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Aurora State Airport Master Plan & Airport Layout Plan Update 

Kick-Off Meeting Summary 
November 3, 2009 

Maplewood Grange Hall 

6:00 – 7:30 p.m. 

Attendees: 

Oregon Department of Aviation:  Gregg Dal Ponte, Interim Director; Mark Gardiner, State 

Aviation Board Chair; Christopher Cummings, Planning & Projects Manager; Mitch 

Swecker, State Airports Manager; and John Wilson, Airport Operations Specialist 

WHPacific, Inc:  Rainse Anderson, Project Manager; Sara Funk, Senior Aviation Planner; and 

Sarah Lucas, Aviation Planner 

Members of the Public:  65 people signed in.  Refer to attached sign-in sheets 

Welcome and 

Introductions 

Gregg Dal Ponte opened the meeting at 6:10 pm by welcoming everyone and 

thanking them for their attendance.  Mr. Dal Ponte then introduced the ODA 

staff attending the meeting, prior to introducing the consultant team’s 

Project Manager, Rainse Anderson. 

Mr. Anderson introduced his project team: Sara Funk and Sarah Lucas.  

Personally, Mr. Anderson has completed numerous planning, environmental 

and engineering projects at the Aurora State Airport for the past 32 years.  

Ms. Funk and Ms. Lucas have completed numerous airport master plans and 

other planning studies.    

The following information was presented in a PowerPoint format, which has 

been placed on the project website. 

Purpose of the 

Master Plan Update 

Mr. Anderson reviewed the purpose of updating the master plan, which is a 

document that guides the development of the Airport over a 20-year 

planning period.  The last master plan was completed in 2000.  Typically, 

general aviation airports, like Aurora State, have the master plan updated 

every seven to ten years. 

The focus of the Master Plan is to update the inventory, demand forecasts, 

Airport Layout Plan (ALP) and capital improvement plan (CIP).  Additionally, to 

be eligible for federal or state funding, a project must be shown on the 

approved ALP. 

Project Components Ms. Funk and Ms. Lucas reviewed the individual components of a master 

plan, which are: 
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◦ Chapter 1 – Airport Issues and Goals 

◦ Chapter 2 – Airport Inventory 

◦ Chapter 3 – Aeronautical Activity Forecast 

◦ Chapter 4 – Facility Requirements 

◦ Chapter 5 – Airport Alternatives 

◦ Chapter 6 – Airport Layout Plan and Associated Drawings 

◦ Chapter 7 – Capital Improvement Plan 

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5070-6B, 

Airport Master Plans, and other relevant ACs, Federal Orders and Aviation 

Regulations will be used for project guidance.   

Details of each chapter are: 

� Chapter 1 – Airport Issues and Goals 

◦ Dissemination of surveys to better understand Airport use: 

� User Survey (available at tonight’s meeting, FBOs and project 

website: www.aurorastateairport.org) 

� Runway Usage Survey (to be mailed to businesses, responses will 

be reported in chapter) 

◦ Interview FBOs at nearby airports 

◦ Strategic Role 

� Chapter 2 – Airport Inventory 

◦ On-site inspection of airport facilities (Airfield, Landside and Airport 

Support Facilities) 

◦ Airspace 

◦ Land Use Planning and Zoning 

◦ Environmental Inventory 

◦ Aviation Activity Data 

◦ Airport Financial Data 

� Chapter 3 – Aeronautical Activity Forecast 

◦ Critical Aircraft 

◦ Based Aircraft 

◦ Operations Forecast 

◦ To be approved by the FAA 

� Chapter 4 – Facility Requirements 

◦ Identify the ability of the airport facilities to meet forecasted demand 

and other needs 

� Chapter 5 – Airport Alternatives 

◦ Three build alternatives, in addition to the no build alternative, will be 
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developed to address the needs identified in Chapter 4.  

� Chapter 6 – Airport Layout Plan and Associated Drawings 

◦ Airport Layout Plan (ALP) 

◦ Airport Airspace Drawing 

◦ Inner Portion of the Approach Surface Drawing 

◦ Terminal Area Drawing 

◦ Land Use and Noise Contour Drawing 

◦ Runway Departure Surfaces Drawing 

◦ Airport Property Map (Exhibit A) 

◦ To be approved by the FAA 

� Chapter 7 – Capital Improvement Plan 

◦ Will identify the cost associated with the ALP improvements and 

potential funding sources for the projects. 

Project Schedule Mr. Anderson relayed the project is on an 18-month schedule, which 

allocates review period for ODA, FAA and PAC prior to each public meeting.  

There will be a total of seven meetings that include a public kick-off meeting, 

six PAC work sessions and five open houses. 

The meeting schedule is subject to change; however, tentative dates for 

upcoming meetings are: 

� Public Kick-Off Meeting – November 3, 2009 

� PAC Meeting #1 – January 2010 

� PAC Meeting #2 * – April 2010 

� PAC Meeting #3 * –June 2010 

� PAC Meeting #4 * – September 2010 

� PAC Meeting #5 * – December 2010 

� PAC Meeting #6 * – January 2011 

* Immediately following these PAC meetings, there will be public open 

houses to cover the same topics of the PAC meeting (the first open 

house will cover the topics of both meeting #2 and meeting #1). 

