process for pilots 
 Airport improvements north runway extension and associated ILS system for Runway 

27 right 
 
Next Steps/Action Items 
Mr. Full reviewed the next steps, which include: 
1. Launch of the project website 
2. Noise measurements starting October 17th or 18th 
3. Review of the existing noise complaint process 
4. Review of existing and future noise exposure 
5. Preparation of draft Noise Exposure Maps for Committee and public review 
6. The second Part 150 Committee meeting and first public meeting in late January/early 

February 
 
Ms. Keister noted that this Part 150 Committee meeting was held in the morning to 
accommodate the schedules of the FAA representatives, but that future meetings could be 
held in the morning or afternoon. Committee meetings would need to allow time for the 
Core Working Team to set up for the public meeting that would be held that same 
evening.  
 
Committee members indicated 2 to 4 p.m. would be a better time than morning or from 1 
to 3 p.m. One member noted that it would be nice if the Committee meetings could be 
held at night so more of the public could attend. Ms. Keister noted that the Committee 
meetings are open to the public, but that the public meetings would be held in the 
evenings so more could attend. A member of the public suggested that 7 to 9 p.m. would 
be better than 6 to 8 p.m. Ms. Keister agreed to hold the public meetings from 7 to 9 p.m. 
 
Ms. Keister recapped the action items identified at the meeting: (Updates in italics) 
 Committee members should review the Committee roster for accuracy and send edits 

to Ms. Keister at mkeister@engagepublicaffairs.com. 
 Committee members should provide addresses and/or additional input on noise 

monitoring locations to Ms. Keister. 
 Ms. Keister to send resumes of the consultant team to the Committee, and highlight 

the team’s experience with the Integrated Noise Model. 
 Ms. Keister to send a Meeting Summary, meeting documents and Part 150 Study 

website address to the Committee. 
 Ms. Keister, working with the consultant team, will respond to Mr. Zoll’s request for 

information on the noise model data inputs. As a result of this action item, a technical 
subcommittee of the Part 150 Committee is being created to review the data inputs to 
the Integrated Noise Model. More information on this will be forwarded to the Part 
150 Committee. 

 
Questions/Comments 

1. Jay DuRivage, Personal Aircraft Owners representative, asked for as much notice 
as possible on meeting dates to ensure Committee members could attend. Ms. 
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Keister said the next meeting date would be available and distributed to 
Committee members at least six to eight weeks in advance of the meeting. She 
said it is difficult to select a date now because the team is dependent on collecting 
data from outside sources and must allow time to complete the work, but it will do 
its best to notify the Committee as soon as a date can be finalized. 

 
Adjourn 
Ms. Keister thanked MedFlight for the use of their facility, thanked everyone for coming 
and participating in the discussion and then adjourned the meeting at 11 a.m. 
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Part 150 Committee 
Meeting #2 – SUMMARY1 

 
2-4 p.m. 

April 24, 2008 
MedFlight Training Room 

2827 W. Dublin Granville Rd., Columbus, 43235 
 
This is a summary of the second meeting of the Part 150 Committee, which is comprised 
of interested entities invited by the University to provide input into the OSU Airport FAR 
Part 150 Noise and Land Use Compatibility Study. The Study will quantify existing and 
future aircraft noise exposure and provide recommended measures on how to reduce 
incompatible noise levels on noise sensitive uses surrounding OSU Airport. Members of 
the Committee represent organizations that use the Airport as well as affected political 
jurisdictions, agencies and neighborhoods. 
 
The following summarizes key informational and action items from the meeting.   
 

Participants 

Part 150 Committee Members Present  
City of Columbus, Vince Papsidero 
City of Dublin, Paul Hammersmith 
City of Worthington, David Zoll 
Village of Riverlea, Steven Mershon 
Franklin County, Matthew Brown 
Mid-Ohio Regional Planning Commission, Chris Gawronski 
Northwest Civic Association, Bill Carleton 
We Oppose Ohio State University Airport Expansion, Jane Weislogel 
Columbus Regional Airport Authority, David Wall 
Midwest (OSU) Air Traffic Control, Gary Bollinger 
Port Columbus Air Traffic Control (FAA), Chris Lenfest 
Ohio Highway Patrol, Lt. Mike Stein 
Aircraft Owners & Pilots Association, E.J. Thomas 
Columbus Flight Watch, Don Peters 

                                                 
1 This Summary is intended to provide a paraphrased overview of presentations made, materials discussed, 
questions asked and comments made. It is not intended to be a word-for-word representation of the Part 
150 Committee proceedings. 
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Labcorp, Austin Lanz 
MedFlight, Mark Reynard  
Cardinal Health, James Porterfield 
OSU Flight Education, Charles Ventola 
Columbus Chamber of Commerce, Chaz Fruetel 
Worthington Industries, Lowell Dowler 
Personal Aircraft Owners, Jay DuRiverage 
Experimental Aircraft Association, Dick Wetherald 
 
Part 150 Committee Members Not Present  
Perry Township, Robert Myers 
Sharon Township, John Oberle 
Ohio Regional Business Aircraft Association, Doug Stewart  
Thrifty Car Rental, Todd Greenleaf 
 
OSU/Consultant Core Working Team Members Present 
David Full and Don Andrews (RS&H); Steve Alverson and Ron Seymour (ESA 
Airports); Marie Keister (Engage); Nawal Taneja, Doug Hammon, Cathy Ferrari, Kathy 
Dillow and Michael St. Clair (OSU); Bill Habig and Latane Montague (consultants) 
 
Public Observers 
Mayor Mary Jo Cusack, Worthington Councilmen David Foust and Lou Goorey, Rich 
Belisle, Melanie Dickman, John Ehlers, Rosemarie Lisko, Vera Tedrick, Bob Tedrick, 
Scott Whitlock 
 
Media Present 
None 

Materials Available/Reviewed at the Meeting 
 
 Agenda (sent in advance) 
 Part 150 Committee Goals and Objectives 
 Frequently Asked Questions 
 Draft Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) Contour Maps 
 PowerPoint Presentation 

 
Meeting Summary 

 
Meeting Introductions 
Marie Keister, the facilitator for the Part 150 Committee, convened the meeting at 2 p.m. 
Introductions were made and discussion ground rules were reviewed. Ms. Keister asked 
that Committee members save their questions and comments for the end of each segment 
of the presentation. Public comment would be allowed at the end of the meeting. 
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The meeting purpose was to update the Part 150 Committee on the technical analyses 
completed to date and to present the draft Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) 
contours for OSU Airport. 
 
Review of Work Completed To Date 
David Full, Reynolds, Smith & Hills (RS&H) Consultant Team and OSU Airport Part 
150 Study Project Manager, reviewed the work that had been completed since the last 
Part 150 Committee meeting was held on September 19, 2007. Noise measurements had 
been conducted, extensive data collection had occurred and a Technical Subcommittee 
was formed to review the inputs to the Integrated Noise Model (INM). The 
Subcommittee met two times since September, and provided helpful review to ensure the 
accuracy of the inputs. (See Technical Subcommittee meeting materials and the related 
Technical Memorandum at http://www.osuairportpart150.com/previous.html.) 
 
Mr. Full reviewed the meeting agenda, which included a review and discussion of: 
 

 Aircraft Operations Inputs 
 Flight Track and Runway Use Inputs 
 Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) Contour Results 
 Sound Exposure Level (SEL) Contours 
 Noise Measurement Results 
 Public Comment and Questions 
 Action Items and Next Steps 

 
Aircraft Operations Inputs 
Don Andrews, RS&H Part 150 Study Project Officer, expanded on how the Technical 
Subcommittee process helped the consultant team review aircraft operations and other 
model inputs. He explained that there is no one single source of data available, and that 
the team used the following to develop inputs for the INM: based aircraft and hangar 
waiting lists and forecasts, FlightAware and Port Columbus Noise Office Standard 
Terminal Automation Replacement System (STARS) data, interviews with aircraft 
operators and air traffic control tower staff, industry best practices and professional 
judgment. 
 
He noted that it was unusual to have access to the 55,312 flight records made available by 
the Port Columbus Noise Office. For security reasons, this data is restricted from public 
review by the FAA. 
  
Mr. Andrews then explained how the consultant team followed these six, industry-
standard steps to arrive at the aircraft operational fleet mix: 
 

1. Prepared a first-level sort 
2. Created a Master Look-up Table 
3. Reassembled Table B-1 at “Model Combination” level 
4. Equalized arrivals/departures 
5. Prepared allocations for FY 2007 
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6. Prepared 2012/2027 fleet mix 
 
Mr. Andrews went into extensive detail on steps 5 and 6, explaining how allocations are 
conducted; how law enforcement, military, single/multi-engine and helicopter flights are 
accounted for; and how the team arrived at its conclusions (see Part 150 Committee 
Presentation). 
 

Questions and Comments (Responses in Italics) 
1. WOOSE representative Jane Weislogel asked if the team used the actual 

number of touch and go operations from Port Columbus Noise Office data or 
if estimates were used. Mr. Andrews said actual touch and go operations in 
the Port Columbus records were used. These were double-checked using OSU 
Air Traffic Control Tower records.  

2. Worthington representative David Zoll asked if it would have made a material 
difference in the total number of operations if unknown aircraft had been 
allocated to arrivals and departures before assigning them to various aircraft 
types. (In other words, would there have been a change in outcome had steps 
four and five been conducted in reverse order.) Mr. Andrews said it would 
have not made a difference or affected the accuracy of the outcome. 

3. Cardinal Health representative James Porterfield shared that Santa Monica’s 
airport is trying to restrict aircraft by size, but with modern business jets size 
has little to do with the noise generated. Some small aircraft generate more 
noise than larger jet aircraft. 

 
Introduction to Aircraft Noise Modeling 
Mr. Steve Alverson, Part 150 Study Task Manager, presented a series of slides that 
provided an introduction to aircraft noise modeling. He said that noise modeling must 
comply with Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 150 requirements, which include 
using:  
 

 The current FAA-approved Integrated Noise Model (INM) Version 7.0 
 Annual-average day aircraft operations 
 Aircraft types from the INM’s database 
 FAA-approved aircraft substitutions 
 The Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) metric to assess impact 

 
The noise modeling must not alter standard INM departure and arrival profiles or create 
aircraft substitutions without FAA approval, and may not use noise measurements to 
modify the INM aircraft noise database.  
 

Questions and Comments (Responses in Italics) 
1. WOOSE representative Jane Weislogel asked if the model would account for the 

turn to the 50 degree heading (over Worthington that pilots make when they 
depart to the east of the airport) and whether it was allowed to show this turn. Mr. 
Alverson said slides later in the presentation would show that the turn to a 50 
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degree heading was reflected in the model. It was not necessary to ask for 
permission to show this, as it was in the data that was collected. 

 
 
Flight Track and Runway Use Inputs 

Mr. Alverson reviewed several slides showing sample flight tracks that occur 
today and that are forecast to occur in the future. He showed how the turn to a 50 
degree heading was reflected in the 2007 flight tracks of jets departing to the east 
of the Airport. He said that the consultant team developed over 1,400 modeled 
flight tracks at OSU Airport – more than the number of modeled flight tracks 
developed for the FAR Part 150 Study at Atlanta Hartsfield-Jackson International 
Airport, the second busiest airport in the world. Mr. Alverson said that a sampling 
of flight tracks would be displayed at the public open house to be held later that 
evening, and would also be available for viewing after the meeting at  
www.OSU AirportPart150.com. 

 
 
There were no questions or comments about this segment of the presentation. 
 
Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) Contours 
Mr. Alverson presented the draft 2007, 2012 and 2027 DNL contours. He said that the 
modeling indicates that the 65 DNL contour – the FAA’s threshold for determining noise 
impact -- falls mainly within Airport property. Land uses falling outside the 65 DNL 
contour are considered compatible according to FAA guidelines. While not required by 
the FAA, OSU Airport also asked the consultant team to look at the 60 DNL contours, 
which were also displayed on the maps shared with the Part 150 Committee. 
 
Mr. Alverson said that variations of the contours during 2007, 2012 and 2027 are driven 
by jet noise. In 2007, the 65 DNL contours extend further to the west of the Airport than 
the east because prevailing winds are usually from the west, so aircraft take off in that 
direction most often. Helicopter operations add to the noise contours on the north end of 
the Airport property. In 2012, the noise contours shift to the north because jets are 
expected to use the north runway if it is extended as proposed in the OSU Airport Master 
Plan. The 2027 noise contour is similar to 2012. While noisier aircraft are expected to be 
retired by then due to their age, potential noise reduction would expected to be offset by 
the increased number of jet operations. 
 
Mr. Alverson also noted that City of Worthington representative David Zoll had asked at 
a prior meeting that the consultant team run the model to analyze noise contours under a 
“no build” scenario, which would assume that the north runway was not extended as 
assumed in the 2012 modeling forecast. While not required by the FAA, OSU Airport 
also asked the consultant team to look at this. Mr. Alverson then showed the draft 2012 
noise contours with and without the north runway extension. He indicated the noise 
contour around the south runway would be longer than it would be if the north runway 
was extended, and the 60 DNL would also reach more of the surrounding community. 
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There were no questions or comments about this segment of the presentation. 
 
 
Sound Exposure Level (SEL) Contours 
Mr. Alverson showed the sound exposure levels (SEL) for several types of jet and 
propeller aircraft departures, demonstrating Mr. Porterfield’s earlier comment that larger 
jets aren’t always noisier than smaller aircraft. Showing these contours helps increase 
understanding on how noise affects sensitive areas. They will also be used during the 
noise compatibility phase of the Part 150 Study. 
 

Questions and Comments (Responses in Italics) 
1. Mr. David Zoll asked when SEL contours would be reflected on the noise contour 

maps. Mr. Alverson said this would occur during Phase 2 of this study effort, 
when noise abatement strategies would be considered. Mr. Alverson also noted 
that there are no federal guidelines on SEL contours, but that the analysis would 
help everyone increase their understanding on how SELs affect the communities 
surrounding the Airport. 
 

Noise Measurement Results 
Mr. Alverson displayed the 13 sites where noise measurements were taken for seven 
continuous days in October, when OSU Airport experienced heavier traffic during The 
Ohio State University’s football homecoming week. Sites were chosen to capture 
information relating to OSU flight training operations, the turn to a 50 degree heading 
over Worthington, helicopter operations and other noise sensitive areas. Consultant team 
members monitored each noise measurement site, taking notes and observing operations. 
They also reviewed FlightAware data during the measurements.  
 
Mr. Alverson showed the range of noise measurements at each location, which illustrated 
both the volume and duration of noise events. The measured levels fell within the range 
of the modeled levels, but modeled levels were generally higher than the measured levels. 
That is, the model erred on the side of assuming more noise impact.   
 

Questions and Comments (Responses in Italics) 
1. Worthington Industries representative Lowell Dowler asked if for the future cases 

the model takes into consideration anticipated changes in technology based on 
past experience, such as the elimination of Stage 1 jets and the introduction of the 
new Stage 4 standard. Mr. Alverson said the model does not include aircraft that 
have not been developed yet. Currently, there is no legislation to retire Stage 3 
jets, so the model does not assume they will be gone. However, in 2027 there were 
assumptions made that aircraft older than 40 years would be retired, just based 
on their age. Mr. Alverson added that there is nothing in the model that would 
predict what a Stage 4 aircraft would sound like. There is a chance that the 
contours could actually be smaller—but the modeling process takes a more 
conservative approach and shows a worst case scenario for the forecasted noise 
contours. 
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2. Columbus Flight Watch representative Don Peters asked if the use of new 
navigation aids was assumed in the model, such as implementing a new glide 
slope to the west. Would these types of navigation aids and the north runway 
extension have a quieting effect? Mr. Alverson said the team’s profile research on 
the C560 and Beechjet aircraft arrivals found many hold downs further to the east 
of the Airport. These aircraft come into the Airport on a three degree glide slope 
starting at about five nautical miles. Mr. Alverson added that all noise forecasts 
assumed the extension of the north runway, as called for in the Master Plan. 

3.  Ms. Jane Weislogel asked if the noise measurements were of single events. Mr. 
Alverson said yes. Single events are 10 to 12 decibels higher than the maximum 
levels because both loudness and duration are accounted for. 

4. Experimental Aircraft Association representative Dick Wetherald commented that 
when Honda introduced its Very Light Jet (VLJ) at an air show two years ago, 
they told the crowd to be quiet so they could hear it. Mr. Alverson agreed that 
these aircraft are very quiet, and are designed to travel to airports without 
current jet service. 

 
Public Comments and Questions 
Facilitator Marie Keister invited the general public and other Committee members to 
make comments and ask questions. 

1. Public observer Scott Whitlock asked Mr. Alverson to clarify whether one month 
of data was used to develop jet flight tracks, and whether Port Columbus data was 
used for this analysis. Mr. Alverson said that seven days of data from four periods 
of the year were used to develop flight tracks, equaling 28 days of data for each 
segment of runway use type. Flight tracks for touch and go operations were based 
on actual operations on seven days throughout the year. AirScene data was used 
to develop flight track information. 

2. Mr. Whitlock commented that while developing the fleet mix, Mr. Andrews said 
he equalized the arrivals and departures at the group level. Could that have been 
done at the aircraft type level? Mr. Andrews said the team reviewed this question 
and found with one aircraft type there would have been 20 more operations out of 
approximately 80,000 annual operations had it been done this way. To do this in 
all cases would have significantly increased the work without significantly 
increasing the accuracy of the outcome. 

3. Mr. Whitlock asked if the team could have equalized the arrivals and departures 
using the N (aircraft tail) numbers. Mr. Andrews said the team could have done 
this, but it would have been much more work and not have changed the outcome 
of the modeling. 

4. Mr. Whitlock asked how the team knew that to be the case. Mr. Alverson said the 
Cessna Citation, for example, has several engine types but under FAA guidelines 
on substitutions they are considered one equivalent type of aircraft in the model. 

 
Mr. Andrews commented that it is unusual to see this level of detail at a general aviation 
airport, having developed over 1,400 modeled flight tracks and reviewed 55,000 plus 
operations. The amount of digging for detail on the data is extraordinary. 
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5. Mr. Zoll asked if the runway use percentages for jets were based on wind 
direction, and were the percentages determined based on actual tower counts for 
the year?  Mr. Andrews said these percentages were based on tower counts for the 
entire year.   

6. Mr. Zoll asked if the runway use percentages for jets were consistent with runway 
headings had wind been the sole determining factor. Mr. Alverson said the team 
hadn’t looked at that yet, but during the next study phase might look at ways that 
runway use could be shifted to improve compatibility. 

