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Lucas, Sarah

Subject: Aurora State Airport-Master Plan

Attachments: Aurora Scenario #1.pdf; Aurora Scenario #2.pdf

 

From: Anderson, Rainse  

Sent: Friday, May 13, 2011 1:33 PM 
To: Bruce.Fisher@faa.gov; Stan.Allison@faa.gov 

Cc: Mark Gardiner; SWECKER Mitch T * ODA; chris.corich@portofportland.com; LARSEN Sandra * ODA; Lucas, Sarah; 
Anderson, Rainse; WILSON John P * ODA 

Subject: Aurora State Airport-Master Plan 

 

Bruce/Stan, 

 

The Aurora State Airport Preferred Alternative public comments were gathered until April 21, and were then discussed 

by the Oregon Aviation Board on April 28.  As you will recall, a runway extension was shown to be justified in prior 

chapters of the Master Plan Update.  However, a runway extension was not included in the proposed Preferred 

Alternative for several reasons.   As a result of the comments given (available here), we have developed two additional 

scenarios that utilize displaced thresholds to gain takeoff length available in an attempt to “meet in the middle” of the 

airport user safety needs and community concerns.  The scenarios are as such (drawings attached): 

 

Scenario #1 

Add 600-feet displaced threshold to Runway 35 and 200-feet displaced threshold to Runway 17 to acquire the 

following declared distances. 

Scenario #1 Declared Distances 

 R35 R17 

Takeoff Run Available (TORA) 5,604’ 5,204’ 

Takeoff Distance Available (TODA) 5,604’ 5,204’ 

Accelerate-Stop Distance Available (ASDA) 5,804’ 5,804’ 

Landing Distance Available (LDA) 5,004’ 5,004’ 

 

Scenario #2         

Add 800-feet displaced threshold to Runway 17 to achieve the following declared distances. 

Scenario #2 Declared Distances 

 R35 R17 

Takeoff Run Available (TORA) 5,004’ 5,804’ 

Takeoff Distance Available (TODA) 5,004’ 5,804’ 

Accelerate-Stop Distance Available (ASDA) 5,804’ 5,804’ 

Landing Distance Available (LDA) 5,004’ 5,004’ 

 

As we have discussed the scenarios internally, and with ODA, we recognize there are (at least) two separate issues from 

FAA’s perspective.  The first issue relates to the technical application of the declared distances and the second is in 

regards to funding such projects. At this time we are concerned with the technical issues and wish to defer the funding 

issue to a later time, if needed.  
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Specifically, the technical concerns we have relate to the TERPS and Part 77 surfaces and how they would be applied at 

the Airport.  Per our understanding of the RSA, OFA, and RPZ we believe these surfaces will be located in relation to the 

threshold (not end of pavement).   

 

As for the departure/TERPS surface, AC 150/5300-13 Appendix 2, Figure A2-3, states "Surface (TERPS) starts at end of 

clear way if one is in place."  Would the pavement behind the threshold be considered a “clearway” at Aurora? If we do 

not have to designate the pavement as a clearway to leave the departure surface in its current location this would be 

desirable. Moving the surface would create impacts to Columbia Helicopters’ future expansion plans.  

 

As for Part 77 surfaces, we read AC 150/5300-13 Appendix 14, Para 1.b, that states "Where declared distances differ, the 

primary surface extends 200 feet beyond each end of the runway or the far end of each TODA, whichever is further, to 

protect departures to the extent of the 14 CFR Part 77 approach surface for that runway end.”  So it is our interpretation 

that the primary surface would be relative to the paved surface, rather than the threshold, even if that portion of the 

pavement were only available for takeoff and not landing (i.e., approach surface).  Correct?  

 

Additionally, while running the AFTIL simulation labs last week, a 1,000’ extension to the south was modeled – as you 

know.  This was done to preserve the ability to extend the runway in the future.  While an extension of pavement to the 

north was not modeled, given the topography and building layout at the Airport, it is not anticipated there would be any 

issues with tower cab visibility. 

 

The use of declared distances at Aurora, while perhaps unconventional, is an attempt on our behalf to provide a viable 

airport that meets user needs and still be neighborly.  Controversy over any true runway extension would likely thwart 

the environmental process, and we have good reason to believe it would be challenged on a legal basis for violation of 

Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goals (farmland protection).  From responses given by operators, it is clear a longer runway 

is justified at Aurora.  While the declared distances would not fully utilize the runway in all directions, it is a compromise 

that adds substantial operational value and safety for the constrained business jets while not impacting the existing 

businesses development plans by changing approach and departure surfaces.  The Oregon Aviation Board views this 

option favorably as an agreeable solution to the challenges presented. 

 

In closing, we look forward to FAA’s official position on the application of declared distances at the Aurora State Airport 

and clarification of the technical issues associated with them.  Mitch Swecker, ODA, will be at your office on May 18-

19.  It is my hope that you will be able to discuss this letter with your colleagues prior to that date and to arrange an in-

person meeting May 18. 

 

Please contact me if you have any questions. 

 

Regards, 

Rainse 

 

Rainse Anderson 
Director of Aviation 
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