The project website www.aurorastateairport.org will have specific dates 

posted, as soon as they are determined. 

Planning Advisory 

Committee (PAC) 

Formation; Roles 

and Responsibilities 

Mitch Swecker discussed the Planning Advisory Committee (PAC), which is 

still being developed.  The PAC will represent members who have varying 

interests in the Airport.  Current members of the PAC represent Marion 

County, Clackamas County, City of Aurora, City of Wilsonville, Aurora Fire 

District, Airport Fixed Base Operators (3), Oregon Department of Aviation, 

Charbonneau, and Deer Creek.  Four at-large representatives will be selected 

for the following groups: Community Representative, Airport Business, On-
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Airport Tenant, and Off-Airport Tenant.  

A review panel, consisting of four ODA employees, will conduct a blind review 

to select the at-large PAC representatives based on application responses.  If 

interested in serving as an at-large representative, please complete the 

application posted at www.aurorastateairport.org.  Applications for the at-

large positions are due by November 17, 2009. 

Mr. Anderson reminded attendees the PAC is an advisory committee to ODA 

and ODA has final authority over the Master Plan.  If serving on the PAC, 

members are asked to provide input to help produce a plan that balances a 

wide range of airport stakeholder needs and concerns; bring forward 

comments and concerns of those they represent; and help disseminate 

accurate information about the plan. 

Discussion of Goals 

and Issues for Plan 

Once the presentation was completed, attendees were able to comment and 

ask ODA and WHPacific specific questions about the master plan update.  

Below is a summary of the questions/comments and responses (in italics). 

• There is a survey of airport users – what consideration will there be 

for non-airport users?  The PAC meetings and public open houses 

provide representation for airport neighbors. 

• Please elaborate the four at-large PAC positions.  The at-large PAC 

positions will be for people representing one of the following: 

community resident, airport business, on-airport tenant, and off-

airport tenant. 

• Is there a formal tie between the Plan and agencies?  Yes, the Plan, 

once approved by ODA, FAA, and the State Aviation Board, will be 

taken to Marion County for formal adoption into the County’s 

Comprehensive Plan. 

• The website should have a place for comments.  Yes, the website has 

a comment form. 

• The alternatives will have varying impacts on the surrounding 

community.  What analysis will be done to address this?  Each 

alternative will have noise contours drawn, as well as an 

environmental review that includes factors such as social impacts, 

socioeconomic impacts, etc. 

• Are there records of airport operations for the last ten years?  

Operations data for airports without air traffic control towers is 

difficult to acquire and we rely on any historical data that is available, 

which includes the ODA RENS acoustical counter information.  The 

last count was completed in the 2002-2003 cycle, which reported 

62,926 operations.  The RENS program is no longer operational. 

• If it takes 18 months to do a count and the project timeline is 18 

months, why not do a count now to ensure an accurate baseline?  

Even if the RENS program were operational, the forecasts are done 

during the beginning stages of a master plan update so it would 
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actually add 12-18 months to the project schedule. 

• Isn’t federal funding and prioritization based on aircraft operations?  

No,  federal funding is not contingent upon aircraft operations.  

Instead, funding for a general aviation airport like Aurora State is 

based on the airport’s need and the demand for the project.  Having a 

project on an approved ALP (making it eligible for federal funding) 

does not necessarily justify the funding.  Additional justification may 

be required, depending on the project. 

• What was the impetus for updating the 2000 Master Plan?  To reflect 

current conditions and changes at an airport, most general aviation 

airports will have the master plan updated every seven to ten years. 

• How does the air traffic control tower fit into the plan?  The FAA will 

be completing an independent tower survey in March 2010.  A benefit 

cost analysis was completed and showed a tower is justified at Aurora 

State.  Funding for the project has not been secured at this time. 

• The last master plan did not discuss an air traffic control tower, but it 

was shown in the ALP.  How can that happen?  Showing a project on 

the ALP does not justify funding, so it is possible one was shown 

without much discussion within the master plan.  The 1976 Master 

Plan did show a tower. 

• Having an air traffic control tower means more large aircraft 

operating at the Airport.  Having an air traffic control tower at the 

Airport does not necessarily mean increased traffic, louder traffic, or 

larger aircraft.  Traffic may actually lessen because smaller aircraft 

may displace to un-controlled airports.  Additionally, new technology 

has created many jet engines that are quieter than propeller driven 

aircraft.  The air traffic control tower is for safety. 

• What type of fire protection does the Airport have?  The Aurora Fire 

District protects the Airport.  The District has a crash truck that will be 

used at the Airport and they are currently training volunteers (fire 

trucks are only required at commercial service airports).  Through 

funding from private business partnership, a fire suppression system 

was recently installed at the Airport, with a mainline and fire hydrants 

running the full length of the Airport.  The City of Aurora doesn’t even 

have a fire suppression system.   