7. Mr. Zoll asked that the team indeed look at this. He also asked if it was typical for 
SEL maps to be provided at this time, or to be provided during the next phase of 
study. Mr. Alverson said there is no FAA requirement to produce SEL maps in a 
Part 150 Study. However, the SEL information was developed because OSU 
Airport and the consultant team knew the community would be interested in 
seeing them and that it would increase everyone’s understanding of the 
development of the DNL contours. This provides people an opportunity to give 
more informed input. 

8. Mr. Zoll asked that, given that the noise contour maps don’t show the 65 DNL 
past the perimeter of the Airport’s property, will the FAA allow this effort to 
move into the proposed noise compatibility phase of the Part 150 Study? Mr. 
Alverson agreed that the Airport is not required by the FAA to pursue noise 
abatement strategies when the 65 DNL noise levels do not reach into residential 
neighborhoods. However, the University understands that noise concerns 
continue to exist, and remains committed to further exploring noise abatement 
strategies. To that end, OSU Airport and the consultant team are actively working 
to secure the FAA’s support and funding for Phase II of this study process. This 
next step would evaluate a broad range of aircraft operational procedures and 
land use practices to help further reduce aircraft noise exposure on surrounding 
neighborhoods. 

9. Ms. Weislogel thanked the consultant team for its extra work. She said OSU 
Airport is a busy airport, and expressed her opinion that (OSU) wants it to be 
busier with (additional) jet aircraft. As a result, more than the standard Part 150 
Study was necessary. 

 
Next Steps 
Project Manager David Full reviewed the next steps, which included: 
 

 Finalizing the draft DNL Contours. Comments should be provided to Marie Keister 
by May 24th. 

 Finalizing the Noise Exposure Maps (NEM) Report and submitting them to OSU 
Airport to certify their accuracy before submitting them to the FAA 

 Initiating the Noise Compatibility Program phase of the study upon approval of the 
FAA 

 Developing preliminary noise mitigation measures, which would include both 
operational and land use alternatives 

 Ongoing community outreach 
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Mr. Full explained that the noise compatibility aspect of the Part 150 Program was 
developed by the FAA to address non-compatible land uses within the 65 DNL noise 
contour. Any Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) must be formally approved by the 
FAA. While the FAA is reluctant to approve NCP measures that do not reduce impacts 
within the 65 DNL contour, OSU Airport is committed to working to obtain FAA 
approval of an updated Noise Compatibility Program. 
 
Ms. Keister reminded everyone that the public open house would be held later that day, 
from 7 to 9 p.m. at the OSU Airport hangar, and that comment forms would be available 
at the meeting and could be turned in at the meeting or later by mail or e-mail. All 
materials presented or displayed at the public meeting would be posted on the project 
web site within one to two business days. 
 
Adjourn 
Ms. Keister adjourned the meeting at 3:45 p.m. 
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Part 150 Study Public Meeting #1 
SUMMARY1 

 
 

Meeting Time and Location 
 
April 24, 2008, 7 to 9 p.m. – presentation at 7:30 p.m. – at OSU Airport Hangar 1 
(entrance next to Barnstormer Restaurant), 2160 West Case Rd., Columbus, OH 43235. 
 
 
Meeting Attendance and Format 

 
Eighty members of the public attended the public open house. Media representatives 
included Suburban News Press, This Week News, WOSU Radio and WMCH-TV4. 
Participants entered the OSU Airport Hangar, where they signed in, received a name tag 
and picked up handouts and directions on how to proceed through the five information 
stations, which included: 
 

 Station #1 (red): The Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 150 Process 
 

This station summarized, with exhibits, the process, roles and regulatory 
framework for a Part 150 Noise and Land Use Compatibility Study (Part 150 
Study); noise study goals; and airport and aircraft operational needs 
 

 Station #2 (green): Aircraft Operations 
 

This station featured exhibits summarizing the existing and forecast annual 
operations, the aircraft fleet mix, flight tracks and runway use at OSU Airport. 
These provide the data inputs to the Integrated Noise Model (INM), which 
then calculates the noise contours surrounding the OSU Airport today and in 
the future. 
 

 Station #3 (orange): Aircraft Noise Modeling 
 

                                                 
1 This summary is intended to provide a paraphrased overview of presentations made, materials discussed, 
questions asked and comments made. It is not intended to be a word-for-word representation of the 
Part 150 Study public meeting proceedings. 
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Station 3 provided details on the INM and noise metrics, then displayed the 
draft 65 Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) contours – the FAA’s threshold for 
determining noise impact – surrounding the Airport in 2007, 2012 and 2027. 
Exhibits also displayed sound exposure levels for jet and propeller aircraft. 
 

 Station #4 (purple): Aircraft Noise Measurements 
 

This station explained where and when noise measurements were taken and 
highlighted the results. 
 

 Station #5 (blue): Closing/Comments 
 

Refreshments were located on tables at this last station, where attendees could 
also fill out and leave comment forms.  

 
Colored balloons at each station and arrow signs on the floor helped orient participants. 
Consultant and Airport staff members were located at each station to provide 
information, answer questions and listen to public comment. Aircraft were located just 
outside the hangar to enable participants to see the types of planes that use the Airport.  

Materials Available/Reviewed at the Meeting 
 
 Part 150 Open House Instructions 
 Frequently Asked Questions 
 Station Exhibits 
 PowerPoint Presentation: Background, Findings and Highlighted Exhibits 
 Comment Form 

 
Pre-Meeting Publicity 
 
 Newspaper ads in This Week News (Dublin and Worthington editions; circulation 

42,579) and Suburban News Press (Dublin, Northwest and Worthington editions; 
circulation 44,055) 

 News release sent electronically to all local media; pre-meeting articles appeared in 
This Week and Suburban News Press; radio and television reports aired on WOSU 
AM and FM and WCMH-TV4 

 Meeting date and purpose published in newsletter mailed to approximately 200 
addresses on OSU Airport mailing list and e-mailed to all e-mail distribution lists 
(approximately 500 names and organizations) 

 E-mail notification to Part 150 Committee, appointing agencies, elected officials, 
community officials and to those who have expressed an interest in the Part 150 
process 

 Signage on the Worthington Village Green located at the square of Worthington at 
SR 161 and US 23 
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Study Team Participants 
 
 David Full, Don Andrews, Brad Wente (RS&H) 
 Steve Alverson and Ron Seymour, Mike Alberts, Monica Newhouse (ESA Airports) 
 Marie Keister (Engage) 
 Bill Habig and Latane Montague (consultants)  
 Doug Hammon, Cathy Ferrari, Elizabeth Ike, Cecilia Lammers, Robert Haverkamp, 

Dean Bud Baeslack (OSU) 
 
Meeting Summary 
 
Meeting Introductions 
Marie Keister, facilitator and lead for the OSU Airport Part 150 Study public 
involvement effort, invited attendees to be seated for the 7:30 p.m. overview presentation 
of the OSU Airport Part 150 Study process and draft Day-Night Average Sound Level 
(DNL) contours for OSU Airport. Ms. Keister then introduced Mr. Steve Alverson, Part 
150 Study Task Manager with the RS&H Consultant Team. 
 
Introduction to Aircraft Noise Modeling 
Mr. Alverson provided the Part 150 Study overview (see “Part 150 Public Open House 
Presentation”), first recapping that a FAR Part 150 Study is: 
 
 A program an airport can voluntarily undertake to address noise and land use 

compatibility concerns 
 Its components are established by the FAA and include evaluating: 

 Existing conditions (land use, zoning, etc.) 
 The existing noise environment 
 The future noise environment 
 Noise abatement alternatives 
 Land use alternatives 
 And making recommendations 

 Study recommendations approved by the FAA become eligible for federal funding 
and implementation. 

 
Mr. Alverson also explained what a Part 150 Study is not: 
 
 It is not an airport master plan, environmental review document or safety study. 
 It is not an opportunity to close the airport, as a Part 150 study assumes an operating 

airport with the scheduled future development plans reflected in the future-year noise 
contours. Mr. Alverson explained, for example, that the proposed runway extension 
in the most recently adopted Master Plan (in 1990) would be assumed in the future 
development plans when developing the future year noise contour maps. This allows 
the consultant team to consider its full impact in the analysis and make 
recommendations accordingly. 

 It is not a forum to explore non-aviation uses of the airport property. 
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Mr. Alverson clarified roles and responsibilities of the airport, the FAA, local 
governments, residents and pilots, who ultimately have the responsibility for the 
operation of the aircraft and are responsible for following noise abatement procedures 
while adhering to all safety measures. He summarized the FAA regulatory framework 
and the study goals, which include: 
 
 Documenting current and future noise levels around OSU Airport 
 Reviewing current noise abatement flight tracks and procedures 
 Reviewing the current aircraft noise complaint process 
 Evaluating additional noise abatement opportunities 
 Providing opportunity for community input 
 Developing recommendations for noise abatement and noise mitigation measures 

 
Mr. Alverson explained that aviation system users pay for the aviation system, including 
researching and mitigating the impacts of noise. He discussed the airport and aircraft 
operational needs, explaining that: 
 Airports must be available for users 24 hours a day due to interstate commerce 

regulations 
 Airports balance working with communities on airport noise concerns with 

maintaining a viable airport for the region 
 Aircraft must take off and land into the wind, which determines which runways are 

used 
 Aircraft climb as quickly as possible on departure to reach cruise altitude 
 Aircraft use visual approaches for landing during good weather and instrument 

approaches for landing during bad weather. This may result in slightly different flight 
patterns based on weather conditions. 

 Aircraft will deviate from the typical flight patterns to avoid severe weather as needed 
 
Mr. Alverson showed a graphic outlining the Part 150 Study process, illustrating how the 
consultant team has been collecting data in a number of areas to look at current and 
proposed airport operations, aircraft fleet mix, flight procedures, land uses and zoning 
around the airport and population data. Noise measurements took place in 13 areas 
surrounding the airport.  
 
The outcome of Phase 1 is the noise exposure maps, or NEMs, for both existing and 
forecast conditions. These draft maps, available to the public for review today and online, 
will be finalized based on public input and additional technical analysis, and submitted to 
the FAA for their review and acceptance later this year. In the meantime, the OSU 
Airport Part 150 Study will move into Phase 2, which is to look at noise abatement and 
land use alternatives and develop recommendations for a noise compatibility program to 
reduce incompatible land uses. After seeking input from the Part 150 Committee and the 
public, recommendations will be forwarded to University officials for their consideration. 
They will forward their recommendations to the FAA for final review and approval.  
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Mr. Alverson explained that noise modeling must comply with Federal Aviation 
Regulation (FAR) Part 150 requirements, which include using:  
 

 The current FAA-approved Integrated Noise Model (INM) Version 7.0 
 Annual-average day aircraft operations 
 Aircraft types from the INM’s database 
 FAA-approved aircraft substitutions 
 The Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) metric to assess impact 

 
The noise modeling must not alter standard INM departure and arrival profiles or create 
aircraft substitutions without FAA approval, and may not use noise measurements to 
modify the INM aircraft noise database.  
 
Flight Track and Runway Use Inputs 
Mr. Alverson reviewed several slides showing sample flight tracks that occur today and 
that are forecast to occur in the future. He showed how the turn to a 50 degree heading 
was reflected in the 2007 flight tracks of jets departing to the east of the Airport. The 
consultant team developed over 1,400 modeled flight tracks at OSU Airport – more than 
the number of modeled flight tracks developed for the FAR Part 150 Study at Atlanta 
Hartsfield-Jackson International Airport, the second busiest airport in the world. Mr. 
Alverson said a sampling of flight tracks were displayed at information station #2, and 
would also be available for viewing after the meeting at www.OSU AirportPart150.com. 
 
Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) Contours 
Mr. Alverson presented the draft 2007, 2012 and 2027 DNL contours. The modeling 
indicates that the 65 DNL contour – the FAA’s threshold for determining noise impact -- 
falls mainly within Airport property. Land uses not within the 65 DNL contour are 
considered compatible according to FAA guidelines. While not required by the FAA, 
OSU Airport also asked the consultant team to look at the 60 DNL contours, which Mr. 
Alverson then presented. 
 
Mr. Alverson said that variations of the contours during 2007, 2012 and 2027 are driven 
by jet noise. In 2007, the 65 DNL contours extend further to the west of the Airport than 
the east because prevailing winds are usually from the west, so aircraft take off in that 
direction most often. Helicopter operations add to the noise contours on the north end of 
the Airport property. In 2012, the noise contours shift to the north because jets are 
expected to use the north runway if it is extended as proposed in the OSU Airport Master 
Plan. The 2027 noise contour is similar to 2012. While noisier aircraft are expected to be 
retired by then due to their age, potential noise reduction would expected to be offset by 
the increased number of jet operations. 
 
Mr. Alverson also noted that, while not required by the FAA, the City of Worthington 
and OSU Airport had requested that the consultant team run the model to analyze noise 
contours under a “no build” scenario, which would assume that the north runway was not 
extended as assumed in the 2012 modeling forecast. Mr. Alverson then showed the draft 
2012 noise contours with and without the north runway extension. He indicated the noise 
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contour around the south runway would be longer than it would be if the north runway 
was extended, and the 60 DNL would also reach more of the surrounding community. 
 
Sound Exposure Level (SEL) Contours 
Mr. Alverson showed the sound exposure levels (SEL) for several types of jet and 
propeller aircraft departures. Showing these contours helps increase understanding on 
how noise affects sensitive areas. While not required, they will also be used during the 
noise compatibility phase of the OSU Airport Part 150 Study. 
 
Noise Measurement Results 
Mr. Alverson displayed the 13 sites where noise measurements were taken for seven 
continuous days in October, when OSU Airport experienced heavier traffic during The 
Ohio State University’s football homecoming week. Sites were chosen to capture 
information relating to OSU flight training operations, the turn to a 50 degree heading 
over Worthington, helicopter operations and other noise sensitive areas. Consultant team 
members monitored each noise measurement site, taking notes and observing operations. 
They also reviewed FlightAware data during the measurements.  
 
Mr. Alverson showed the range of noise measurements at each location, which illustrated 
both the volume and duration of noise events. The measured levels fell within the range 
of the modeled levels, but modeled levels were generally higher than the measured levels. 
That is, the model erred on the side of assuming more noise impact.   
 
Next Steps 
Mr. Alverson reviewed the next steps, which included: 
 

 Finalizing the draft DNL Contours. Participants were encouraged to fill out comment 
forms. 

 Finalizing the Noise Exposure Maps (NEM) Report and submitting them to OSU 
Airport to certify their accuracy before submitting them to the FAA 

 Initiating the Noise Compatibility Program phase of the study upon approval of the 
FAA 

 Developing preliminary noise mitigation measures, which would include both 
operational and land use alternatives 

 Ongoing community outreach 
  
Mr. Alverson explained that the noise compatibility aspect of the Part 150 Study was 
developed by the FAA to address non-compatible land uses within the 65 DNL noise 
contour. Any Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) must be formally approved by the 
FAA. While the FAA is reluctant to approve NCP measures that reduce impacts beyond 
the 65 DNL contour, OSU Airport is committed to working to obtain FAA approval of an 
updated Noise Compatibility Program. 
 
Public Comments and Questions (Responses in Italics) 
Facilitator Marie Keister invited the general public to make comments and ask questions. 
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1. How will the results of the noise monitoring be used? Will loud single (noise) 
events be considered in the contour? Onsite noise monitoring information allows 
the study team to compare single event noise with cumulative noise exposure 
levels developed by the Integrated Noise Model, shown here on the draft Noise 
Exposure Maps. Monitoring also helps everyone understand how aircraft noise 
levels compare to other community noise sources. While the FAA does not require 
this in the Part 150 Study process, the next phase of this effort will review the 
noise complaint data and the noise monitoring results to gain a better 
understanding of how single events are affecting communities surrounding the 
Airport. Phase 2 will also look at how noise abatement strategies could be used to 
address concerns. 
 

2. You are using meaningless, inaccurate data. Many complaints are counted as one 
complaint. There are very old planes being flown by student pilots. 
 

3. There are up to 16,000 air taxi/commuter-type operations. How many are based at 
OSU Airport?  There are no scheduled commercial operations at OSU Airport 
and the Airport has no plans for such “commercial” operations by air carriers.  
There were approximately 3,400 operations in the “air taxi/commuter” category 
of the OSU Airport activity forecast for 2007.  Don Andrews, RS&H Part 150 
Study Project Officer, explained that within the context of the aviation 
forecasting, the “air taxi/commuter” category refers to any scheduled or non-
scheduled for-hire operations by aircraft with 60 or fewer seats. While there are 
no scheduled for-hire operations at OSU Airport, and the Airport is not aware of 
any locally based air-taxis, there are of course non-scheduled for-hire operations, 
such as air-taxi or charter aircraft operations. Such operations are a non-
commercial for-hire type of activity, but the operations are conducted by the same 
type of aircraft that make up the private and corporate aircraft in the general 
aviation fleet and fly the same kind of mission profiles as the general aviation 
fleet.  Mr. Alverson explained that as a federally funded general aviation airport, 
OSU Airport cannot restrict for-hire activity. 
 

4. Night flights are not usually student pilot flights, but are flights that are used for 
medical purposes. I’m a cancer survivor; these flights are critical to saving 
people’s lives. 
 

5. Worthington has a rich historical heritage. Quiet is needed for enjoyment, and 
OSU Airport’s increased operations bring more noise and increase the chance for 
a crash. This diminishes our ability to quietly enjoy the historical elements of our 
area. The negative impacts of extending a runway at OSU Airport would be 
extreme. 
 

6. Air pollution and odors from aircraft make those of us living on West Case Road 
have to go indoors. Have environmental studies looked at these types of impacts? 
Will there be an environmental assessment during this Part 150 Study? An 
environmental review under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
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would occur at the very end of the Part 150 Study process, if the Part 150 Study 
process results in the need for any Federal approvals or decisions that trigger 
NEPA. For example, if the Noise Compatibility Program contains recommended 
changes to departure flight tracks or other changes to air traffic control 
procedures, and if the FAA finds that those changes are acceptable and feasible 
from an operational/aviation safety perspective, the FAA would then need to 
evaluate those changes to determine if there are potential environmental impacts. 
If there is potential for environmental impact, for example, due to the shifting of 
noise from one community to another that would result from changing existing 
flight tracks, those impacts would need to be evaluated under NEPA prior to the 
FAA's final decision to implement such changes. 
 