• The Airport does not have a vision statement.  Will one be included in 

the Plan?  The strategic analysis and review of issues/goals will create 

an opportunity to develop the Airport’s vision. 

• Will there be a study on adjacent property evaluation?  No, a 

property valuation will not be completed. 

• Is sewer and water an issue at the Airport?  Yes, currently all septic 

needs are met with individual septic systems and drain fields.  The 

land could be better utilized if not needed for the drain fields.  Water 

is currently supplied by individual well.   
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• The Airport has many benefits such as emergency and disaster relief, 

tax income, job creation and tourism.  Is this addressed in the Plan?  

Yes, the strategic role analysis will identify these advantages.  

Additionally, Aurora State is outside of the 100-year floodplain unlike 

other I-5 airports (i.e., Chehalis). 

• Are Marion and Clackamas County represented on the PAC?  Yes. 

• The 2000 Master Plan is straightforward and doesn’t incorporate 

some of the considerations other modes of transportation include.  

Will the goals of SB 680 be included?  The FAA provides guidance for 

an airport master plan and this master plan is primarily funded by the 

FAA.  The airport master plan scope was developed to fit the FAA’s 

criteria, while also tailoring the project to Aurora State Airport. 

• What agency or external involvement will there be during the 

planning process?  Many local and state agencies will be notified 

about upcoming public meetings, some of which are on the PAC, and 

the final Plan will be taken to Marion County for adoption within the 

Comprehensive Plan. 

Future Meeting 

Dates and Times 

The next meeting will be a PAC meeting open to the public to discuss draft 

Chapters 1 and 2 (issues/goals and inventory) and it is tentatively scheduled 

for January 2010.  Location is yet to be determined. 

The meeting adjourned at 7:30 pm. 

 













Aurora State Airport Master Plan Update – PAC Meeting #1 Summary Notes Page 1 of 7 

Aurora State Airport Master Plan  

Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) Meeting #1 
 

July 22, 2010 

Charbonneau Country Club 

MEETING SUMMARY 

 

Welcome and Introductions 

At 6:10 the meeting commenced.  Chris Cummings, Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA) Planning and 

Projects Manager, welcomed everyone and thanked them for attending.  Mr. Cummings gave an 

overview of what ODA does as an agency, which includes owning and managing 28 airports in Oregon.  

The Aurora State Airport (Airport) is the largest and busiest Airport that ODA owns.  Other ODA 

employees attending the meeting were introduced:  Doug Hedlund, Interim Director; John Wilson, 

Airport Operations Specialist; Mitch Swecker, State Airports Manager; and Sandi Larsen, Planning 

Analyst.  The Consultant, WHPacific, who is preparing the Master Plan (Plan) was then introduced.  

WHPacific team members were Rainse Anderson, Project Manager; Sara Funk, Senior Aviation Planner; 

and Sarah Lucas, Aviation Planner.  Other sub-consultants on the project are (not in attendance): 

Bergman Photographic Services, aerial photography; Corvid Consulting, environmental services; and 

Jeanne Lawson and Associates, public outreach.  

The Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) then introduced themselves.  Below is a list of the PAC 

members (all were present at the meeting), along with their affiliations. 

• Bruce Bennett – Aurora Aviation 

• Jim Bernard – Clackamas County Board of Commissioners 

• Jim Hansen – On-Airport / Tenant 

• Tony Helbling – Off-Airport / Tenant & Business (Wilson Construction Co) 

• John Henri – City of Canby 

• Tony Holt – Charbonneau Country Club 

• Steve Hurst – City of Wilsonville 

• Nick Kaiser – Community  

• Roger Kaye – Friends of Marion County 

• Rick Kosta – Deer Creek Estates 

• James Meirow – City of Aurora 

• Ted Millar – Aurora State Airport Business – Southend Airpark  

• Patty Milne – Marion County Board of Commissioners 

• Fred Netter – Aurora Fire District 
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• Dan Riches – Columbia Helicopters 

• Scott Starr – Wilsonville Chamber of Commerce 

• Mitch Swecker – Oregon Department of Aviation 

• David Waggoner – Willamette Aviation 

• Craig Wilmes – Aurora Jet Center 

The PAC was formed by ODA to represent varying interests at the Airport that includes on and off-

airport businesses, local government agencies, surrounding communities and four at-large positions.  

The at-large positions were announced as available at the November 2009 kick-off meeting and 

applications were submitted to ODA.  ODA performed a double-blind review of the applications to select 

the at-large representatives. 

Review of Process and Revised Schedule   

The WHPacific Consulting Team then described the Master Plan’s purpose, process, the PAC’s 

involvement and the project schedule.  Below is an overview of the information discussed. 

Purpose of the Master Plan – A Master Plan is a document that guides the development of the Airport 

over a 20-year planning period.  The focus of the Master Plan is to update the inventory, demand 

forecasts, Airport Layout Plan (ALP) and capital improvement plan (CIP).  To be eligible for federal or 

some state funding, a project must be shown on the approved ALP. 