7. Mr. Alverson said that an increase of 10 decibels is twice as loud. Actually, in my 
expert opinion, sound doubles with a 3 decibel increase. Mr. Alverson indicated 
that a doubling of the sound energy results in a 3-dB increase in noise exposure, 
but it takes about a 10-dB change before people would judge that a new noise 
level is twice as loud. 
 

8. Local flight tracks would increase on the south runway if the north runway was 
extended, correct?  In Orange County, California there are flight restrictions for 
certain hours and aircraft are required to arrive/depart at a steeper angle. Have 
those types of restrictions been considered here? Mr. Alverson indicated that the 
1990 Aircraft Noise and Capacity Act severely limited airport proprietors’ ability 
to put curfews in place. Airports with curfews that existed in 1990 were 
grandfathered under the act. Noise compatibility strategies will be considered 
during the second phase of this study, which will begin later this year. 

 
Ms. Keister encouraged everyone to visit the information stations, and that comment 
forms could be turned in at the meeting or later by mail or e-mail. All materials presented 
or displayed at the public meeting would be posted on the project web site within one to 
two business days. 
 
 

Post-Meeting Follow-up 
 

 Media coverage resulted in This Week News, Suburban News Press, NBC 4 and 
WOSU Radio 

 All meeting materials were posted on the web site 
 Public comments were accepted until May 24, 2008 
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Part 150 Committee  
Meeting #3: SUMMARY1 

 
 

Meeting Time and Location 
 
November 6, 2008, 2 - 4 p.m. – MedFlight Training Room 
2827 W. Dublin Granville Road, Columbus 43235  
 

Participants 

Part 150 Committee Members Present  
 City of Columbus, Vince Papsidero 
 City of Dublin, Paul Hammersmith 
 City of Worthington, David Zoll 
 Village of Riverlea, Mayor Mary Jo Cusack 
 Franklin County, Matthew Brown 
 Mid-Ohio Regional Planning Commission, Chris Gawronski 
 Northwest Civic Association, Bill Carleton 
 We Oppose Ohio State University Airport Expansion, Jane Weislogel 
 Sharon Township, John Oberle 
 Columbus Regional Airport Authority, David Wall 
 Midwest (OSU) Air Traffic Control, Deral Carson 
 Port Columbus Air Traffic Control (FAA), Chris Lenfest 
 Ohio Highway Patrol, Lt. Mark Groves 
 Aircraft Owners & Pilots Association, E.J. Thomas 
 Columbus Flight Watch, Don Peters 
 Labcorp, Austin Lanz 
 MedFlight, Mark Reynard  
 Cardinal Health, James Porterfield 
 OSU Flight Education, Charles Ventola 
 Worthington Industries, Lowell Dowler 
 Personal Aircraft Owners, Jay DuRivage 
 Experimental Aircraft Association, Dick Wetherald 

 

                                                 
1 This summary is intended to provide a paraphrased overview of presentations made, materials discussed, 
questions asked and comments made. It is not intended to be a word-for-word representation of the 
Part 150 Study public meeting proceedings. 
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Part 150 Committee Members Not Present  
 Columbus Chamber of Commerce, Matt McCollister 
 Perry Township, Robert Myers 
 Ohio Regional Business Aircraft Association, Doug Stewart  
 Thrifty Car Rental, Todd Greenleaf 

 
OSU/Consultant Core Working Team Members Present 
 Brad Wente (RS&H); Steve Alverson, Ron Seymour and Mike Alberts (ESA 

Airports); Marie Keister and Trish Fodor (Engage); Doug Hammon, Cathy Ferrari, 
Cecilia Lammers, Kathy Dillow and Mike St. Clair (OSU); Bill Habig and Latane 
Montague (consultants) 
 

Public Observers 
 Lisa Allen (Rep. Jim Hughes’ office), Ray Dutton, Alan Harding, Rosemarie Lisko, 

John O’Keefe, Bob Tedrick, Stacy Weislogel, Scott Whitlock 
 

Media Present 
 Candy Brooks, This Week (Worthington) News 

 

Materials Available/Reviewed at the Meeting2 
 
 Agenda (sent in advance) 
 PowerPoint Presentation 

 
Meeting Summary 

 
Meeting Introduction 
Marie Keister, the facilitator for the Part 150 Committee, convened the meeting at 2 p.m. 
Introductions were made and discussion ground rules were reviewed. Ms. Keister asked 
that Committee members save their questions and comments for the end of each segment 
of the presentation. Public comment would be allowed at the end of the meeting. 
 
Ms. Keister then introduced Mr. Steve Alverson, Part 150 Study Task Manager with the 
RS&H Consultant Team, to give two presentations addressing the status of Noise 
Exposure Maps (NEMs) and an overview of the Noise Compatibility Plan (NCP).    
 
Review of Noise Exposure Maps 
Mr. Alverson summarized study progress so far, including: 
 
 Two Part 150 Committee meetings – the first to initiate the study, provide 

background and identify goals; the second to review the noise contours at OSU 
Airport. 

                                                 
2 All meeting materials are available at www.osuairportpart150.com. 
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 Two Part 150 Technical Subcommittee meetings, where data inputs used in the 
Integrated Noise Model (INM) were reviewed and adjusted based on subcommittee 
feedback and additional technical analysis. 

 One public meeting, where the public was briefed on the Part 150 Noise and Land 
Use Compatibility Study process, and they reviewed and provided feedback on the 
draft noise exposure contours produced by the model.  

 The noise modeling effort, findings and public comments related to the development 
of the NEMS were summarized in a draft Noise Exposure Map Report, which will be 
submitted to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) before the end of this year. 
This draft document was sent to Part 150 Committee members in late October for 
their review and input.  
 

Mr. Alverson then presented a series of slides showing the noise exposure maps for OSU 
Airport. Mr. Alverson explained the noise exposure maps would be on display at the 
Open House this evening for the public to review and provide comment. These maps and 
the accompanying report will be finalized based on Part 150 Committee and public 
feedback received by December 6th, and then submitted before the end of the year to the 
University and the FAA for their review and approval. Mr. Alverson also reviewed the 
overall process for the Part 150 effort, and explained that Phase 1, the NEM development 
phase, was coming to an end.  
 

Questions and Comments (Responses in Italics) 
1. Worthington representative David Zoll asked where were the Sound Exposure 

Level (SEL) maps? Mr. Alverson said that SEL contours for the 10 most 
represented aircraft types were completed and presented in April, and are 
included in the appendices of the draft NEM Report, which were sent to each Part 
150 Committee member. The appendices of the report are on the CD that was 
included with the document. The SEL metric will also be used to evaluate various 
noise compatibility options during the next phase of study, which we are starting 
today. 
 

2.  WOOSE representative Jane Weislogel said she noticed that the flight tracks to 
the east, as indicated on the 2008 noise contours, show jets turning 050 degrees 
when departing OSU Airport, and some other aircraft types going straight. Why? 
Also, the maps with future forecasts show all the training flights using the south 
runway. Will all of the training flights move there?  On the first question, Mr. 
Alverson noted that the flight tracks indicated on the maps, for both jets and 
turboprop aircraft, reflects information received from current radar flight track 
data. On the second question, Mr. Alverson explained that, for modeling and 
forecasting purposes, the team assumed that the flight tracks on the south runway 
would be replicated on the extended north runway. The exception is for the 
training pattern tracks, which are expected to be a mirror image of today’s 
training activity on the south runway. This relocation of the training pattern 
activity to the south runway is expected to occur to provide separation from the 
jet activity on the north runway. While some aircraft will continue to use the north 
runway for training, most will shift to the south.  
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What is a Noise Compatibility Program?  
Elements of a Noise Compatibility Program 
 
Mr. Alverson explained that a Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) is: 
 

 A Federal Aviation Regulation Part 150 program developed by the FAA to 
address non-compatible land uses with the 65 Day-Night Level (DNL) 3 

 A program that must be formally approved by the FAA 
 
He noted that the FAA is reluctant to approve NCP measures that do not eliminate, 
reduce or prevent non-compatible land uses in the 65 DNL. Mr. Alverson then 
summarized criteria for review NCP measures at OSU Airport: 
 

 Develop a balanced and cost effective program for reducing noise without 
limiting airport utility, aviation efficiency or adversely affecting safety 

 Improve the overall noise environment, while not shifting noise from one 
community to another 

 Measures for reducing the highest noise levels affecting the greatest number of 
people, without adversely affecting one community over another, will be given 
highest priority 

 NCP measures must be technically and legally feasible, and approved by the FAA 
(flight procedures) and local governments (land use measures) 

 Measures subject to FAR Part 161 evaluation will not be part of the study 
recommendations 

 
Mr. Alverson explained that FAR Part 150 provides guidance for comprehensive aircraft 
noise control programs. Noise management falls into three categories: operational 
procedures – abatement; land use measures – mitigation; and administrative measures. He 
walked through details of these various categories.  
 
Ideas on these various noise compatibility strategies will be solicited from local citizens, 
OSU Airport, air traffic control personnel and other stakeholders – starting with this Part 
150 Committee meeting and the public meeting to be held later this evening. As the 
consultant team evaluates the various ideas, it will be looking closely to ensure that none 

                                                 
3 Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) was developed as a single number measure of community noise 
exposure. DNL was introduced as a simple method for predicting the effects on a population of the average 
long term exposure to noise. DNL is an enhancement of the Equivalent Sound Level (Leq) metric through 
the addition of a 10 decibel (dB) penalty for nighttime (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) noise intrusions. The 
incorporation of the 10 dB penalty is in recognition of the increased annoyance that is generally associated 
with noise during the later night hours. DNL employs the same energy equivalent concept as Leq and uses 
a 24- hour time integration period. DNL was developed under Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
guidance and reflects extensive research into the relationship between noise exposure and human 
annoyance. 
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of the strategies simply moves noise from one community to another, which conflicts 
with the FAA’s policy of not shifting noise from one community to another. 
 
Mr. Alverson noted that there are already a number of specific noise compatibility 
alternatives the consultant team will review, based on the scope of work developed with 
OSU Airport. These include: 
 

 Assess a side-step approach to Runway 27R 
 Use of Rt. 315 for routing of arriving and departing aircraft to and from the north 
 Use of RNAV overlay procedures 
 Use of continuous descent approach to Runway 27R and Runway 27L 
 Use of noise barriers or ground run-up enclosures 
 East departure heading 
 Training and traffic patterns on the north side of the Airport 
 Departure headings and arrival corridors for nighttime flights 

 
There were no questions or comments from the Part 150 Committee. 
 
Discussion: Noise Concerns and Ideas 
Mr. Alverson presented a list of noise concerns the consultant team has developed based 
on input from Part 150 Committee members, the public, OSU Airport and a review of 
noise complaint data. Noise concerns include: 
 

 Training activity 
 Helicopter operations 
 Jet operations 
 Departure flight tracks 
 Nighttime operations 

 
Ms. Keister asked committee members whether they considered the list to be all-
inclusive, and to add their thoughts to the list of noise concerns.   

 
 Comments on Noise Concerns and Ideas 
1. Riverlea representative Mayor Mary Jo Cusack said “no”, and pointed out that 

arrivals are coming all night from the east, even at 4 a.m. 
 

2. Ms. Weislogel said that AirScene does not track the start of take off noise on 
western departures. 

 
3. Mayor Cusack said that Riverlea is specifically concerned about noise at 

Southington. Jets are flying over Southington, as are some propeller planes. 
Helicopters are flying over both Southington and Olentangy Boulevard. 

 
4. Bill Carleton, representative of the Northwest Civic Association, said his 

community doesn’t hear much (else) but helicopters. 
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Discussion: Noise Compatibility Program Ideas 
Ms. Keister asked Part 150 Committee members for their ideas on potential noise 
compatibility strategies. 
 

Comments  
1. Mr. David Wall, Columbus Regional Airport Authority, said it is important to 

keep flight tracking systems up-to-date. Perhaps consult vendors about the latest 
technology. 
 

2. Ms. Weislogel suggested re-educating new pilots. They are not flying the Rt.161 
route, but are flying over houses. Training is key to remind them which route to 
take. 

 
3. Ms. Weislogel said U-turns used to be a problem, which LabCorp addressed. The 

newer pilots may indeed need refresher training to keep to the agreed procedures.  
 

4. Mr. Thomas suggested considering using a continuous descent approach. Thirty 
nautical miles out, the aircraft powers back, flaps are up and engines lowered. It is 
an aircraft’s quietest configuration. It is standard at 30 miles out when flaps are 
down to power up for landing.  However, pilots are starting this 5-7 miles out, just 
east of Riverlea, and prepping for landing right over Riverlea. Continuous descent 
could help Riverlea. 

 
5. Another committee member commented that for safety, gear and flaps should be 

put down prior to Riverlea, and noted that Cleveland Avenue and Rt. 161 is 5 
miles away. An ILS should be installed on the south runway. 
 

6. Deral Carson, representative of Midwest (OSU) Air Traffic Control, commented 
on the helicopter issue. “I worked with MedFlight 3-4 years ago to set up routes in 
lower populated areas. We rerouted helicopter flights. It seems to help get 
helicopters down quicker. The sooner they land, the lower the noise quotient is. 
This is good practice.” 

 
7. Mr. Carson said that full Instrument Landing System (ILS) – which allows the 

aircraft to follow a standard three-degree approach -- is impossible on the south 
due to space constraints, but it may work with an electronic glide slope. The 
extension of the north runway should have room for full ILS.   

 
8. A committee member asked whether a glide slope would put the plane higher than 

GPS. Another committee member responded that GPS approaches follow the 
same three-degree glide slope that would be part of an ILS. Without GPS or an 
ILS, aircraft follow a step-down approach and may be powering up or down over 
Riverlea, which is likely what the residents hear. 

 
9. Mr. Zoll said it would be helpful to have a graphic to show step down verses glide 

slope approach.  
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10. James Porterfield, Cardinal Industries representative, said that most jets are not 

doing full step-down approaches. Continuous descent approaches to varying 
degrees are now being done on an informal basis through the use of GPS on some 
jet aircraft. However, it all depends on pilot technique or standard operating 
procedure. An ILS could improve the accuracy consistency with which pilots fly a 
continuous decent approach, and would make that type of approach available for 
aircraft that are not equipped with IFR rated GPS equipment.  The difference in 
noise is how much power is used, which varies by airplane.  

 
11. Mr. Porterfield offered to test different landings and close in procedures (flap 

settings) using different aircraft. Cardinal Industries flies the Falcon 2000, which 
is a quiet jet. He suggested looking at the NBAA guidelines, which are generic 
but helpful within the framework of safety.   

 
12. Worthington Industries representative Lowell Dowler said there are two types of 

Challengers that they fly. One model is 17 years old and the other is 2 years old. 
The Challenger 300 is their newest aircraft and is capable of flying up to a 4.3 
glide slope. A precision approach -- or LPV (Localizer Performance with Vertical 
guidance) approach -- may be a good thing to suggest for Don Scott (OSU 
Airport). Worthington Industries is currently looking at precision approaches with 
a 3-degree glide slope. He asked whether planes could be visibly seen when the 
noises happen. 

 
13. Mayor Cusack said Riverlea residents can see the planes, which are very low over 

Riverlea, perhaps under 150 feet according to Mayor Cusack. 
 

14. Mr. Dowler said the airport is on a plateau at an elevation of 905 feet. Riverlea 
slopes toward the river and is about 760 feet in elevation at Olentangy Boulevard. 
So the aircraft can’t possibly be that low. That is perception more than reality. 

 
15. Ms. Weislogel commented that Trenton Airport in Mercer County (New Jersey) 

has a user-friendly set of rules. Awards are given to companies who do not land 
planes between 11 p.m. and 7 a.m. There are other incentive programs. 

 
16. Mr. Zoll said he looked on the CD sent with the draft Noise Exposure Map Report 

for the Sound Exposure Level (SEL) maps but did not see them. They would help 
to illustrate the noise issues for different aircraft. We need noise profiles and 
sound exposure levels. Would like data on arrivals as well departures for typical 
aircraft.   When will we have this? Mr. Alverson said SEL arrival and departure 
contours were produced for the top ten aircraft at OSU and were included in the 
draft report. Additional SEL maps will be produced, as needed, to evaluate 
different noise compatibility strategies. 

 
17. A committee member said for noise issues on eastern departures, look at multiple 

options with Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA). Have there been 
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conversations with them to see if they could handle more flights since Port 
Columbus traffic levels are down? 

 
18. Why are side step approaches being considered in the NCP? That is not common. 

Is it just allowed under certain visibility conditions? 
 
19. Mr. Carson responded that sideways convergence can be a problem. Especially 

where there are two speeds involved, as well as multiple runways involved. 
Training aircraft is coming in one way; jets are coming in another, which is 
potentially dangerous. It also can disrupt a stabilized approach. Pilots who are 
concentrating on the approach may not see other pilots. 

 
20. Port Columbus Air Traffic Control representative Chris Lenfest responded that 

side step approaches are mainly used at Port Columbus at night, when they are the 
only planes approaching the airport. It brings aircraft in over less noise sensitive 
areas. 

 
Ms. Keister then asked the Committee for suggestions on possible land use noise 
compatibility measures.  
 

Land Use-Related Comments  
1. Chris Gawronski, MORPC representative, said that Columbus and Franklin 

County have airport noise zoning overlays, which should be revisited. 
 
2. Vince Papsidero, planning director with the City of Columbus, said the noise 

zoning overlays need to be consistent with the FAA guidelines for 65 Day-Night 
Noise Level (DNL) zoning. Residential, business and industrial areas need to be 
defined. 

 
3. Mr. Gawronski said so far, participation in noise overlay discussions has 

primarily been from Franklin County and Columbus. He said they need more 
input from other jurisdictions.  

 
 
Ms. Keister asked Committee members for additional comments related to training and 
education, or any other thoughts on possible noise compatibility strategies: 
 
 

Training, Administration and Other Comments  
1. Mayor Cusack asked to return to the helicopter issue, and asked if there is a new 

flight plan with the south runway? It should go further south and west. Also, a 
chart that highlights training might be helpful. Mr. Alverson said that moving 
helicopters to the south just moves it over a different community. The goal is not 
to move the noise; it is to reduce or mitigate it. This needs to be understood.  
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2. Charles Ventola, representing OSU Flight Education, commented on flight 
education, noting that the configuration of the training aircraft fleet (at OSU 
Airport) has changed. Planes have higher performance getting up and out.  