The Master Plan Process – The Master Plan will consist of seven chapters: 1) Airport Issues and Goals, 2) 

Airport Inventory, 3) Aeronautical Activity Forecast, 4) Facility Requirements, 5) Airport Alternatives, 6) 

Airport Layout Plan and Associated Drawings, and 7) Capital Improvement Plan.  The Forecast and 

Airport Layout Plan will require Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) approval.  Once a final draft is 

complete, ODA will present the Plan to the State Aviation Board for approval and submittal to the FAA.  

ODA will request the Plan be adopted into the Marion County Comprehensive Plan. 

Parameters of the Plan – An overview of what the Plan will not do was then given.  The Plan will not:  

• Analyze the Airport’s economic impact; this information is included in the 2007 Oregon Aviation 

Plan 

• Prepare a surface transportation plan for off-airport area; the Plan will consider local 

transportation system plans.  

• Change land use designations; existing land use designations for the Airport and surrounding 

area will be identified and any deficiencies will be noted 

• Develop a vision statement for the Airport; rather, it will focus on the Airport’s strategic role and 

issues/goals.  

• Commit FAA or ODA to fund improvements in the Plan; development will only be funded if 

justified 

Several PAC members had questions about the Plan’s parameters.  These questions and answers were: 



Aurora State Airport Master Plan Update – PAC Meeting #1 Summary Notes Page 3 of 7 

Q – Why will there not be a vision statement for the Airport in the Plan?  How can you develop a 

plan without a vision? 

A – We are gathering the goals and issues from all parties now, without them you can’t develop a 

vision.  As the Plan progresses, a vision of the airport may develop, but it won’t be in the form of 

a one sentence vision statement. 

 

Q – Who signed off on no impact to Clackamas County? 

A – No one signed off on anything to that effect.  The Plan will consider Clackamas County, as well as 

all surrounding areas.  However, the Airport is located in Marion County and they will be the 

ones adopting the Plan into the Comprehensive Plan.  The Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) 

that shows an impact area is completely separate from the Plan and is not considered. 

 

Q – Is ODA coming to the table with an agenda? 

A – No.  Financial self-sufficiency, however, is desired for all state-owned airports. 

 

Q – Can a plan be set firm without surface transportation planning? 

A – The plan will consider local surface transportation planning, but it is not a surface transportation 

plan. 

 

Q – Is the IGA tied to the air traffic control tower? 

A – No, the IGA is not tied to the tower except that Marion County will be the county that approves 

permit applications for construction. 

 

At this point, WHPacific clarified the Airport’s “fence.”  There is a difference between the state’s 

property and the fence around the Airport environs.  Accessing the Airport from private property to the 

state’s airport property is called going “through-the-fence.”  The perimeter fence, which includes state 

and private property, is for safety and security purposes. 

 

PAC Roles and Responsibilities – The PAC is an advisory committee to ODA; ODA has final authority over 

the Master Plan.  Members are asked to provide input to help produce a plan that balances a wide range 

of airport stakeholder needs and concerns; bring forward comments and concerns of those they 

represent; and help disseminate accurate information about the plan. 

Project Schedule – There are approximately 12 months remaining in the project.  The schedule allocates 

review periods of all documents prior to each PAC meeting for ODA, FAA and PAC members.  In total, 

the project includes a kick-off meeting (held November 2009), six PAC work sessions and five open 

houses. 

The remaining meeting schedule is as follows.  (Note, meeting dates and times are subject to change.) 

PAC Meeting #2 * – September 30, 2010 

◦ Discuss draft chapters of the issues and goals, inventory, and draft forecast (Chapters 

1,2 and 3) 

 

PAC Meeting #3 * – December 2, 2010 

◦ Discuss the draft facility requirements chapter (Chapter 4) and identify possible 

development alternatives 
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PAC Meeting #4 * – February 1, 2011 

◦ Evaluate the draft airport alternatives (Chapter 5) 

 

PAC Meeting #5 * – June 9, 2011 

◦ Discuss the draft ALP and CIP (Chapters 6 and 7) 

 

PAC Meeting #6 * – July 14, 2011 

◦ Present the Final Report 

 

* All meetings will occur on Thursday nights.  Immediately following these PAC meetings, 

there will be public open houses to cover the same topics of the PAC meeting (the first 

open house will cover the topics of both meeting #2 and meeting #1).   

Introduction to Master Plan Goals and Issues 

The Master Plan goals will be used in the Plan as a means to create and evaluate development 

alternatives.  They also set the tone of the report.  WHPacific gave examples of what the goals may be, 

such as safety, operational efficiency, public acceptance and protection from incompatible land uses.  

Issues are identified to help direct the effort to the things that are most important to resolve in the Plan.  