  
3. Mr. Dowler said the altitude of the aircraft is easier to determine on approach and 

landing. It is harder on departures due to many variables. 
  

4. Sharon Township Trustee John Oberle asked what the standard is regarding 
shifting noise criteria? Are we looking for changes less than a decibel? Mr. 
Alverson said that FAA requires no net increase in the population exposed to 
noise in one community as a result of shifting operations/noise from another 
community. 

 
5. Ms. Weislogel said Chapter Five in the first draft of the NEM Report originally 

said that, by 2017, there would be a 37% increase in traffic. It was subsequently 
dropped. Why? Flight traffic is down 51% due to fewer flight instructors and 
general aviation is down due to high fuel costs. Why would it rise? Mr. Alverson 
said committee members should look at Chapter2 for detail on expected growth. 
Chapters 2 and 5 should be consistent. 

 
6. How are touch and goes defined? Mr. Alverson said that every time an aircraft 

performs a touch and go it is counted as two operations, one landing and one 
takeoff.   

 
7. Regarding the 65-decibel contour; can you move it as long as you do not put 

people into it? Will you look at a 60-decibel noise level or lower? Mr. Alverson 
said that the consultant team will be discussing with OSU which DNL contour to 
use because there are areas where aircraft noise concerns have been expressed 
such as Worthington that are outside of the 60 DNL contour line. He said we may 
need to go to a lower DNL value such as 55, but we’ll need to discuss that with 
OSU.  

 
8. Mr. Zoll commented that SEL maps would help.  

 
9. What will we see in the next round of information you provide us? Mr. Alverson 

said the Part 150 Committee would receive a memo that includes a complete list 
of all the suggested noise compatibility strategies, and then the consultant team’s 
rank ordering of the solutions that show the greatest promise based on technical 
analysis that will begin this winter. 

 
10. A comment was made that typically departure complaints outweigh arrivals. 

 
11. Mr. Thomas commented that four different pilots landing the same plane can 

produce four different decibel levels due to the difference in pilot techniques, 
aircraft weight, etc. Visual approaches put aircraft right over Rt. 23; however, 
airplanes are usually powered back. 
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Ms. Keister concluded the committee discussion and asked the public for their comments. 
 

Public Comments  
1. It is important to have building standards. There should be a maximum height for 

buildings in designated areas of 3-4 stories. Notifications need to be added. 
 

2. Clarify points on approaches. The altitude on the runway is 900 ft., whereas the 
altitude on High Street is 800 ft. (2 miles from the airport). Are aircraft at 450-500 
feet over Riverlea on a 3-degree glide slope? Please confirm. Mr. Dowler from 
Worthington Industries said it would be easy for someone to make that 
calculation. 

 
3. Looking at the draft NEM, chapter one of the report, data is not fully analyzed 

supporting the problem in Riverlea and Colonial Hills. We all need better 
comprehension of the data.  

 
4. Regarding the question on touch and go operations, there is a lot of data on 

current patterns, which will be helpful. This may not be needed for an FAR Part 
150, but that input that will be valuable for community leaders to know.   

 
5. Also, page 21 of the draft NEM Report indicates that the Worthington noise 

complaint database contains 6,449 complaints. The number is way off. There 
were actually 9,900 complaints, nearly twice what was reported. The print out had 
discrepancies. Also, complaints logged from the City of Alrojo were listed in the 
report. There is no such city. Mr. Seymour indicated the information was reported 
as presented in the Worthington noise complaint database. If Alrojo was reported 
as a city in the database, that is how it was reflected in the report.  The team will 
check on the number of complaints. 

 
6. We have very consistently asked for maps for four years. In Chapter One, page 

15, over 46 percent of the Air Scene complaints could not be correlated to aircraft 
activity.  In 2006, we studied the correlation. Regarding checked noise 
complaints, 100% were aircraft. The hypothesis of aircraft vs. lawnmower is not 
likely. Some of the data is simply wrong. My conclusion is that AirScene/ Web- 
Scene doesn’t work in comparison to radar data. Mr. Seymour said that callers 
are allowed a certain number of calls in a certain time frame. If they exceed that 
number, the complaints are counted, but not researched – thus the number of 
complaints not being correlated.  

 
7. Is the airport unable to research the calls or just not researching them?  The report 

is misleading. 
 

8. Mayor Cusack asked that the report specify the difference between Riverlea and 
Worthington. The calls have not always indicated the difference. Mr. Seymour 
said this is because some callers who live in Riverlea say that they are from 
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Worthington. Complaints are logged by the location the caller reports, including 
some who classify their location as Worthington/Riverlea. 
 

9.  Is WebScene capable of plotting altitude in relationship to terrain? Yes, but since 
the altitude is shown at Mean Sea Level, the user needs to subtract the terrain 
elevation from the altitude shown on WebScene. 

 
Next Steps 
Ms. Keister and Mr. Alverson invited everyone to come to the public meeting/open house 
that would be held that evening at 7 p.m. at The Ohio State University Airport, Hangar 
One.   
 
The public will be invited to provide any additional comments on the Noise Exposure 
Maps and draft submittal by December 6, 2008. At that time, the consultant team will 
make any final adjustments to the report and submit it to the University for its review and 
approval before submitting it to the FAA before the end of the year. While the FAA 
reviews that document for acceptance – which could take several months – the consultant 
team will focus on seeking ideas and testing the affects of proposed noise compatibility 
strategies. The consultant team will prepare an interim memo describing preliminary 
findings, and distribute it to Part 150 Committee members for review and feedback. After 
additional technical review, the Part 150 Committee and public will reconvene next 
spring to review recommendations for the OSU Airport Noise Compatibility Program. 
   
Adjourn 
Ms. Keister adjourned the meeting at 4 p.m. 
 
    
    
 
 
 
 
    
 
 
.    
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Part 150 Study Public Meeting #2 
SUMMARY1 

 
 
Meeting Time and Location 
 
November 6, 2008, 7 p.m. - 9 p.m. – presentation at 7:30 p.m. – at OSU Airport Hangar 1 
(entrance next to Barnstormers Restaurant), 2160 West Case Rd., Columbus, OH 43235. 
 
 
Meeting Attendance and Format 
 
Forty-six members of the public attended the open house. Media representatives included 
This Week News, Suburban News Press and WNBC-TV4. Participants entered the OSU 
Airport Hangar, where they signed in, received a name tag and picked up handouts and 
directions on how to proceed through the four information stations, which included: 
 

 Station #1 (red): The Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 150 Process 
 

This station summarized, with exhibits, the process, roles and regulatory 
framework for a Part 150 Noise and Land Use Compatibility Study (Part 150 
Study); noise study goals; and airport and aircraft operational needs 
 

 Station #2 (green): Noise Exposure Maps 
 
Station 2 displayed the draft 2008 and 2013 Noise Exposure Maps that will be 
submitted to the FAA for their acceptance.  

 
 Station #3 (orange): Introduction to Noise Compatibility Program  

 
This station defined what a Noise Compatibility Program is, explained where 
it fits into the Part 150 Study Process and reviewed criteria for evaluating 
Noise Compatibility Program ideas. Exhibits also recapped categories of noise 
concerns expressed to date. 
 

                                                 
1 This summary is intended to provide a paraphrased overview of presentations made, materials discussed, 
questions asked and comments made. It is not intended to be a word-for-word representation of the 
Part 150 Study public meeting proceedings. 
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 Station #4 (purple): Closing/Comments 
 

Refreshments were located on tables at this last station, where attendees could 
also fill out and leave comment forms.  

 
Colored balloons at each station helped orient participants. Consultant and Airport staff 
members were located at each station to provide information, to answer questions and 
listen to public comment.  
 

Materials Available/Reviewed at the Meeting 
 Part 150 Open House Instructions 
 Frequently Asked Questions 
 Station Exhibits 
 PowerPoint Presentation 
 Comment Forms 

 
 
Pre-Meeting Publicity 
 
 Newspaper ads in This Week News (Dublin and Worthington editions; circulation 

42,579) and Suburban News Press (Dublin, Northwest and Worthington editions; 
circulation 44,055) 

 News release sent electronically to all local media; pre-meeting articles appeared in 
This Week and Suburban News Press 

 Meeting date and purpose published in newsletter mailed to approximately 200 
addresses on OSU Airport mailing list and e-mailed to all e-mail distribution lists 
(approximately 500 names and organizations) 

 E-mail notification to Part 150 Committee, appointing agencies, elected officials, 
community officials, media and to others who have expressed an interest in the Part 
150 process 

 Signage on the Worthington Village Green located at the square of Worthington at 
SR 161 and US 23 

 
 
Study Team Participants 
 
 Brad Wente (RS&H) 
 Steve Alverson,  Ron Seymour and Mike Alberts (ESA Airports) 
 Marie Keister, Trish Fodor and Corey Silver (Engage) 
 Bill Habig and Latane Montague (consultants)  
 Doug Hammon, Cathy Ferrari, Elizabeth Ike, Cecilia Lammers and Robert 

Haverkamp (OSU) 
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Meeting Summary 
 
Meeting Introductions 
Marie Keister, facilitator and lead for the OSU Airport Part 150 Study public 
involvement effort, invited attendees to be seated for the 7:30 p.m. overview presentation 
of the OSU Airport Part 150 Study progress, the draft Noise Exposure Maps and an 
introduction to the Noise Compatibility Program phase of the study. Ms. Keister then 
introduced Mr. Steve Alverson, Part 150 Study Task Manager with the RS&H Consultant 
Team, who gave a presentation addressing the status of Noise Exposure Maps (NEMs) 
and providing an overview of the Noise Compatibility Plan (NCP). 
 
Review of Noise Exposure Maps 
Mr. Alverson summarized study progress so far, including: 
 
 Three Part 150 Committee meetings – the first meeting initiated the study, provided 

background and identified goals; the second reviewed the draft noise contours at OSU 
Airport; and the third, held earlier today, which recapped the status of the NEMs, 
provided an overview of the Noise Compatibility Program phase of the Part 150 
Study, and sought input on noise concerns and ideas to consider in the development 
of the NCP.  These meetings were open to the public. 

 Two Part 150 Technical Subcommittee meetings, where data inputs used in the 
Integrated Noise Model (INM) were reviewed and adjusted based on subcommittee 
feedback and additional technical analysis. These meetings were also open to the 
public. 

 One public meeting, where the public was briefed on the Part 150 Noise and Land 
Use Compatibility Study process, and they reviewed and provided feedback on the 
draft noise exposure contours produced by the model.  

 The noise modeling effort, findings and public comments related to the development 
of the NEMS were summarized in a draft Noise Exposure Map Report, which will be 
submitted to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) before the end of this year 
for FAA’s review and acceptance. This draft document was sent to Part 150 
Committee members in late October for their review and input, and posted online at 
www.osuairportpart150.com/documents 
 

Mr. Alverson then presented a series of slides showing the noise exposure maps for OSU 
Airport. Mr. Alverson explained that the noise exposure maps were on display at 
Information Station #2 for the public to review and provide comment. All meeting 
materials would also be on the project web site within approximately two business days. 
These maps and the accompanying report will be finalized based on Part 150 Committee 
and public feedback received by December 6th, and then submitted before the end of the 
year to the University and the FAA for their review and acceptance. Mr. Alverson also 
reviewed the overall process for the Part 150 effort, and explained that Phase 1, the NEM 
development phase, was coming to an end.  
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What is a Noise Compatibility Program?  
Elements of a Noise Compatibility Program 
 
Mr. Alverson explained that a Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) is: 
 

 A Federal Aviation Regulation Part 150 program developed by the FAA to 
address non-compatible land uses within the 65 Day-Night Level (DNL) 2 

 A program that must be formally approved by the FAA 
 
He noted that the FAA is reluctant to approve NCP measures that do not eliminate, 
reduce or prevent non-compatible land uses within the 65 DNL. Mr. Alverson then 
summarized criteria for reviewing NCP measures at OSU Airport: 
 

 Develop a balanced and cost effective program for reducing noise without 
limiting airport utility or aviation efficiency, or adversely affecting safety 

 Improve the overall noise environment, while not shifting noise from one 
community to another 

 Measures for reducing the highest noise levels affecting the greatest number of 
people, without adversely affecting one community over another, will be given 
highest priority 

 NCP measures must be technically and legally feasible, and approved by the FAA 
(flight procedures) and local governments (land use measures) 

 Measures subject to FAR Part 161 evaluation will not be part of the study 
recommendations 

 
Mr. Alverson explained that FAR Part 150 provides guidance for comprehensive aircraft 
noise control programs. Noise management falls into three categories: operational 
procedures – abatement; land use measures – mitigation; and administrative measures. He 
walked through details of these various categories.  
 
Ideas on these various noise compatibility strategies will be solicited from local citizens, 
OSU Airport, air traffic control personnel and other stakeholders for the next few months. 
Earlier today, ideas were sought from Part 150 Committee members. As the consultant 
team evaluates the various ideas, it will be looking closely to ensure that none of the 
strategies simply moves noise from one community to another, which conflicts with the 
FAA’s policy of not shifting noise from one community to another. 

                                                 
2 Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) was developed as a single number measure of community noise 
exposure. DNL was introduced as a simple method for predicting the effects on a population of the average 
long term exposure to noise. DNL is an enhancement of the Equivalent Sound Level (Leq) metric through 
the addition of a 10 decibel (dB) penalty for nighttime (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) noise intrusions. The 
incorporation of the 10 dB penalty is in recognition of the increased annoyance that is generally associated 
with noise during the later night hours. DNL employs the same energy equivalent concept as Leq and uses 
a 24- hour time integration period. DNL was developed under Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
guidance and reflects extensive research into the relationship between noise exposure and human 
annoyance. 
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Mr. Alverson noted that there are already a number of specific noise compatibility 
alternatives the consultant team will review, based on the scope of work developed with 
OSU Airport. These include: 
 

 Assess a side-step approach to Runway 27R 
 Use of Rt. 315 for routing of arriving and departing aircraft to and from the north 
 Use of RNAV overlay procedures 
 Use of continuous descent approach to Runway 27R and Runway 27L 
 Use of noise barriers or ground run-up enclosures 
 East departure heading 
 Training and traffic patterns on the north side of the Airport 
 Departure headings and arrival corridors for nighttime flights 

 
 
Discussion: Noise Concerns and Ideas 
Mr. Alverson presented a list of noise concerns the consultant team has developed based 
on input from Part 150 Committee members, the public, OSU Airport and a review of 
noise complaint data. Noise concerns fall under the following categories: 
 

 Training activity 
 Helicopter operations 
 Jet operations 
 Departure flight tracks 
 Nighttime operations 

 
At the conclusion of Mr. Alverson’s presentation, Ms. Keister opened the floor for 
questions and comments from the public, asking them for additional noise concerns and 
their ideas on what the consultant team should explore as they consider components to a 
new Noise Compatibility Program at OSU Airport.  
 

Public Comments and Questions (OSU Airport and Consultant Responses in 
Italics) 
1. What is 65 DNL? What does this mean to me? Mr. Alverson explained that Day-

Night Average Sound Level (DNL) was developed as a single number measure of 
community noise exposure. DNL was introduced as a simple method for 
predicting the effects on a population of the average long term exposure to noise. 
DNL was developed under Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guidance and 
reflects extensive research into the relationship between noise exposure and 
human annoyance.  
 

2. I am concerned about the article published in the September 19th edition of 
Business First of Columbus regarding NetJets’ donation of three, 10-year old, 
single engine Cessnas and one twin-engine Cessna from the late 1970’s. I applaud 
NetJets’ endeavor to provide educational opportunities to their employees and 
families; I am concerned, however, with the increase in student pilot traffic and its 
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impact on neighboring communities. Per the article, NetJets currently gives 
roughly 30 lessons per student in a 4-6 month period. That is 850 additional hours 
of instruction per year flying out of OSU Airport. Mr. Alverson noted that 
because airport noise comes mostly from jets – and not as much from non-jet 
aircraft used by student pilots -- the additional lessons aren’t expected to add 
significant additional noise exposure to nearby communities.  
 

3. I vehemently disagree. Our street endures endless hours of pilot touch and go 
(operations). Today, for example, between 4:05 p.m. and 4:50 p.m., a 45-minute 
window, there were 19 flights – a plane climbing over our home every 2 ½ 
minutes or so (at 4:05, 4:08, 4:10, 4:16, 4:25, 4:26, 4:29, 4:31, 4:33, 4:34, 4:36, 
4:38, 4:39, 4:41, 4:43, 4:45, 4:46, 4:49 pm). I am questioning why, instead of 
trying to alleviate a known problem, you are feeding it? Mr. Alverson said the 
consultant team will look at training activity. Doug Hammon, OSU Airport 
manager, commented that the donated aircraft are newer and are expected to be 
quieter than the older aircraft. OSU Airport’s intent is to continue to upgrade the 
student fleet as funds allow.  
 

4. I am concerned about sharp turns made by pilots when they take off. As a pilot, I 
was trained to maintain runway heading to an altitude of 1000 ft. before making 
turns. In 2007, I saw a plane turning overhead at just 400 ft. from the runway. 
Now the FAA has approved turning at 300 ft. This has to be changed. That is way 
too low and is a safety hazard.  Mr. Alverson agreed that safety is always a 
priority. He said the consultant team will look at whether the first leg of the take-
off can be extended for noise abatement purposes.  
 

5. Lower flying aircraft are louder than higher flying aircraft. The FAA has to 
change its rules (so that aircraft fly higher). 
 

6. We’re being told that the noise from the current operations is within the FAA 
guidelines. I am concerned that there will be an extension of the second runway, 
so that means that OSU Airport is preparing for more air traffic. There is a plane 
over my house every 5 minutes and this is not – and will not be -- acceptable. I’m 
not hearing anything about going outside of FAA regulations. Ms. Keister noted 
that one of the purposes of holding this public meeting was to seek community 
input on ideas on how to address noise concerns. Mr. Alverson added that while 
the land uses within the 65 DNL contours at OSU Airport do fall within FAA 
guidelines, the University is committed to working with the community to address 
their concerns and institute a new noise compatibility program to address noise 
concerns outside of the 65 DNL contour. 
 

7. The “disconnect” is that you are emphasizing compatibility, but we are looking to 
go beyond (compatibility). OSU and the FAA see the concern and want to go to 
the next step in the process. We are looking for more information.     
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 Ms. Keister asked the Part 150 Committee members in attendance if they would like 
to comment on the ideas they shared or learned about earlier today on possible noise 
compatibility strategies. 
 
8. Ms. Jane Weislogel, representing We  Oppose Ohio State University Airport 

Expansion (WOOSE)  on the Part 150 Committee, said that there was a discussion 
on different ideas to address noise control including: 

 
• Achieving a higher (aircraft) altitude before turning 
• Training pilots to make the training pattern wider to avoid repeating 

the pattern over the same house 
 

9. Mayor Mary Jo Cusack, representing Riverlea on the Part 150 Committee, said 
that when the consultant team monitored her area, decibel levels ranged from 63.5 
to 83.8. The goal is less than 65 decibels. 
 
 

10. Regarding costs versus benefits, who is benefiting from expansion? Who is 
bearing the cost? (Are residents bearing a disproportionate share of the cost of this 
expansion?) Mr. Alverson said OSU Airport and the FAA pays for all aviation-
related studies and investments, as do the users of the airport.  

 
Ms. Keister asked participants if there were any additional suggestions for the Noise 
Compatibility Program. There were none.  
 
Ms. Keister then encouraged everyone to visit the information stations, and that comment 
forms could be turned in at the meeting or later by mail or e-mail. Comments relating to 
the draft NEM Report should be submitted within 30 days, or by December 6, 2008. 
Comments and ideas relating to the NCP will be accepted until further notice. She 
reiterated that all materials presented or displayed at the public meeting would be posted 
on the project web site within one to two business days. 
 
 

Post-Meeting Follow-up 
 

 Media coverage resulted in This Week News, Suburban News Press and on NBC 4  
 All meeting materials were posted on the web site on November 10, 2008 
 Public comments on the Draft NEM were accepted until December 6, 2008 

 
  
 

 







To: Ms. Marie Keister

From: Scott Whitlock

Date: December 14, 2008

Subject: Corrections to Meeting Summary

I have reviewed the Meeting Summary of Meeting #3 of the Part 150 Committee which
has just been posted at
http://osuairportpart150.com/pdfs/081106_Part150_Committee3_Meeting_Summary.
pdf.

A number of the Public Comments (specifically #2 through #7) which are reported on
page 10 of the Meeting Summary attempt to report comments I made at the meeting.
Unfortunately the Meeting Summary does not accurately report my comments. I will
take each of the points and clarify what I said.

Meeting Summary:
2. Clarify points on approaches. The altitude on the runway is 900 ft.,

whereas the altitude on High Street is 800 ft. (2 miles from the
airport). Are aircraft at 450 500 feet over Riverlea on a 3 degree
glide slope? Please confirm.Mr. Dowler from Worthington
Industries said it would be easy for someone to make that
calculation.

Actual Comments:
The portion which is not in italics seems to be based on comments
which I made. The Meeting Summary omits that I was specifically
following up on comments made by Mr. Dowler and Mayor Cusack.
Their comments are reported on page 7 of the Meeting Summary as
points 12 14 on that page. I cited the elevation of High Street and the
elevation of the Runway (27L). I asked Mr. Dowler, as a followup to his
comment (point 14 on page 7) whether planes on a 3% guide slope
would be at an altitude of 450 500.

Meeting Summary:
3. Looking at the draft NEM, chapter one of the report, data is not fully

analyzed supporting the problem in Riverlea and Colonial Hills. We
all need better comprehension of the data.

Actual Comments:
I was responding to the concerns raised by Mayor Cusak (which
incompletely reported and appear in part as points 1 and 3 on page 5)
by pointing out that the noise complaint systems maintained by the City
of Worthington and WOOSE documented problems with noise in both
the Colonial Hills section of Worthington and the Village of Riverlea.
The draft report does not document that problem.



Meeting Summary:
4. Regarding the question on touch and go operations, there is a lot of

data on current patterns, which will be helpful. This may not be
needed for an FAR Part 150, but that input that will be valuable for
community leaders to know.

Actual Comments:
Bill Carleton of the Northwest Civic Association had raised a question (a
question which is not included in the Meeting Summary, see page 5,
point 4) about the effect of moving the Touch and Go operations south
of the Airport. I pointed out that there is a lot of data in the Noise
Complaint systems about the effect of Touch and Go operations on the
neighborhoods in the City of Worthington located north of the airport.
That data has not been analyzed by the consultants or included in the
draft report.

Meeting Summary:
5. Also, page 21 of the draft NEM Report indicates that the

Worthington noise complaint database contains 6,449 complaints.
The number is way off. There were actually 9,900 complaints, nearly
twice what was reported. The print out had discrepancies. Also,
complaints logged from the City of Alrojo were listed in the report.
There is no such city.Mr. Seymour indicated the information was
reported as presented in the Worthington noise complaint database.
If Alrojo was reported as a city in the database, that is how it was
reflected in the report. The team will check on the number of
complaints.

Actual Comments:
Point 5 combines two separate points I made, reports each of them
incorrectly and leaves out at least one important offer made to the
consultants. I said that page 1 21 of the report incorrectly sets forth the
number of complaints regarding noise entered in the City of
Worthington noise complaint system. Page 1 21 states the number to
be 6,449; the actual number of complaints is 9,938 of which 9,937
related to aircraft noise and 1 related to train noise. I did not say that
the actual number of complaints in the Worthington system was “twice
what was reported” by the consultants; I said that the actual number of
complaints was 50% more than was reported by the consultants. (That
was a rounded percentage, the actual number is 54% higher than the
number reported by the consultants.)

The Meeting Summary leaves out the fact that I had brought with me
the printout of all the complaints entered in the City of Worthington
noise complaint system and offered to make it available to the
consultants to confirm the number. The Meeting Summary does
correctly report that the team would “check on the number of
complaints” although the team has never asked to review the printout I
brought and the report posted on the website still contains the wrong
number (see http://www.osuairportpart150.com/documents.html).



The Meeting Summary incorrectly combines comments I made about
the WOOSE noise complaint system with comments I made about the
City of Worthington System. I said that the report on page 1 19 listed
complaints entered in the WOOSE noise complaint system (not the City
of Worthington noise complaint system) by city and showed Alrojo as a
city. Alrojo is a street, not a city. The Meeting Summary goes on to
state: “Mr. Seymour indicated the information was reported as
presented in the Worthington noise complaint database. If Alrojo was
reported as a city in the database, that is how it was reflected in the
report.” I do not believe that Mr. Seymour claimed that Alrojo was
reported as a city in theWorthington noise complaint database. Such a
claim would have been clearly wrong.

Meeting Summary:
6. We have very consistently asked for maps for four years. In Chapter

One, page 15, over 46 percent of the Air Scene complaints could not
be correlated to aircraft activity. In 2006, we studied the
correlation. Regarding checked noise complaints, 100% were
aircraft. The hypothesis of aircraft vs. lawnmower is not likely. Some
of the data is simply wrong. My conclusion is that AirScene/ Web
Scene doesn’t work in comparison to radar data.Mr. Seymour said
that callers are allowed a certain number of calls in a certain time
frame. If they exceed that number, the complaints are counted, but
not researched – thus the number of complaints not being
correlated.

Actual Comments:
Point 6 combines two separate topics. In the first topic I followed up on
Attorney Zoll’s comments (which I believe are not fully reported on
page 7, point 16 and page 9, point 8) by pointing out that the City of
Worthington (not “We”) has been asking for maps showing exposures
to single events for years.

As a separate comment, I challenged the comment on page 1 15 of the
draft report which says; “As shown in Table 1 4, over 46% of the total
complaints were not able to be correlated to an individual aircraft
operation.” I said that the Historic Data subcommittee had done a
study using radar data in which we found that 100% of a sample of
complaints entered in the City of Worthington noise complaint system
could be correlated with an aircraft operation at The OSU Airport. If
complaints cannot be correlated with aircraft operations 46% of the
time using AirScene, that that probably shows a deficiency with
AirScene compared to radar. At that point I believe that Mr. Seymour
admitted that the reason that complaints were not being correlated was
the fact the Airport had adopted a policy of not researching them. I
responded that it is one thing to be unable to correlate complaints with
aircraft operations and another thing altogether to choose voluntarily
not to do it. I said that the report was misleading.



Meeting Summary:
7. Is the airport unable to research the calls or just not researching

them? The report is misleading.
Actual Comments:

This point should have been part of the second part of point 6. When
asked whether the Airport was unable to research the complaints (not
“calls”) or was just choosing not to research them, Mr. Seymour
confirmed that the Airport was choosing not to research them. I did
comment that it is one thing to be unable to correlate complaints with
aircraft operations and another thing altogether to choose voluntarily
not to do it. I did that the report was misleading. Despite Mr.
Seymour’s admission, no change has been made to page 1 15 of the
report and it is still wrong.



From: "Marie Keister" <mkeister@columbus.rr.com> 
To: <lines.1@osu.edu> 
Cc: <jweislogel@att.net>, 
    "'Kim Nixon-Bell'" <knixbel@columbus.rr.com> 
Subject: 081217_Lines_FW: OSU Meeting summaries 
Date: Wed, 17 Dec 2008 17:24:55 -0500 

Mr. Lines,  

Thank you for your review of the meeting summary and additional comments. We will take them under 
consideration and include your comments in the public comment section of the Noise Compatibility 
Program Report, which we anticipate will be completed next summer. 

Marie
Marie S. Keister, APR, AICP
ENGAGE
7759 Crawley Dr.  
Dublin, OH 43017  
(614) 565-2819  
mkeister@columbus.rr.com  
www.engagepublicaffairs.com  

-----Original Message-----  
From: Allan Lines [mailto:lines.1@osu.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, December 16, 2008 4:17 PM  
To: Marie Keister  
Cc: jweislogel@att.net; Kim Nixon-Bell  
Subject: Re: FW: OSU Meeting summaries  

Dear Ms. Keister:  

I attended the November 6, 2008 Public Hearing re: the OSU Airport Expansion plans and have reviewed 
the "Part 150 Study Public Meeting #2 - SUMMARY".  In particular I reviewed the document for comments 
I made at the the meeting. I found the record of my comments was insufficient and did not reflect the 
intent of my comments. The response of Mr. Alverson, as recorded and as was evident at the meeting, 
suggests that he missed or avoided the essence of my comment.  His response, as recorded in item 10 
on page 7, suggests that he was not hearing what I had to say - "Mr. Alverson said OSU airport and the 
FAA pays for all aviation related studies and investments, as do the users of the airport." Mr. Alverson 
missed the point of my comment.  It was evident from my comments that I was not speaking about the 
costs of studies and investments.  

My comments about the need for a cost/benefit analysis clearly suggested there is a disconnect between 
those bearing the costs  of "unrecognized and unaccounted costs" associated with the expansion plan 
(i.e. myself and others under the flight path and in the noise impacted area) and the benefits received by 
the users of the expanded facility.  My comment clearly stated that the beneficiaries of the proposed 
expansion were not paying for the costs that will be shouldered by non-users of the proposed expanded 
airport.  There is clearly a need for a study to document  

the extent and incidence of "total and costs and benefits" associated with the planned expansion. In a 
public project such as this, it is important to determine who is paying what  costs and who is receiving 
what benefits.  The costs of studies and investments are not the only costs associated with the proposed 
expansion.  A well done cost/cost benefit analysis will properly  



account for "all costs" and will help determine and answer the all important question - "Who is paying the 
costs and who is receiving the benefits of the proposed expansion?"  Cost/benefit analysis is recognized, 
publicly and privately, as a legitimate means to answer such a question. I encourage the your committee 
to undertake such a study for the benefit of our community. 

Thank you.  

Allan

Dr. Allan E. Lines
Home: 275 Blandford Ave.  
           Worthington, OH  43085-3519  
           Phone: 614-888-6328  
           FAX:     614-888-6328  
Office: 2120 Fyffe Rd.  
           The Ohio State University  
           Columbus, OH  43210-1067  
           Phone: 614-292-5926  
           FAX:     614-247-7066  



From: "Marie Keister" <mkeister@columbus.rr.com> 
To: "Scott Whitlock" <whitlsc@aol.com> 
Cc: "'David Zoll'" <david@toledolaw.com> 
Subject: 081217_Whitlock_Meeting Summary of Meeting #3 
Date: Wed, 17 Dec 2008 17:43:06 -0500 

Mr. Whitlock,

Thank you for your review of the meeting summary and proposed corrections and clarifications. We will 
take them under consideration. Your complete memo will be included in the public comment section of the 
Noise Compatibility Program Report, which we anticipate will be completed next summer. 

Marie 

Marie S. Keister, APR, AICP 
ENGAGE
7759 Crawley Dr. 
Dublin, OH 43017 
(614) 565-2819 
mkeister@columbus.rr.com 
www.engagepublicaffairs.com

From: Whitlsc@aol.com [mailto:Whitlsc@aol.com]  
Sent: Sunday, December 14, 2008 10:23 PM 
To: mkeister@columbus.rr.com; mkeister@engagepublicaffairs.com 
Cc: david@toledolaw.com 
Subject: Meeting Summary of Meeting #3 

Ms. Keister -- 

I have reviewed the Meeting Summary of Meeting #3 of the Part 150 Committee which has 
apparently just been posted.  A number of the Public Comments (specifically #2 through #7) 
which are reported on page 10 of the Meeting Summary appear to attempt to report comments I 
made at the meeting. 

Unfortunately the Meeting Summary does not accurately report my comments.  I attach a 
memorandum correcting the record. 

Scott Whitlock 
6081 Olentangy River Road 
Worthington, OH  43085 
Cell:     614-284-0629 
Home:  614-888-7126 
Fax:     614-431-2539 
E-mail: whitlsc@aol.com



From: "Marie Keister" <mkeister@columbus.rr.com> 
To: <Whitlsc@aol.com> 
Cc: <david@toledolaw.com> 
Subject: RE: 081217_Whitlock_Meeting Summary of Meeting #3_2 
Date: Thu, 18 Dec 2008 13:53:00 -0500 

Dear Mr. Whitlock,

We are forwarding your comments regarding the meeting summary to the FAA for their information while 
reviewing the NEM. As I indicated previously, we will also include them in the comments section of the 
NCP so they become a part of the OSU Airport Part 150 documentation.

Marie

Marie S. Keister, APR, AICP 
ENGAGE
7759 Crawley Dr. 
Dublin, OH 43017 
(614) 565-2819 
mkeister@columbus.rr.com
www.engagepublicaffairs.com

From: Whitlsc@aol.com [mailto:Whitlsc@aol.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 17, 2008 10:25 PM 
To: mkeister@columbus.rr.com 
Cc: david@toledolaw.com 
Subject: Re: 081217_Whitlock_Meeting Summary of Meeting #3 

Ms. Keister -- 

Thank you for the acknowledge of receipt of my memorandum.  It is unfortunate that the Meeting 
Summary was not posted in time for my memorandum to be included in the materials to be forwarded to 
the FAA with the draft report.  I assume that neither the Meeting Summary for the Part 150 Committee 
meeting nor the Meeting Summary for the Public Meeting will be forwarded to the FAA in connection with 
the draft report which was presented at those to meetings.  Forwarding those Meeting Summaries without 
including the corrections proposed by me and other Worthington residents would be misleading to the 
FAA.  Please confirm that neither Meeting Summary will be sent to the FAA until next summer when the 
Noise Compatibility Program Report is completed.

Scott Whitlock 
6081 Olentangy River Road 
Worthington, OH  43085 
Cell:     614-284-0629 
Home:  614-888-7126 
Fax:     614-431-2539 
E-mail: whitlsc@aol.com



From: "Marie Keister" <mkeister@columbus.rr.com> 
To: "'Jane Weislogel'" <jweislogel@att.net> 
Cc: "'Kim Nixon-Bell'" <knixbel@columbus.rr.com>, 
    "'Allan Lines'" <lines.1@osu.edu> 
Subject: 081218_Weislogel_RE: reply to 11-06-08 summaries 
Date: Thu, 18 Dec 2008 13:55:49 -0500 

Dear Jane,

We are forwarding comments regarding the meeting summaries to the FAA for their information while 
reviewing the NEM. We will also include them in the comments section of the NCP so they become a 
part of the OSU Airport Part 150 documentation.

Marie

Marie S. Keister, APR, AICP 
ENGAGE
7759 Crawley Dr. 
Dublin, OH 43017 
(614) 565-2819 
mkeister@columbus.rr.com
www.engagepublicaffairs.com

From: Jane Weislogel [mailto:jweislogel@att.net]
Sent: Wednesday, December 17, 2008 8:45 PM 
To: Marie Keister; 'Allan Lines' 
Cc: Jane Weislogel; Kim Nixon-Bell 
Subject: reply to 11-06-08 summaries 

To:  Ms. Marie Keister, Engage 
From:  Jane Weislogel, Part 150 Committee Member 
Re:  Summary of Part 150 Study Committee and Public Meetings 11/06/08 

I was concerned that the summaries of the 11/06/08 meetings were not posted until after the 
12/08/08 deadline for comments.  I have just had a chance to read them. 

I would note the following about the afternoon meeting: 

Pg 6, Comment 2:  I was talking about new HELICOPTER pilots. 

Pg 6, 7, & 8:  Comments 5, 8, 17, and 18 do not tell the person making the remarks, all of 
which are important for follow up. 

Pg 8 & 9 had comments on training.  Chuck Ventola, sitting to my right, suggested that he and 
Deral Carson get together and have the touch and go traffic use the South runway for a couple 



of weeks soon to see if there are hitches or complaints about them.  They both agreed.  I felt 
that was a positive, forward thinking step.  Why wasn’t it included? 

Pg. 9, Comment 6 was mine wanting to publicly clarify that the tower counts each touch and go 
as 2 operations as opposed to the noise office counting only the original take-off and final 
landing.  This makes numbers become skewed and the general public is given unclear 
information. 

You just forwarded Mr. Allen Lines’ comments concerning his statement made at the public 
meeting.  I had not met him before, but it was clear to me that he was asking about who would 
benefit from the longer runway.  He was not talking finances, but the noise disturbances 
showered on many for the benefit of the few. 



From: Marie Keister <mkeister@columbus.rr.com>

To: supersnarla@yahoo.com

Cc: 'Catherine L. Ferrari' <cferrari@osuairport.org>; 'Douglas Hammon'
<dhammon@osuairport.org>; 'Steven Alverson' <SAlverson@esassoc.com>

Subject: 090302_Ross_FW: Airport Concerns_Nov 6 Public Meeting Summary

Date: Mon, 2 Mar 2009 21:25:45 0400

Ms. Ross,

Thank you for your comments, which will be included in the Part 150 Noise Compatibility Program
Report, to be circulated for public review later this year . Please also see specific responses to your
comments in your email, below, in red.