Regarding issues, WHPacific reported on the issues heard at the kick-off meeting and what was 

submitted on the airport user surveys.  Issues from the kick-off meeting related to runway length, calm 

wind runway designation, air traffic control tower, precision approach, noise, public outreach, surface 

transportation planning and land use planning.  The major issues identified in the user survey are the 

following:  build an air traffic control tower (25 for, 3 against), lengthen runway, add precision 

instrument approach, change calm wind runway back to 17, improve airport roads and address traffic 

issues, and provide public sewer and water facilities. 

PAC Discussion of Goals and Issues  

Goals for the Plan, as stated by PAC members: 

• Jim Hansen – Would like to see by the end of the process (directly or parallel) a clear vision 

statement defining what the Airport will be like in the foreseeable future (30-50 years) that is 

embraced by stakeholders in terms of safety, noise, development scale and flavor.  The Plan’s 

preparers need to get really high quality, great information about actual operations at the 

Airport and relationship of the Airport and economic growth.  Is there a way to make sure the 

plan is really implemented? 

• Steve Hurst – Consider all areas of impact: service area definition.  Goals should be established, 

not foregone.  Proceed in good faith.  Measure supply and demand equally.  Just because there 

is demand for something, we are not required to supply it. 

• Nick Kaiser – Consider livability for airport neighbors.  Traffic issues and noise must be 

considered.  
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• Tony Holt – All communities need to be listened to and their points of view taken into account. 

• Jim Meirow – Property between airport and Aurora should be considered.  The airport will grow 

and we need to know where it is going.  Consider the impacts of an air traffic control tower. 

• Jim Bernard – Look at what impacts the airport would have versus the cost of addressing those 

impacts and include Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) costs for roadway 

improvements.  

• Fred Netter – Consider the additional load put on the fire district (FD) that may occur as a result 

of expansion.  FD has very little control over what happens at the airport, but is responsible for 

it.  Why pay (community) to subsidize what’s happening at the airport?  FD must have ability to 

cover the airport.  These costs should be included in the Plan.  We have heard safety is #1, as it 

is for the FD.  However, expansion has an impact associated with it on our equipment. 

• David Waggoner – Inside the fence: safety and safety only.  Outside the fence: give a careful 

look at how the investment will play out (benefits vs. costs).  

• Bruce Bennett – The Plan doesn’t direct or drive the economy.  Safety is first, which includes 

runway length.  The plan needs to determine what the actual need at the Airport is for runway 

length.  The Plan should include integration with other systems, i.e., fire suppression system. 

• Patty Milne – Keep issues separate and don’t mix issues.  Stay focused on the Plan and its 

process.  Twenty years is a long way out, and while there are issues today, we must consider the 

future. 

• Dan Riches – Safety first.  The airport has to be responsive to the needs of airport business 

users. 

• Mitch Swecker – Safety.  Everybody should come to the table with an open mind.  

• John Henri – Safety at the Airport and look at the safety of city/county streets and roads.  Must 

look at all of the transportation infrastructure needs.  Does airport expand to whatever it wants 

to be or should there be constraints to its growth? 

• Roger Kaye – Agricultural lands are very important to the community.  Worried how the increase 

of airport traffic will impact the farmers and farming operations.  Should not forget the Salem 

airport needs protection, too. 

• Ted Millar – As we go forward, remember the Airport is important in the National Plan of 

Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS).  The Airport’s location on I-5 is ideal and the Airport needs 

to service the communities.  An airport grows to provide services.  The Airport is a reliever to 

PDX (note, it is not an FAA designated reliever at this time).  Corporate aviation is very important 

for large companies.  Provide future growth potential for efficient business operations.  
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• Jim Bernard – The Airport has impacts to air transportation, not just road traffic. 

Issues at the Airport were then discussed: 

• Scott Starr – First there are questions about air traffic volume, will status quo be maintained?  

What is the capacity of the planes?  Are there going to be any airspace changes? 

• Bruce Bennett – Runway length and strength limits some operations.  Zoning is necessary to 

protect the Airport.  Agriculture is a good neighbor for the Airport. 

• Tony Holt – In the last Plan noise was taken out and done separately.  We need to discuss noise 

in this Plan.  Forecasting: there is absolutely no way to track operations.  Starting a forecast 

without historic data is difficult.  How will it be accomplished?  

• Rick Kosta – Deer Creek was established circa 1972.  At that time Aurora was a smaller airport.  

Noise is a concern. 

• Jim Bernard – Operations volume, frequency, and traffic direction is of concern.  Will growth 

limitations be considered, as with the IGA between ODA and other entities?  Clackamas County 

is impacted and that isn’t being addressed.  There are also through-the-fence concerns. 

• Steve Hurst – Reaffirming that hopefully we’ll be able to collect good information to make a true 

plan.  Measure demand accurately.  

• Fred Netter – As for collecting data, we need to come up with is what has happened safety wise 

in the past.  What has/hasn’t worked at other airports and Aurora? 

• Rick Kosta – Reference to the IGA.  To ODA: why would ODA sign an IGA at a time when we are 

trying to expand participation?   

• John Henri – These processes do work. 