Marie

Marie S. Keister, APR, AICP
ENGAGE
7759 Crawley Dr.
Dublin, OH 43017
(614) 565 2819
mkeister@columbus.rr.com
www.engagepublicaffairs.com

From: Catherine L. Ferrari [mailto:cferrari@osuairport.org]
Sent:Monday, March 02, 2009 3:01 PM
To: laura ross
Cc: Douglas Hammon; SAlverson@esassoc.com; Marie Keister; Cecilia Lammers
Subject: RE: Airport Concerns

Laura,

Our tracking system is working quite well. The limitations we discussed in our July 2007 meeting were
corrected long ago.

Pilots turn on their transponders. On the rare occasion that a transponder might not be on, Air Traffic
Control will remind the pilot to turn on his or her transponder. The Air Traffic Controllers based at OSU
talk to every pilot within 4 miles of the airport. The Air Traffic Controllers have confirmed that the
information I sent to you on Friday is correct.

Marie Keister will be addressing your other concerns.

Cathy Ferrari
External Relations Manager
The Ohio State University Airport
614 292 5823



From: laura ross [mailto:supersnarla@yahoo.com]
Sent:Monday, March 02, 2009 8:08 AM
To: Catherine L. Ferrari
Cc: Douglas Hammon; SAlverson@esassoc.com; Marie Keister
Subject: Airport Concerns

Cathy,
I also checked Webscene regarding those Tuesday flights. The date is correct; the noise was real. We've
talked in the past about the limitations of your flight tracking system; specifically how it is dependent
upon a pilot turning on his or her transponder. I am wondering if that was the case on Tuesday. Also,
whom should I expect to contact me regarding the more pressing issue of NetJets and the
misrepresentation of my comment during the November 6th meeting?
Laura Ross

From: Catherine L. Ferrari [mailto:cferrari@osuairport.org]
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2009 10:22 AM
To: laura ross
Cc:Marie Keister; Douglas Hammon; 'Steven Alverson'; Cecilia Lammers
Subject: RE: Airport Concerns

Laura,

I checked our flight tracking system for Tuesday Feb. 24, 2009. All of the flight activity was off of the
south runway, and the touch and go pattern was south of the south runway toward Bethel Road no
where near your home. In fact, the track closest to your home was 1 mile away. I confirmed my
information with Air Traffic Control and the Flight Education department. There was no traffic over your
home from 8 p.m. to 10 p.m. I also checked Monday night and Wednesday night in case you had the
incorrect dates. However there was no traffic over your home during those hours on Monday, and 3 or
4 flights – not student traffic – over your home on Wednesday. So I am quite puzzled as to what you
think you heard on Tuesday night. Feel free to call me if you have other information that might clarify
your concern.

Cathy Ferrari
External Relations Manager
The Ohio State University Airport
614 292 5823

From: laura ross [mailto:supersnarla@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 26, 2009 9:51 PM
To:Marie Keister; Douglas Hammon; Catherine L. Ferrari; salverson@esassoc.com
Subject: Airport Concerns

I have three concerns that I ask to be included as public comments.

1. I would like a response to my comment from the November 6th meeting (see MEMO below). Steve



Alverson, a member of the consultant team, was unaware of the donation of three planes (by NetJets)
and the subsequent expected increase in student pilot activity; he deferred the question to Doug
Hammon. Mr. Hammon did not address my concerns. I was assured by the OSU staff member, who took
a hard copy of my statement, that someone would answer my question more fully. This has not
happened.
Our notes indicate that Mr. Alverson was aware of the NetJets donation, but deferred to Mr. Hammon
on the types of aircraft that had been donated. Mr. Hammon acknowledged to you that NetJets was
donating newer aircraft, which are expected to be quieter than the older aircraft, and added that OSU
Airport continues to update the fleet as funds allow. Mr. Alverson noted that because airport noise
comes mostly from jets – and not as much from non jet aircraft used by students pilots the additional
lessons aren’t expected to add significant additional noise exposure to nearby communities.

Mr. Alverson also said the consultant team will look at training activity. To expand on that further,
during Phase 2 of the Noise and Land Use Compatibility Study, currently underway, the consultant
team will look at whether there might be strategies to relieve these types of noise concerns. The
consultant team will have draft recommendations on possible Noise Compatibility Strategies later this
year. This document will be made available for public review prior to a public open house and hearing,
to be held sometime this summer.
I was the one who took your written statement that evening. I said that it would be included in its
entirety in the comments section of the Noise Exposure Map Report. You can find a complete copy of
your comment at
http://www.osuairportpart150.com/report/Appendix_S_Public_Comments_REV3a.pdf, page 430.

2. Tuesday, February 24th was a day of intense student pilot flight activity over Castle Crest Drive.
Normally, there is a reprieve from flights in the evenings; this was not the case. There were flights over
our home at 8:01pm, 8:04, 8:07, 8:09, 8:11, 8:13, 8:15, 8:17, 8:20, 8:24, 8:28, 8:33, 8:38 I stopped
recording, however the flights continued in this pattern until 9:00pm. Are these additional flights the
result of NetJets?
As indicated in her emails, Ms. Ferrari researched the flight activity on the night of February 24th and
found that the student flight training activity was in a flight pattern located south of Bethel Rd. and
not over your home.

3. My statement from the November 6th meeting and ensuing comments were not properly
documented (see page 45 & 46 of Appendix M: Meeting Summaries on the Part 150 Study Overview on
the Part 150 Website). If you will note, I read my entire statement (again, see "MEMO" below). At no
point did Mr. Alverson comment that "most noise comes from jets" (please see red type) . That
comment was one Cathy Ferrari made to Business First of Columbus and was read as part of my memo.
It appears as if Mr. Alverson commented on my statement. He did not. He asked Doug Hammon to
comment as Mr. Alverson was unaware of the NetJets donation. Why, when you had a hard copy of my
written statement, was it segmented to appear as if I was "vehemently disagreeing" with Mr. Alverson ?
I would like this answered and corrected.
In the meeting summary I separated your comment to reflect that there were two parts to your
question, and it was responded to in two parts. I agree it may not reflect precisely how the message
was conveyed that evening. While your full comment is included in Appendix S, as indicated above, I
will include your clarification regarding your question and how it was reported at
http://www.osuairportpart150.com/pdfs/081106_Citizen_Comment_on_Meeting_Summaries. This
should be posted within about five business days. Also, this email correspondence will be included in
the Noise Compatibility Strategies Report, due to be distributed for public review later this year.



November 6, 2008
MEMO to OSU Airport and Part 150
I am concerned by the article published on September 19th in Business First of Columbus regarding
NetJet’s donation of three 10 year old, single engine Cessnas and one twin engine Cessna from the late
1970s. I applaud NetJets endeavor to provide educational opportunities to their employees and
families; I am concerned, however, with the increase in student pilot traffic and its impact on
neighboring communities.
Per the article NetJets currently give roughly 30 lessons a year 45 hours of instruction per student in a
4 6 month period. That is 850 additional hours of instruction per year flying out of OSU Airport.
Cathy Ferrari stated “Because airport noise comes mostly from jets, the additional lessons aren’t
expected to add to noise complaints from neighbors”.
I vehemently disagree.

Our street endures endless hours of student pilot touch and goes. Today, for example, between 4:05pm
and 4:50pm, a 45 minute window, there were 19 flights – a plane climbing over our home every 2 ½
minutes or so. (4:05, 4:08, 4:10, 4:16, 4:20, 4:25, 4:26, 4:29, 4:31, 4:33, 4:34, 4:36, 4:38, 4:39, 4:41, 4:43,
4:45, 4:46, 4:49).
I am questioning why, instead of trying to alleviate a known problem you are feeding it.

Laura Ross
November 6th Meeting note from pages 45 & 46 of Appendix M: Meeting summaries:
Public Comments and Questions (OSU Airport and Consultant Responses in
Italics)
2. I am concerned about the article published in the September 19th edition of
Business First of Columbus regarding NetJets’ donation of three, 10 year old,
single engine Cessnas and one twin engine Cessna from the late 1970’s. I applaud
NetJets’ endeavor to provide educational opportunities to their employees and
families; I am concerned, however, with the increase in student pilot traffic and its
impact on neighboring communities. Per the article, NetJets currently gives
roughly 30 lessons per student in a 4 6 month period. That is 850 additional hours
of instruction per year flying out of OSU Airport.Mr. Alverson noted that because
airport noise comes mostly from jets – and not as much from non jet aircraft used by students pilots
the additional lessons aren’t expected to add significant additional noise exposure to nearby
communities.
3. I vehemently disagree. Our street endures endless hours of pilot touch and go
(operations). Today, for example, between 4:05 p.m. and 4:50 p.m., a 45 minute
window, there were 19 flights – a plane climbing over our home every 2 ½
minutes or so (at 4:05, 4:08, 4:10, 4:16, 4:25, 4:26, 4:29, 4:31, 4:33, 4:34, 4:36,
4:38, 4:39, 4:41, 4:43, 4:45, 4:46, 4:49 pm). I am questioning why, instead of
trying to alleviate a known problem, you are feeding it?Mr. Alverson said the
consultant team will look at training activity. Doug Hammon, OSU Airport
manager, commented that the donated aircraft are newer and are expected to be
quieter than the older aircraft. OSU Airport’s intent is to continue to upgrade the
student fleet as funds allow.
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Part 150 Committee  
Meeting #4: SUMMARY1 

 
 

Meeting Time and Location 
 
October 27, 2009, 2 - 4 p.m. – MedFlight Training Room 
2827 W. Dublin Granville Road, Columbus 43235  
 

Participants 

Part 150 Committee Members Present 
 City of Columbus, Vince Papsidero 
 City of Worthington, David Zoll 
 Village of Riverlea, Mayor Mary Jo Cusack 
 Mid-Ohio Regional Planning Commission, Ethan Ortman 
 Northwest Civic Association, Bill Carleton 
 We Oppose Ohio State University Airport Expansion, Jane Weislogel 
 Columbus Regional Airport Authority, Mark Kelby (for David Wall) 
 Midwest (OSU) Air Traffic Control, Deral Carson 
 Port Columbus Air Traffic Control (FAA), Chris Lenfest 
 Aircraft Owners & Pilots Association, E.J. Thomas 
 Columbus Flight Watch, Don Peters 
 Labcorp, Austin Lanz 
 MedFlight, Mark Reynard  
 Cardinal Health, James Porterfield 
 OSU Flight Education, Michael Farley 
 Worthington Industries, Lowell Dowler 
 Personal Aircraft Owners, Jay DuRivage 
 Experimental Aircraft Association, Dick Wetherald 
 Columbus Chamber of Commerce, Steve Tugend (for Matt McCollister) 

 
Part 150 Committee Members Not Present  
 City of Dublin, Paul Hammersmith 
 Franklin County, Matthew Brown 

                                                 
1 This summary is intended to provide a paraphrased overview of presentations made, materials discussed, 
questions asked and comments made. It is not intended to be a word-for-word representation of the 
Part 150 Study public meeting proceedings. 
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 Sharon Township, John Oberle 
 Ohio Highway Patrol, Lt. Mark Groves 
 Perry Township, Robert Myers 
 Ohio Regional Business Aircraft Association, Doug Stewart  
 Thrifty Car Rental, Todd Greenleaf 
 
OSU/Consultant Core Working Team Members Present 
 Dave Full (RS&H); Steve Alverson, Ron Seymour, and Mike Alberts (ESA); Marie 

Keister and Mary Jane Pajk (Engage); Doug Hammon, Robert Haverkamp, Cathy 
Ferrari, Cecilia Lammers (OSU); Bill Habig, Ted Ellett and Latane Montague 
(consultants) 
 

Federal Aviation Administration 
 Ernie Gubry (via telephone) 
 
Public Observers 
 Alan Harding, Bob Tedrick, Alan Kelpe, Kimberly Nixon-Bell, Rosalie Burjarski, 

Meredith Frederick, Lvu Juong 
 
Media Present 
 None 

Materials Available/Reviewed at the Meeting2 
 
 Agenda  
 PowerPoint Presentation 
 Comment form 

 
Meeting Summary 

 
Meeting Introduction 
Marie Keister, the facilitator for the Part 150 Committee, convened the meeting at 2 p.m. 
Ms. Keister reminded the team that this is the last committee meeting, including the final 
opportunity for committee members to ask questions directly of the consultants. Ms. 
Keister informed the team there is time on the agenda after the consultant’s review of 
study findings to allow for Q/A and discussion. 
 
Ms. Keister reminded the Committee that tonight (Oct. 27, 2009) is the third public open 
house and public hearing. The public hearing portion of tonight’s open house invites 
members of the public to provide individual testimony about the Part 150 Study. 

 
Ms. Keister invited committee members to introduce themselves. She then reviewed the 
ground rules. Ms. Keister asked that Committee members save their questions and 
comments for the end of each segment of the presentation. Ms. Keister mentioned that 
                                                 
2 All meeting materials are available at www.osuairportpart150.com. 
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public comment would be permitted near the end of today’s Part 150 Committee meeting. 
She asked Committee members to respect each others’ time and opinions. 
 
Ms. Keister summarized public involvement efforts by stating: 
 
 This is the fourth Part 150 Committee meeting; the first meeting was held in Sept. 

2007;  
 Reminded the Committee of two previous technical Committee meetings; 
 Restated that tonight is the third public open house; 
 Summarized other ongoing public involvement efforts, including the Part 150 

study web site, emails, memos, public comment forms, etc. 
 
Ms. Keister then introduced Mr. Steve Alverson, Part 150 Study Task Manager with the 
RS&H Consultant Team, to review the findings of the review and analysis of proposed 
Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) measures, and to review draft recommendations for 
the OSU Airport NCP. 
 
Mr. Alverson began by reminding the Committee of the original intent of the Study by 
describing what a Part 150 Study is and isn’t. He summarized: 
 
What is a Part 150 Study? 
He described the 150 Study process as: 
 A program an airport voluntarily undertakes to address noise and land use 

compatibility concerns; 
 It contains components established by the FAA, including requirement to: 

 Evaluate existing conditions; 
 Evaluate existing noise environment; 
 Evaluate future noise environment; 
 Evaluate noise abatement alternatives; 
 Evaluate land use alternatives; and 
 Make recommendations 

 He stated that the Part 150 Study recommendations approved by the FAA become 
eligible for federal funding and implementation. 

 
What a Part 150 Study is not: 
Mr. Alverson summarized that the Part 150 Study is not: 
 An airport master plan, environmental review document or safety study, but 

instead is a noise and land use compatibility study prepared in compliance with 
federal regulations; 

 He stated that it is not an opportunity to close the airport, and further summarized 
that FAR Part 150 assumes an operating airport with the scheduled future 
development plans reflected in the future-year noise contours; 

 He added that it is not a forum to explore non-airport options. 
 
What is a Noise Compatibility Program? 
Mr. Alverson explained that a Noise Compatibility Program or (NCP) is: 
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 A Federal Aviation Regulation Part 150 program developed by the FAA to 

address non-compatible land uses with the 65 Day-Night Level (DNL); 3 
 A program that must be formally approved by the FAA. 

 
Mr. Alverson reviewed the 2013 Noise exposure map and discussed the associated DNL 
contours. He also reviewed the Phase II schedule. 
 
Additionally, Mr. Alverson explained the noise compatibility analysis and 
recommendations would be on display at the open house and public hearing this evening 
for the public to review and provide comment. These findings and the accompanying 
report will be finalized based on Part 150 Committee and public feedback received by 
December 1st (which was subsequently extended by The Ohio State University to 
December 11th), and then submitted to the University and the FAA for their review and 
approval. Mr. Alverson stated that the goal is to get as many recommendations approved 
as possible so the Airport can move ahead implementing those. 
 
Additionally, Mr. Alverson noted that the FAA is reluctant to approve NCP measures that 
do not eliminate, reduce or prevent non-compatible land uses in the 65 DNL. Mr. 
Alverson explained that FAR Part 150 provides guidance for comprehensive aircraft 
noise control programs. Noise management falls into three categories:  
 
 Operational procedures (abatement) 
 Land use measures (mitigation) 
 Implementation (administrative) 

 
Mr. Alverson then summarized criteria for reviewing NCP measures at OSU Airport: 
 
 Develop a balanced and cost effective program for reducing noise without 

limiting airport utility, aviation efficiency or adversely affecting safety; 
 Improve the overall noise environment, while not shifting noise from one 

community to another; 
 Measures for reducing the highest noise levels affecting the greatest number of 

people, without adversely affecting one community over another, will be given 
highest priority; 

 NCP measures must be technically and legally feasible, and approved by the FAA 
(flight procedures) and local governments (land use measures); and  

                                                 
3 Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) was developed as a single number measure of community noise 
exposure. DNL was introduced as a simple method for predicting the effects on a population of the average 
long term exposure to noise. DNL is an enhancement of the Equivalent Sound Level (Leq) metric through 
the addition of a 10 decibel (dB) penalty for nighttime (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) noise intrusions. The 
incorporation of the 10 dB penalty is in recognition of the increased annoyance that is generally associated 
with noise during the later night hours. DNL employs the same energy equivalent concept as Leq and uses 
a 24- hour time integration period. DNL was developed under Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
guidance and reflects extensive research into the relationship between noise exposure and human 
annoyance. 



 

 
 

Part 150 Study Part 150 Committee Meeting #4 – Oct. 27, 2009 
Meeting Summary 

5

 Measures subject to FAR Part 161 evaluation will not be part of the study 
recommendations. 

 
Mr. Alverson turned the program over to Ron Seymour to provide an overview of 
concerns expressed through the Study: 
 
 Training activity 
 Helicopter operations 
 Jet operations 
 Departure flight tracks 
 Nighttime operations 

 
Mr. Seymour summarized alternatives and recommendations: 
 
 41 alternatives reviewed, including: 
 31 - operational 
 5  - land use 
 5 - administrative 

 21 recommendations are being forwarded for consideration by the University 
 12 - operational 
 2 - land use 
 7 - administrative 

 
Mr. Seymour then discussed the Operational Alternatives reviewed: 
 Training activity; 
 Fixed wing aircraft operations; 
 Helicopter operations; 
 Arriving and departing aircraft; 
 Alternatives required for review under the Part 150 Study; 
 Other operational alternatives: 

 
Mr. Seymour summarized the Review Process for looking at alternatives: 
 Determine if FAR Part 161 implications exist; 
 Separate air traffic alternatives from other alternatives; 
 Discuss operational alternatives with FAA Air Traffic Control (ATC); 
 Operational alternatives deemed feasible based on ATC discussion were modeled 

using the Integrated Noise Model (INM); 
 Single event noise metric analyzed as appropriate; 
 Time-above noise metric analyzed as appropriate; 

 Population within each noise contour was estimated. 
 
Mr. Seymour summarized alternatives not recommended due to FAR Part 161 
implications: 
 Noise budget; 
 Mandatory curfew for operations; 
 Noise related landing fees; 
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 Limits on numbers and types of operations; 
 Maximum aircraft noise level restrictions; 
 Aircraft noise limits based on FAR Part 36. 

 
Mr. Seymour then summarized operational alternatives reviewed which were not 
recommended due to ATC conflicts, including: 
 Increase in training pattern altitude; 
 Extending training pattern to the east on Runway 9L/27R; 
 Continuous Descent Approaches (CDA) for Runway 9R/27L and 9L/27R; 
 Pilot procedures related to turns on arrivals and departures; 
 Use SR315 for arrivals/departures corridor; 
 Eliminating turn to 050° heading for eastbound departures; 
 Eliminating turn to 050° heading for high-performance aircraft; 
 Turn to 050° heading to occur at Interstate 71; 
 Scatter pattern for departures to the east; 
 Remove altitude restrictions for departures and arrivals. 

 
Mr. Seymour also presented operational alternatives which were not recommended 
including: 
 Training aircraft climb to pattern altitude before turning; 
 Training fleet to use other airports; 
 Preferential runway use system; 
 Technology assisted arrival procedures; 
 Noise barriers/ground run-up enclosures; 
 Close-in versus Distant Noise Abatement Departure Profiles; 
 Changes to helicopter arrival and departure procedures; 
 Propeller power and pitch settings; 
 Ground run-up and taxi restrictions 

 
Discussion: Noise Compatibility Program 
Ms. Keister asked for comments or questions. 
 
Comments and Questions: 

1. Experimental Aircraft Association representative Dick Wetherald asked 
consultants to expand on the recommendation not to change the turn to the 050° 
heading for eastbound departures, particularly for high performance aircraft. Mr. 
Seymour said their review determined the turn to the 050° heading needs to 
remain in place because of safety issues, as well as the proximity to Port 
Columbus. 

2. WOOSE representative Jane Weislogel asked whether or not consideration was 
given to extending the training pattern to the east. She also expressed concern 
about the absence of a population estimate on the south training pattern, and asked 
for details as to why population information was not included here. Mr. Seymour 
explained that consideration to extend the training pattern had been given, but 
reiterated that doing so increased the population exposed within the contours that 
were presented as part of the analysis. Mr. Alverson explained the rationale 
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related to population information, and described that time above was used as the 
primary metric here vs. population exposed. 

3. WOOSE representative Jane Weislogel sought clarification as to why population 
counts were calculated differently on the north and south maps, i.e., population 
shown on north map and not on south map. Mr. Alverson explained that for the 
north, the analysis of extending the training pattern was better suited to a 
population count because of the analysis completed.  For the south, the analysis 
was to more effectively concentrate the existing pattern over Bethel Road, so time 
above analysis was more appropriate.  

4. Village of Riverlea Mayor Mary Jo Cusack asked why no Single Event Levels 
(SELs) were presented. Mr. Seymour responded that SELs are in the study, and 
represent the majority of the analysis that was completed, and will be presented in 
the next part of the presentation.   

5. WOOSE representative Jane Weislogel commented that helicopter arrivals are 
happening over her residence which demonstrates the preferred helicopter arrival 
routes are not being followed. Mr. Seymour noted that there are preferred 
procedures, but pilots cannot be mandated to follow them. Pilots must make 
decisions based on wind and safety issues, which can affect which flight path 
makes the most sense at any given time. 

6. City of Worthington representative David Zoll asked which aircraft were used for 
the SEL analysis. Mr. Seymour said that the MU3001 was used for jets and PA31 
was used for propeller planes. The MU3001 was used for the jets because it 
represents the most commonly used jet aircraft at OSU Airport in the INM for 
modeling purposes. The PA31 was used for propeller planes because it represents 
the aircraft used by MedFlight during the nighttime hours.  

7. City of Worthington representative David Zoll asked if there was a margin of 
error used for population counts in the study. Mr. Seymour said there was not; it 
was simply intended to show order of magnitude. 

8. WOOSE representative Jane Weislogel asked about the variation in use of 80 dB 
and 85 dB throughout the study. Mr. Alverson explained that the 80 dB SEL was 
used for departures and 85 dB was used for arrivals. The discrepancy in the 
document is a typo and will be corrected.  

9.  WOOSE representative Jane Weislogel expressed concern that only residential 
properties were taken into account, not properties that are considered noise-
sensitive land-uses. Mr. Alverson said residential populations were used as a 
gauge to show order of magnitude, as is in accordance with FAA 
recommendations. Including school populations would be double-counting 
household population. 

10. WOOSE representative Jane Weislogel asked for additional detail regarding maps 
to identify noise sensitive areas in specific SEL contours. Mr. Seymour provided 
additional detail to clarify map legend and specific contours. 

11. City of Worthington representative David Zoll expressed concern that consultants 
did not identify noise sensitive areas with larger population densities, such as 
schools. Mr. Seymour reiterated that population was used to show order of 
magnitude of exposure for the different alternatives.  
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12.  WOOSE representative Jane Weislogel commented that she does not see a map 
that has north and south runways being used in the future. She noted that not 
showing both runways in use on one map is a disservice and leads to 
miscommunication about the runway possibly moving northward. Mr. Alverson 
responded that these SEL contours were not included together because they don’t 
expect jets to depart simultaneously and because the analysis considered each 
runway separately.  

13. WOOSE representative Jane Weislogel asked about the preferred departure path 
for the south in the future; as some people believe it is moving to the north.  Mr. 
Seymour said the analysis and study looked at the runways individually using 
flight tracks. If the process for extending the runway moves forward, the 
environmental analysis for that process will further consider the flight patterns 
that would be used in the future. The analysis used in the Part 150 Study was an 
estimate of where the flight patterns would be located for both runways.   

14. City of Worthington representative David Zoll asked for clarification if moving 
flight tracks to the north was intended to suggest that only one runway would be 
used in the future. Mr. Seymour said that both runways would be used in the 
future. Midwest (OSU) Air Traffic Control representative Deral Carson added 
that there have been some exceptions lately due to construction but supported Mr. 
Seymour’s response. 

 
What are the Recommended Operational Alternatives? 
Mr. Seymour continued by reviewing the operational alternatives presented in the Part 
150 Study. 
 Align downwind leg of training pattern south of OSU Airport with 

Bethel Road; 
 Establish map depicting noise sensitive areas and communicate to 

Pilots; 
 Add clarifying language regarding nighttime head-to-head 

operations to the Noise Abatement Guidelines; 
 Discuss restriction on head-to-head operations with pilots; 
 Enhance helicopter published procedures with map depicting noise sensitive 

areas; 
 Educate pilots on the importance of optimum propeller settings to reduce noise. 
 

Mr. Seymour continued discussing additional operational alternatives: 
 Establish preferential arrival paths; 
 Establish preferential departure paths; 
 Establish RNAV procedures; 
 Publish visual approach procedures; 
 Add language to Noise Abatement Guidelines regarding community’s sensitivity 

to nighttime noise; 
 Discuss Noise Abatement Program with stakeholders. 

 
Discussion: Operational Alternatives 
Ms. Keister asked for comments or questions. 



 

 
 

Part 150 Study Part 150 Committee Meeting #4 – Oct. 27, 2009 
Meeting Summary 

9

 
Comments and Questions 

1. Experimental Aircraft Association representative Dick Wetherald asked if a “cut-
out” of Class C OSU airspace can be done, as we’ve seen at other airports. Mr. 
Seymour responded that they did not discuss this as part of the study process. Mr. 
Lenfest stated he is not sure about the cut-out process. 

2. WOOSE representative Jane Weislogel asked why the airport is using nighttime 
hours of 11 p.m. – 6 a.m. instead of 10 p.m. – 7 a.m., as the FAA recommends. 
She asked if consideration can be given to allow nighttime touch-and-go flights to 
end later during Daylight Savings Time vs. Eastern Standard Time. Mr. Alverson 
said 11 p.m. – 6 a.m. is used for touch-and-go operations to provide the students 
the flexibility needed to complete their nighttime training requirements (nighttime 
for training purposes is related to time of sunset and sunrise). Changing the 
timing of training flights based on daylight savings vs. standard time is not 
possible because the timing of the sunset and sunrise is continually moving 
throughout the year. OSU Flight Education Representative Michael Farley added 
that the 11p.m. – 6 a.m. is needed for the reasons stated. 

 
Ms. Keister asked if there were additional questions or comments related to the 
operational recommendations. No additional questions were presented. 
 
Presentation: Land Use Alternatives 
Mr. Seymour continued the presentation with a review of Land Use Alternatives, 
including details of corrective changes such as: 
 Property acquisition 
 Sound insulation 
 Avigation easement 

 
He also discussed planning and regulatory changes (preventive changes): 
 Overlay zones 
 Building codes 

 
Mr. Seymour stated that because the airport is owned by a University and not a 
jurisdiction, the City of Columbus is the jurisdiction that surrounds OSU Airport and is 
responsible for land use planning. The City of Columbus currently has overlay zones that 
limit or restrict where new homes can be built, based on contours that exist. The update 
process for the City of Columbus overlay zones is currently taking place and OSU is 
participating in that process and will provide recommendations to the City of Columbus. 
 
Ms. Keister asked City of Columbus representative Vince Papsidero to provide an update 
on those discussions. Mr. Papsidero said the City is working with the Columbus Regional 
Airport Authority staff now, and they’re currently in the middle of that process. He 
expects more details to come out of those discussions in the future. Mr. Papsidero added 
that they currently don’t have a specific timeframe, but he expects the discussions to 
extend into 2010. 
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Ms. Keister asked Mr. Papsidero if he believes outcomes of those discussions will lead 
them back to the area commissions. Mr. Papsidero stated that most likely they will hold a 
public meeting, in which case, area commissions would be able to attend. 
 
Mr. Seymour asked Mr. Papsidero if OSU is involved in those discussions today. Mr. 
Papsidero stated that OSU is not directly involved with any particular issue, but are 
involved on the periphery. 
 
Mr. Seymour turned the presentation over to Mr. Alverson to review Administrative 
Alternatives. 
 
What are the Administrative Alternatives? 
Mr. Alverson discussed the current alternatives, including: 
 Noise Compatibility Program management; 
 Public involvement; 
 Pilot awareness; 
 Noise and flight track monitoring system; 
 Noise Compatibility Program update. 

 
Mr. Alverson then reviewed the recommended Administrative Alternatives: 
 Keep management of NCP with Airport staff; 
 Continue programs of discussing noise concerns with the public; 
 Continue educating pilots on NCP; 
 Develop Jeppesen insert regarding NCP for pilot’s handbook; 
 Update Airport Facilities Directory regarding NCP; 
 Update noise and flight track monitoring system as new software releases are 

made available; 
 Update noise program as operating conditions warrant. 

 
Discussion: Administrative Alternatives 
Ms. Keister invited Committee members to comment or ask questions about the 
Administrative Alternatives. 

1. WOOSE representative Jane Weislogel commented that she’s found that the 
FireFox search engine is used by 20% of people with computers. However, it’s 
not accepted by the airport’s complaint system, and therefore they are unable to 
file complaints because the software determines “data may not be available.” She 
further commented that the flight tracking system needs improvement, and instant 
access is necessary online, similar to what Port Columbus makes available. Mr. 
Seymour responded that WebTrak, which is used by Port Columbus, is available 
within approximately 20 minutes, and that you can see OSU activity on Port 
Columbus’ system if the local resident prefers to use that system. An OSU Airport 
representative stated they would investigate the problems using Firefox search 
engine. 

 
Ms. Keister invited committee members to provide additional comments or ask questions. 
None were offered. Ms. Keister then asked Mr. Alverson to comment on his experience 
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with other noise studies. Mr. Alverson stated that the OSU study was on the high side of 
alternatives reviewed and recommended. The typical range of alternatives reviewed 
averages in the range of 15 or 16 measures. The number of alternatives reviewed and 
recommended in this Study was higher than he typically would expect for an airport like 
OSU. 
 
Ms. Keister continued the meeting by reviewing the information provided at the 
beginning of the meeting. She asked Committee members to briefly review the goals and 
issues originally designed at the beginning of the process in 2007. She invited the 
committee to share their thoughts, specifically noting if they believed the study/outcomes 
advanced some of the original desires of the Committee. 
 
Part 150 Study: Feedback/Questions about the Process 

1. City of Worthington representative David Zoll commented that he would have 
liked to hear more about the turn to the 050° heading. He stated that he heard the 
FAA said no, but wasn’t clear if there was serious consideration of it. Mr. Zoll 
said he would like to hear from ATC directly since they were in attendance today. 
Mr. Alverson provided background details on what information was provided to 
the ATC prior to their discussion, and confirmed that the discussion was met by 
ATC with an open mind. Mr. Lenfest concurred that he believes there is 
tremendous difficulty doing anything further to the east or south because of Port 
Columbus airspace conflicts. He added there are not a lot of safe options for any 
turns to headings greater than 050°. To make a turn to a heading less than 050° 
degrees significantly tightens the turn and puts a greater burden on pilots, he 
added. 

2. City of Worthington representative David Zoll asked if straightening out the 
departure would allow for overlapping on the downwind leg. He asked for 
clarification about the real issue here? Mr. Lenfest stated that airplanes would 
need to be kept at a certain level or lower for longer to avoid conflicts with Port 
Columbus airspace. This is not a good option from a noise standpoint because it 
would keep the aircraft lower to the ground for a greater distance. Mr. Lenfest 
added that he did have conversations internally with front line managers and 
controllers before he met with the RS&H team to obtain their viewpoints. 

3. Aircraft Owners & Pilots Association representative E.J. Thomas noted that this 
process was a tough undertaking for everyone. He complimented Mr. Alverson 
and his team, and said they have shown incredible patience in their answering of 
the most basic questions, which helped the process better in the end. Mr. Alverson 
thanked his team members and said he appreciated the comment. 

4. Columbus Regional Airport Authority representative Mark Kelby agreed that the 
consulting team did a good job. 

 
Ms. Keister reviewed next steps in process: 

 Public meeting (open house and hearing) at the OSU Airport hangar tonight; 
 Public comment forms can be turned in today, or comments can be sent by 

email or US mail to Engage Communication. Comments will be accepted 
through Dec. 1, 2009 (which was subsequently extended by The Ohio State 
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University to December 11th); reminder that all documentation will be 
included in final report; 

 Today’s comments and revisions to the report will be incorporated and the 
final document will be posted. You’ll receive an email notification when that 
report is available online. 

 OSU staff will review the final document and will determine when it is ready 
to be released to the FAA; 

 FAA will notify the airport when the 180 day cycle for review begins. The 
FAA will assess each recommendation individually; 

 The FAA reserves the right to ask the consulting team to complete additional 
work, if necessary to enable an informed decision. 

 
Mr. Seymour noted that the 180-day review does not begin the day the final materials are 
accepted for review by the FAA. FAA representative Ernest Gubry added, via telephone, 
that an initial review of the documentation occurs first before the 180-day review period 
begins. 
 
Ms. Keister noted that the OSU Airport and University may decide to move ahead on 
some recommendations sooner than others. She noted that those are detailed in Chapter 
13 of the Study. 
 
Discussion: Final Questions and Comments 
Ms. Keister invited final questions and comments from all in attendance. 

1. A member of the public asked OSU to explain the process the University will use 
to gain final document approval before materials are sent to the FAA. Mr. 
Haverkamp responded that there has been little discussion to this point about that 
process. However, he said that historically, the University utilizes a rigorous 
approval process – including engineering, administration, and others; and likely 
this documentation would require approval of the University trustees. However, 
that process won’t be defined until a final work product is complete. 

2. A member of the public asked, for clarification, if the public would be involved in 
that process. Mr. Haverkamp assured her that Board of Trustee meetings are open 
to the public. 

3. WOOSE representative Jane Weislogel asked if members of the Committee will 
be notified when the FAA’s 180-day review period begins. Ms. Keister confirmed 
that she would notify the Committee when the 180-day FAA review period begins. 

4. A member of the public asked what happens if the runway extension is approved, 
i.e., is the airport required to have more public hearings prior to construction. Mr. 
Alverson explained that the Part 150 Study does not result in approval of the 
runway extension. He clarified that the FAA approves specific recommendations 
of the Part 150 Study. Mr. Gubry said any runway extension would require a host 
of separate approvals in the future. 

5. A member of the public asked if all of those approvals would be handled within 
the 180-day FAA review process. Mr. Alverson responded that runway extension 
analysis and approvals are not part of the Part 150 Study and are not part of the 
180-day review period for the FAR Part 150 Report. Any issues related 
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specifically to the extended runway would be handled in a separate process. Mr. 
Haverkamp added that it likely would require a new process if it exceeds a 
specific financial threshold, which would again require approvals from various 
internal and external parties, including University trustees.  

6. City of Worthington representative Dave Zoll asked if it is the intent to have 
training flights depart on Runway 9L. Mr. Alverson, said the current traffic 
pattern is on the north runway; in the future, if the northern runway is extended, 
the southern runway maybe used for training flights. 

7. City of Worthington representative Dave Zoll asked if ATC agrees with that 
answer. Mr. Carson, Midwest (OSU) Air Traffic Control, said yes, they agree. Mr. 
Gubry added that anything that requires a federal action will still require a 
separate process if the airport asks the FAA to approve it. 

8. A member of the public asked the date the consultants anticipate runway 
extension, if approved. Is it intended to occur in 2012? Mr. Alverson said for Part 
150 purposes they had to estimate it would be built within the next five years, i.e., 
by 2013. However, he noted that financing and other issues would need to be 
considered and make it difficult to determine an actual date. 

 
Discussion: Final Comments 
Ms. Keister invited Committee members and public participants to offer final questions. 
None were presented. She concluded by offering her appreciation for Committee 
members’ participation, engagement and commitment to this very important process.  
 
Next Steps 
Ms. Keister and Mr. Alverson invited everyone to come to the public meeting/open house 
that would be held that evening. 
   