• Craig Wilmes – An air traffic control tower is for safety and involvement with all stakeholders is 

key for the process and economic development. 

Summary and Next Steps    

WHPacific will prepare drafts of the Issues and Goals (Chapter 1), Inventory (Chapter 2), and Forecasts 

(Chapter 3) and submit to ODA, PAC and FAA.  ODA must receive FAA approval of the Forecast Chapter.  

The next PAC meeting will cover the first three chapters, tentatively set for September 30.  The PAC 

meeting will be from 5:30 – 7:00 pm and the open house from 7:00 – 8:00 pm.   

The Positive Aurora Airport Management (PAAM) groups meet on Thursday mornings, and it was 

requested the meetings be moved to another night of the week.  However, for County Commissioners 

and City Councilors Thursday nights work best.  All future meetings will be held on Thursdays. 
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Public Comments 

The following public comments were given: 

• Will the Plan consider the balloonist a safety issue? 

◦ No, balloonists have a right to the airspace in accordance with FAA regulations. 

 

• Has ODOT and the Counties been invited to these meetings? 

◦ Yes, they have been and will continue to be invited. 

 

• I’ve been through planning processes before and this is a good process.  Airplanes are getting 

quieter. 

 

• What is WHPacific’s experience and what are they being paid? 

◦ Rainse Anderson has worked as an airport engineer and at the Aurora Airport since 1977.  In 

total, he has worked on over 300 airport planning and engineering projects in the Pacific 

Northwest.  Sara Funk has over 20 years of planning experience throughout the United 

States and brings a breadth of knowledge to the plan.  Sarah Lucas has worked at WHPacific 

as a planner for four years, prior to that she was a planner for ODA and the Nebraska 

Aeronautics Division, and has been a commercial pilot for eight years.  The fee for the Plan is 

$306,149.46 (includes sub-consultant work). 

 

• Canby should be involved in the process. 

 

• Clackamas County has committed to keeping the area south of the Willamette River rural.  Part of 

this was due to the cost in upgrading the infrastructure to meet industrial demands.  The freeways 

are for freight, not commuters.  What is the Airport’s acreage footprint going to be set at?  

Charbonneau was planned in 1970 and was always planned to be the size it is today and it has never 

grown outside those boundaries. 

 

• How are the forecasts going to be completed? 

◦ The forecasts are completed by studying existing demographic and population forecasts for 

the area, in addition to national forecasts.  There are strong correlations between 

population and specific demographic statistics to indicate airport activity at general aviation 

airports like Aurora State. 

Meeting Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 8:40 pm. 
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Aurora State Airport Master Plan 

Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) Meeting #2 
 

September 30, 2010 

American Legion, Aurora, OR 

MEETING SUMMARY 

 

Attendees 

Oregon Department of Aviation – Chris Cummings, Sandra Larsen, John Wilson, and Mitch 

Swecker (also a PAC member) 

Oregon Aviation Board – Mark Gardiner 

WHPacific – Rainse Anderson, Sara Funk, and Sarah Lucas 

JLA Public Involvement – Adrienne DeDona and Sylvia Ciborowski 

PAC – Bruce Bennett, Jim Bernard, Jim Hansen, Tony Helbling, John Henri, Susie Stevens (for 

Tony Holt), Steve Hurst, Nick Kaiser, Rick Kosta, James Meirow, Ted Millar, Patti Milne, Fred 

Netter, Dan Riches, Roger Kaye, Ray Phelps (for Scott Starr), and Dave Waggoner 

Public Attendees – See attached sign-in sheets 

Opening Remarks 

The meeting commenced at 5:10 pm, with welcoming comments from Chris Cummings.  Mark 

Gardiner, Oregon Aviation Board Chairman, also spoke; outlining recent policies adopted by the 

Board and dispelled misconceptions surrounding the Aurora State Airport (Airport) and the 

Master Plan process.  The policies are: 

Aurora State Airport Mission 

Consistent with the 2000 Master Plan, the 2007 Oregon Aviation Plan (both endorsed and 

approved by FAA), and consistent with the direction in the current Master Planning effort, 

the Oregon Aviation Board re-affirms that the mission of the Aurora State Airport is and will 

remain a general aviation airport serving business and personal aviation. 

Aurora State Airport Tower 

The Oregon Aviation Board re-affirms that an air traffic control tower at Aurora State 

Airport is a critical aviation safety facility, as determined by the 2007 Tower study and by 
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FAA approvals of the tower and that, therefore the Aurora tower remains the Oregon 

Aviation Board’s highest priority capital project.  The Board further affirms that all federal, 

state and local regulatory processes will be followed in planning and developing the tower. 

Presentation 

The purpose of the PAC meeting was to review and discuss Draft Chapters 1 (Introduction), 2 

(Inventory), and 3 (Aeronautical Activity Forecasts).  The WHPacific planning team gave a 

presentation, which is outlined below.  Comments from the PAC were taken during the 

presentation, while public comments were taken after the PAC working session had ended. 

Schedule 

Approximately 10 months are remaining.  The process allocates review periods for ODA, FAA and 

PAC prior to each public meeting.  To date, one public kick-off meeting and one PAC work 

session have been conducted.  After tonight  four PAC work sessions and four open houses 

remain.  The next PAC meeting – with a public open house to follow – will be to discuss draft 

Chapter 4, Facility Requirements, and to identify possible airport development alternatives.  It is 

tentatively scheduled for December 9, 2010. 

Chapter 1 

Chapter 1 covers the following topics: planning process goals, master plan goals, issues to be 

addressed within the plan, and airport role analysis. 

Goals were discussed at kick-off meeting (November 2009) and the first PAC meeting (July 2010) 

and will guide the conduct of the ODA, ODA’s consultants, and the PAC throughout the 

development of the master plan update.  Planning process goals are: 

• Be open-minded and proceed in good faith. 

• Keep the focus more on the long-term future than the short-term future. 
• Don’t mix unrelated issues and don’t be sidetracked by issues that don’t relate to the 

master plan. 

• Obtain high quality information for analysis.  

• Seek consensus for solutions that are acceptable, helpful, and clear. 

• Establish a clear vision statement that defines what the Airport will be like in the 
foreseeable future (30 to 50 years) and that is overwhelmingly embraced by all 
stakeholders.  The vision statement should encompass safety, noise, and development 
scale and flavor. 

 

Master plan goals should guide the future development of the Airport; when it is time to evaluate 

alternative layouts for airport development, the goals should be the evaluation criteria.  

• Goal 1:  Enhance safety.  

• Goal 2:  Meet the current and projected needs of airport users, as feasible. 

• Goal 3:  Consider all the off-airport impacts of Airport development; minimize negative 
impacts and maximize positive impacts. 
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Issues were a subject of the kick-off meeting and first PAC.  Other sources for issue identification 

were ODA and an Airport user survey that was conducted in the fall of 2009.  The issues are 

intended to be a method “checks and balances” throughout the planning process, to ensure the 

Plan addresses issues important to the airport users and community. 

• Runway Extension 

• Air Traffic Control Tower 

• Impact of Airport Expansion on Surrounding Areas 
• Calm Wind Runway Change 

• Precision Instrument Approach  

• Helicopter Operations 

• Other Airport Improvements 
 

In addition to goals and issues, Chapter 1 discusses the appropriate role of the Airport.  It was 

determined the Aurora State Airport fits well the Oregon Aviation Plan (2007) description of an 

Urban General Aviation Airport.  

The Airport’s role in the future should not change from its current role—a busy airport handling a 

full range of general aviation, including helicopters and business jets.  Mulino State could be 

utilized if personal use and recreational aircraft want to relocate to a less busy airport where the 

other aircraft are smaller and slower. 

Aurora State Airport is not an FAA-designated reliever airport for Portland International.  The 

Airport could be officially designated a reliever in the short-term future, if ODA decides to pursue 

the designation and the FAA agrees.   

Aurora State Airport should continue to fulfill its role as an Urban General Aviation Airport.  The 

advantages and disadvantages of becoming a reliever airport should be discussed with the ODA, 

Port of Portland, and FAA.  

Chapter 2 

The inventory chapter discusses existing facilities at the Airport, including: airfield facilities, 

landside facilities, support facilities, land use and zoning, and environmental. 

Airside facilities include:  

• Runway.  Runway 17/35 is 5,004 feet by 100 feet. 
• Taxiways and Taxilanes.  Runway 17/35 full-length parallel taxiway (Taxiway A), 35 feet 

wide.  Five taxiways connect Taxiway A to Runway 17-35. 

• Aprons and Aircraft Parking.  
o State-owned property = 46 tiedown positions.  
o Private property = 37 tiedown positions with additional aprons for large aircraft 

parking. 
• Airfield Lighting.  Medium intensity lighting system.   

• Visual Approach Aids.  The Airport has three forms of visual approach aids.   

• Two-box Visual Approach Slope Indicator (VASI) located at each runway end   
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• Runway 17 has both an Omnidirectional Approach Lighting System (ODAL) and Runway 
End Identification Lights (REILs).  

• Instrument Approach Aids.  Both Runway 17 and 35 have instrument approach procedures, 
which can be used when the visibility and cloud ceiling are below minimums for Visual 
Flight Rules (VFR) conditions.  

 

Landside facilities include: 

• Land.  Airport Property vs. Airport Environs.  Airport Property references property owned 
by the State of Oregon.  The term Airport Environs is used to describe both public and 
private lands used for aviation-related uses.  

• Hangars and Other Buildings.  89 buildings (Airport Environs) 
• Aviation Services.  Three fixed based operators (FBOs) 

• Access and Vehicle Parking.  Fencing surrounds the perimeter of the Airport Environs.  All 
access points are gated - not all are automated.  Private businesses at the Airport use a 
colored gate system to assist in emergency response and advertisement.   

• Emergency Services.  The Aurora Rural Fire Protection District provides fire protection, 
with a recently installed 500,000-gallon fire suppression system.  Clackamas County 
Sheriff Department and Oregon State Police provide emergency services.  