Adjourn 
Ms. Keister adjourned the meeting at 3:50 p.m. 
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Part 150 Study Public Meeting #3/Public Hearing 
SUMMARY1 

 
 
Meeting Time and Location 
 
October 27, 2009, 7 p.m. - 9 p.m. open house and public hearing – presentation at 7:30 
p.m. – at OSU Airport Hangar 1 (entrance next to Barnstormers Restaurant), 2160 West 
Case Rd., Columbus, OH 43235.  
 
Public Meeting Attendance and Format 
 
Approximately 100 members of the public attended the open house. Media 
representatives included This Week News and Suburban News Press. Participants entered 
the OSU Airport Hangar, where they signed in, received a name tag and picked up 
handouts. After signing in, participants were invited to visit each information station to learn 
more about the Part 150 Study process, the technical analyses completed and the Noise 
Compatibility Program recommendations. The seven information stations included: 
 

 Station #1 (red): The FAR Part 150 Process 
 Station #2 (green): Introduction to Noise Compatibility Program 
 Station #3 (orange): Operational Alternatives / Recommendations 
 Station #4 (purple): Land Use and Administrative Alternatives / Recommendations 
 Station #5 (grey) Next Steps 
 Station #6 (blue): Comments and Refreshments 
 Station #7: (white) Part 150 Public Hearing Room (see handout for details) 

 
 
Materials Available/Reviewed at the Meeting 
 Part 150 Open House and Public Testimony Instructions 
 Station Exhibits 
 PowerPoint Presentation 
 Comment Forms 
 
 
 
                                                 
1 This summary is intended to provide a paraphrased overview of presentations made, materials discussed, 
questions asked and comments made. It is not intended to be a word-for-word representation of the 
Part 150 Study public meeting proceedings. 
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Pre-Meeting Publicity 
 Newspaper ads in This Week News (Dublin and Worthington editions; approximate 

circulation 42,579) and Suburban News Press (Dublin, Northwest and Worthington 
editions; approximate circulation 44,055); 

 News release sent electronically to all local media; pre-meeting articles appeared in 
This Week and Suburban News papers;  

 Meeting date and purpose published in newsletter mailed to approximately 200 
addresses on OSU Airport mailing list and e-mailed to all e-mail distribution lists 
(approximately 500 names and organizations); 

 E-mail notification to Part 150 Committee, appointing agencies, elected officials, 
community officials, media and to others who have expressed an interest in the Part 
150 process; 

 Signage on the Worthington Village Green located at the square of Worthington at 
SR 161 and US 23. 

 
Study Team Participants 
 David Full (RS&H) 
 Steve Alverson,  Ron Seymour and Mike Alberts (ESA Airports) 
 Marie Keister, Mary Jane Pajk (Engage) 
 Bill Habig and Latane Montague (consultants)  
 Doug Hammon, Cathy Ferrari, Cecilia Lammers and Robert Haverkamp (OSU) 

 
Meeting Summary 
The public meeting overview presentation began at 7:30 p.m.  
 
Meeting Introductions 
Marie Keister, facilitator and lead for the OSU Airport Part 150 Study public 
involvement effort, invited attendees to be seated for the 7:30 p.m. overview presentation 
of the Part 150 Study process, technical analyses completed and the Noise Compatibility 
Program recommendations. Ms. Keister then introduced Mr. Steve Alverson, Part 150 
Study Task Manager with the RS&H Consultant Team, who gave a presentation 
including recommendations. 
 
Presentation Overview 
Mr. Alverson summarized Study progress so far, including: 
 
 Four Part 150 Committee meetings– the first meeting initiated the Study, provided 

background and identified goals; the second reviewed the draft noise contours at OSU 
Airport; the third, recapped the status of the Noise Exposure Maps (NEMs), provided 
an overview of the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) phase of the Part 150 Study, 
and sought input on noise concerns and ideas to consider in the development of the 
NCP; and the fourth detailed the technical analyses and summarized NCP 
recommendations. These meetings were open to the public. 

 Two Part 150 Technical Subcommittee meetings, where data inputs used in the 
Integrated Noise Model (INM) were reviewed and adjusted based on subcommittee 
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feedback and additional technical analysis. These meetings also were open to the 
public. 

 Three public open houses (including tonight’s) to brief the public on the Part 150 
Noise and Land Use Compatibility Study process, to seek feedback on the draft noise 
exposure contours produced by the model, to solicit input on possible noise 
compatibility strategies, to review the technical findings on the proposed 
compatibility strategies and to seek input on draft recommendations. 

 The noise modeling effort, findings and public comments related to the development 
of the NEMs were submitted to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) on 
December 12, 2008 for FAA’s review and acceptance. The FAA notified OSU 
Airport of its acceptance of the NEMs in July, 2009. 
 

What is a Noise Compatibility Program? 
Elements of a Noise Compatibility Program 
Mr. Alverson explained that a Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) is: 
 
 A Federal Aviation Regulation Part 150 program developed by the FAA to 

address non-compatible land uses within the 65 Day-Night Level (DNL) 2 
 A program that must be formally approved by the FAA 

 
He noted that the FAA is reluctant to approve NCP measures that do not eliminate, 
reduce, or prevent non-compatible land uses within the 65 DNL. Mr. Alverson then 
summarized criteria for reviewing NCP measures at OSU Airport: 
 
 Develop a balanced and cost effective program for reducing noise without 

limiting airport utility or aviation efficiency, or adversely affecting safety; 
 Improve the overall noise environment, while not shifting noise from one 

community to another; 
 Measures for reducing the highest noise levels affecting the greatest number of 

people, without adversely affecting one community over another, will be given 
highest priority; 

 NCP measures must be technically and legally feasible, and approved by the FAA 
(flight procedures) and local governments (land use measures); 

 Measures subject to FAR Part 161 evaluation will not be part of the Study 
recommendations; 

 

                                                 
2 Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) was developed as a single number measure of community noise 
exposure. DNL was introduced as a simple method for predicting the effects on a population of the average 
long term exposure to noise. DNL is an enhancement of the Equivalent Sound Level (Leq) metric through 
the addition of a 10 decibel (dB) penalty for nighttime (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) noise intrusions. The 
incorporation of the 10 dB penalty is in recognition of the increased annoyance that is generally associated 
with noise during the later night hours. DNL employs the same energy equivalent concept as Leq and uses 
a 24- hour time integration period. DNL was developed under Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
guidance and reflects extensive research into the relationship between noise exposure and human 
annoyance. 
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Mr. Alverson explained that FAR Part 150 provides guidance for comprehensive aircraft 
noise control programs. He provided details of these three noise management categories:  
 

1. Operational procedures – abatement; 
2. Land use measures – mitigation; and  
3. Administrative measures.  

 
Mr. Alverson reviewed the 2013 Noise exposure map and discussed the DNL contours. 
He also reviewed the Phase II graphic that outlined steps in the NCP phase of the Study. 
 
Mr. Alverson explained that the noise compatibility analysis and recommendations are on 
display at the various stations. He stated that these findings and the accompanying report 
will be finalized based on Part 150 Committee and public feedback received by Dec. 1 
(later extended to Dec. 11, 2009) and then submitted to the University and the FAA for 
their review and approval. 
 
Mr. Alverson then summarized criteria for reviewing NCP measures at OSU Airport: 
 
 Develop a balanced and cost effective program for reducing noise without 

limiting airport utility, aviation efficiency or adversely affecting safety; 
 Improve the overall noise environment, while not shifting noise from one 

community to another; 
 Measures for reducing the highest noise levels affecting the greatest number of 

people, without adversely affecting one community over another, will be given 
highest priority; 

 NCP measures must be technically and legally feasible, and approved by the FAA 
(flight procedures) and local governments (land use measures); and  

 Measures subject to FAR Part 161 evaluation will not be part of the Study 
recommendations. 

 
Summary of Analyses 
Mr. Alverson turned the program over to Ron Seymour to provide an overview of 
concerns expressed through the Study, including: 
 
 Training activity 
 Helicopter operations 
 Jet operations 
 Departure flight tracks 
 Nighttime operations 

 
Mr. Seymour summarized alternatives and recommendations: 
 
 41 alternatives reviewed, including: 
 31 - operational 
 5 - land use 
 5 - administrative 
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 21 recommendations are being forwarded for consideration by the University 
 12 - operational 
 2 - land use 
 7 - administrative 

 
Mr. Seymour then discussed the Operational Alternatives reviewed: 
 Training activity; 
 Fixed wing aircraft operations; 
 Helicopter operations; 
 Arriving and departing aircraft; 
 Alternatives required for review under FAR Part 150; 
 Other operational alternatives: 

 
Mr. Seymour summarized the Review Process for looking at alternatives: 
 Determine if FAR Part 161 implications exist; 
 Separate air traffic alternatives from the other alternatives; 
 Discuss operational alternatives with FAA Air Traffic Control (ATC); 
 Operational alternatives deemed feasible based on ATC discussion were modeled 

using the Integrated Noise Model (INM); 
 Single event noise metrics analyzed as appropriate; 
 Time-above noise metrics analyzed as appropriate; 
 Population within each noise contour was estimated. 

 
Mr. Seymour summarized alternatives not recommended due to FAR Part 161 
implications: 
 Noise budget; 
 Mandatory curfew for operations; 
 Noise related landing fees; 
 Limits on numbers and types of operations; 
 Maximum aircraft noise level restrictions; 
 Aircraft noise limits based on FAR Part 36. 

 
Mr. Seymour then summarized operational alternatives reviewed which were not 
recommended due to ATC conflicts, including: 
 Increase in training pattern altitude; 
 Extending training pattern to the east on Runway 9L/27R; 
 Continuous Descent Approaches (CDA) for Runway 9R/27L and 9L/27R; 
 Pilot procedures related to turns on arrivals and departures; 
 Use SR315 for arrivals/departures corridor; 
 Eliminating turn to 050° heading for eastbound departures; 
 Eliminating turn to 050° heading for high-performance aircraft; 
 Turn to 050° heading to occur at Interstate 71; 
 Scatter pattern for departures to the east; 
 Remove altitude restrictions for departures and arrivals. 
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Mr. Seymour also reviewed operational alternatives which were not recommended 
including: 
 Training aircraft climb to pattern altitude before turning; 
 Training fleet to use other airports; 
 Preferential runway use system; 
 Technology assisted arrival procedures; 
 Noise barriers/ground run-up enclosures; 
 Close-in versus Distant Noise Abatement Departure Profiles; 
 Changes to helicopter arrival and departure procedures; 
 Propeller power and pitch settings; 
 Ground run-up and taxi restrictions 

 
In each case, Mr. Seymour explained why proposed strategies were or were not 
recommended. At the conclusion of Mr. Seymour’s presentation, Ms. Keister opened the 
floor for questions and comments from the public. 
 
Public Comments and Questions Raised Immediately Following the Public 
Presentation  
(OSU Airport and Consultant Responses in Italics) 
 

1. Why isn’t Bethel Road preferenced on the south runway for the training pattern? 
Why can’t the training pattern on the north be stretched out so the same residents 
are not continuously affected? Mr. Alverson explained that use of the south 
runway for training may happen more often if Runway 9L/27R is extended. 
Pushing the current training pattern (associated with the north runway) out 
would adversely impact more people. 

2. Follow up question: Could this be achieved if we were to talk to the Flight 
School? Mr. Alverson responded that the pattern cannot be pushed too far to the 
east because of Port Columbus traffic. (This is an air safety issue.) 

3. I live off of 9L which is in the 85dB SEL. It is socially irresponsible to have 
levels that hurt people’s ears. Mr. Alverson acknowledged the comment. 

4. There is virtually no mitigation east of the Airport that will have meaningful 
benefit; this is a waste of taxpayer money. The best way to get rid of the noise is 
to move flights to Port Columbus. Mr. Alverson said his team worked every issue 
and scenario to come up with the best possible solution.  

5. Will air traffic control (ATC) personnel recommend Track A for departures or do 
they use an algorithm to determine which flight track should be used? Mr. 
Seymour explained how ATC will assign the path if conditions permit. 

6. If the goal of the Airport is student training, yet no students are trained on jets, 
how is adding another runway going to reduce noise? Additional concern was 
expressed about preferred tracks for east departures. Mr. Alverson explained that 
another runway is not going to be added, but rather the Airport may extend a 
runway in the future. The decision regarding preferential flight paths was driven 
by the number of people in the contour.  
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7. Do the communities surrounding the Airport know they live near an airport? Mr. 
Alverson acknowledged that noise affects people differently; clearly the people 
who are here tonight feel they are affected by noise.  

8. In a community listed on the National Register of Historic Places, there is a flight 
path that could affect them adversely. Are there noise contours that have been 
developed if the north runway is extended? Mr. Alverson explained that the 2013 
noise contours show the noise impacts associated with the proposed north runway 
extension and the operation of both runways. 

9. Did you look at the noise complaint system to recommend 6 a.m. as the guideline 
when developing noise abatement guidelines? Aren’t there more complaints 
driving the move to 7 a.m. vs. 6 a.m.? Did you consider the existing noise 
abatement guidelines that state 7 a.m.? Mr. Alverson said 11 p.m. – 7 a.m. is used 
for touch-and-go operations to provide the students the flexibility needed to 
complete their nighttime training requirements (nighttime for training purposes is 
related to time of sunset and sunrise).  

10. Suggest changing text to read “training flights to and from the OSU airport” 
where used in the guidelines. Mr. Alverson noted that this text change will be 
made. 

11. I’ve tracked complaints for three months under Flight Path for the rest of the 
departures and noted that at total of nine people provided more than 90% of all 
complaints. Be glad that the new jets have quieter engines.  

12. Aren’t there public health impacts associated with noise? One way to minimize 
noise is to minimize operations; therefore, no runway extensions should be 
pursued.  

13. Consideration should be given to schools, parks and churches within the 
population counts. There also needs to be a standing committee with neighbors 
and representatives from the airport. Mr. Alverson said residential populations 
were used as a gauge to show order of magnitude, as is in accordance with FAA 
guidelines. Including school populations would be double-counting household 
population. 
 
Ms. Keister then encouraged participants to visit the information stations and the 
public hearing room where testimony was being accepted. She reminded 
attendees that comment forms could be turned in at the meeting or later by mail or 
e-mail, through Dec. 1, 2009 (later extended to Dec. 11, 2009). 

 
Public Testimony Provided at the Public Hearing  
A total of 12 members of the public provided public testimony at the hearing, which 
included: 
 Statement from a pilot who has lived near the Airport his entire life and is not 

bothered by the noise. Noted that the majority of noise impact comes from 
landings; 

 Statement from a member of WOOSE who opposes the extension of the north 
runway because it will be destructive to the residents who live east of the Airport. 
Noted there is no way to mitigate noise; 
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 Statement from Rush Creek Village residents who oppose the runway extension 
because the landing path would extend over the heart of the village; 

 Statement from a Trustee of the Worthington Historical Society who opposes 
airport growth because traffic patterns and resulting noise affects the outdoor 
enjoyment of Worthington’s Village Green educational activities; 

 Statement expressing concern about text variation in the Part 150 Study that cited 
noise levels as both 80dB and 85dB; 

 Concern about preferred flight path that crosses over major schools and parks. 
Noted that the population assessment doesn’t account for large public gathering 
places such as these; 

 Concern about recommended change in nighttime hours; 
 Support for the Airport and related noise impacts that come with it; 
 Concern about noise impacts of particularly older planes; 
 Frustration that Castle Crest Drive in Worthington bears the brunt of all training 

pattern activities, with extensive noise interruptions every four to five minutes 
within a 1-2 hour period daily. 

 
See the public hearing transcript for the complete testimony. 

 
Summary of Written Comments Received at the Meeting, via Email and via US Mail 
(through December 11, 2009) 
 Consider creation of a cut out from the northwest corner of the class “C” outer 

ring; 
 Change reference to sensitive nighttime hours from 11 p.m. to 6 a.m. to 10 p.m. to 

7 a.m.; 
 Include schools, public facilities and parks in population calculations; Clarify 85 

Sound-Exposure Level (SEL) versus 80 SEL in draft NCP report; 
 SEL maps do not show dual runway use or include current operations on the north 

runway; 
 Adjust document to acknowledge flights to and from the airport; 
 Vary arrival and departure routes, especially at night; 
 Opposition to existing and proposed landing patterns; 
 Opposition to airport expansion; 
 Request for environmental documentation for the proposed north runway 

extension; 
 Concern that there was no modeling of medical, military or fire/police operations; 
 Suggestion to lower the altitude pattern; 
 Concern that suggestions to reduce significant noise generators were eliminated; 
 Concern that abatement recommendations do not address the noise generated by 

the 050 degree turn to the north of Worthington; 
 Concern that abatement recommendations do not address the noise generated by 

touch and go operations; 
 Concern that OSU Airport noise complaint system is inferior to Port Columbus 

system; 
 Request to explain discrepancy between the actual and modeled jet flight 

departure altitudes; 
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 Statement that the peak noise value is missing from the analysis; Statement that 
OSU Airport should serve the needs of students, not corporate clientele; 

 Statement that flight path of proposed extended runway would harm historic 
areas;  

 Question regarding who will be responsible for monitoring and implementing the 
Noise Compatibility Program?  

 Support for the detailed analysis and proactive, transparent public involvement 
process. 

 
The final OSU Airport FAR Part 150 Noise and Land Use Compatibility Study Report 
appendices will include all comment forms, letters and emails relating to the Part 150 
Study that were received between September, 2007 and December 11, 2009 (the duration 
of the Part 150 Study). 
 
 
Use of Public Comment & Public Testimony 
Participants were informed that all public comments received through Dec. 1, 2009 (later 
extended to Dec. 11, 2009) would be reviewed by the Part 150 Study Team and included in the 
Study documentation submitted to The Ohio State University for approval. Once approved, the 
Part 150 Noise and Land Use Compatibility Program Report (Part 150 Report) will be submitted 
to the FAA for its review and approval. The FAA has 180 days from the date it accepts the 
report to review and determine whether to approve each proposed noise compatibility 
strategy. It is typical for the FAA to have questions or comments on specific strategies, 
which could then require OSU Airport and its consultant team to complete additional 
review or analysis. Approved measures that have capital costs will then be eligible for Federal 
funding for implementation. The entire Part 150 Study process, including FAA review and 
approval, is anticipated to be completed by early 2011.  
 
 
Post-Meeting Follow-up 
 Media coverage resulted in Worthington, Dublin and NW Columbus neighborhood 

editions of This Week and Suburban News Publications. 
 All meeting materials were posted on the web site within two business days of the 

meeting. 
 Public comments were accepted until Dec. 1, 2009, (extended to Dec. 11, 2009.) 
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