• Utilities.  Utilities and public services provided at the Airport include: 

• Water – Individual well system 

• Sanitary Sewer – Individual drain field / septic tank systems 

• Telephone – Local franchise companies 
• Electricity – Portland General Electric 

 

Land use and zoning.  The existing land use and zoning at and surrounding the Airport was 

discussed (refer to Exhibit 2F). 

Environmental Inventory.  Environmental constraints for airports typically fall into two general 

categories: human environment and natural environment.   

• Human factors include existing settlements and incompatible land use, noise, social or 
socioeconomic conditions, light and glare, and the general controversial nature of 
airports.  

• Natural environmental elements include various aspects of air quality, water resources, 
fish and wildlife, hazardous materials, energy and other resource issues. 

 

The FAA considers public controversy to be an environmental issue.  Additional study regarding 

noise, threatened and endangered species, cultural resources, and possibly hazardous materials 

should be conducted once a project is defined. 

Noise contours will be produced for the Master Plan study to assess the compatibility of land uses 

around the Airport with current and future levels of aircraft noise.  

Chapter 3 

Aeronautical Activity Forecasts are 20-year projections of activity (demand) to help plan the type 

and sizing of airport improvements.  The Aurora State Airport forecasts are unconstrained by 
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current facilities.  ODA may elect to constrain demand when facility needs and development 

alternatives are considered later in the planning process. 

In the last 15 years, general aviation in the U.S., in Oregon, and at the Airport grew until 2008, 

when decline resulted from the economic recession and high fuel prices.  From the turn of the 

century through 2007, the Airport’s based aircraft grew due mainly to the growth at Southend 

Airpark, movement of aircraft from other “jet capable” airports, and strong economy.  Declines in 

fuel flowage and instrument flight plans were recorded in 2008.  In 2009, instrument flight plans 

declined, but fuel flowage grew.  Instrument flight plans are growing in 2010. 

About ¾ of Airport activity is associated with Clackamas and Washington Counties (based on 

population, pilots, instrument operations). 

Historical records show 5.3% average annual growth in based aircraft at Aurora from 1998 (233 

aircraft) to 2010 (432 aircraft).   

Change in market share at “jet-capable” airports in the region, 1998 – 2007: 

• Aurora -            21% to 32% (share of jets from 11% to 38%) 
• Hillsboro -        35% to 27% (share of jets from 69% to 47%) 

• Troutdale -       16% to 15% (share of jets from 6% to 3%) 

• McMinnville -  10% to 10% (share of jets from 3% to 2%) 

• Salem -             18% to 16% (share of jets from 11% to 10%) 
 

Number of based aircraft at these five airports increased from 1,119 to 1,220 (jets from 35 to 88). 

Based aircraft forecast models vary from 0.4% to 3.1% annual growth.  Preferred forecast is 1.36% 

annual growth, resulting in 566 aircraft in 2030,  an increase of 134 aircraft.  Preferred forecast 

averages regional population and employment forecast growth rates and is consistent with growth 

projected by Airport businesses.  Some change in fleet mix is forecast over 20 years:  jets grow 

from 5% to 9%, helicopters grow from 8% to 10%, single engine airplanes decline from 72% to 

66%. 

 Since 1998, total annual operations (operation = takeoff or landing) have varied between 66,821 

and 90,180.  Average historical ratio of based aircraft to operations is 232, consistent with Airport 

user survey conducted in fall 2009.  Operations forecast models vary from 1.1% to 3.1% annual 

growth.  Preferred forecast is based on 232 operations per based aircraft, which equates to 1.9% 

average annual growth.  Operational fleet mix shows higher performance aircraft (jets and 

turboprops) are used more often than single engine aircraft, consistent with Airport user survey 

results.  Over 20 years, jet operations are projected to grow from 13% to 18% of total operations, 

and single engine airplanes to decline from 33% to 29%. 

Critical aircraft is the most demanding aircraft that regularly uses the airport (at least 500 annual 

itinerant operations) – can be a “family” of aircraft.  The critical aircraft determines Airport 

Reference Code (ARC), which identifies appropriate FAA airport design standards.  ARC is a letter 
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representing aircraft approach speed and a Roman numeral representing aircraft wingspan/tail 

height.  ARC for current and future activity at Aurora is C-II (exemplified by Israel Aircraft 

Industries Astra 1125 now and by Cessna Citation X in the near future). 

Summary of Aeronautical Activity Forecasts 

Forecast Element  2010 2015 2020 2030 

Based Aircraft  432 462 494 566 

Aircraft Operations  100,224 107,227 114,720 131,312 

Critical Aircraft  IAI Astra 1125 
Cessna 

Citation X 
Cessna 

Citation X 
Cessna 

Citation X 

ARC  C-II C-II C-II C-II 

 

PAC Comments 

The following comments were provided by members of the PAC during the presentation. 

• Susie Stevens – Cite the sources along with information, add language about physical 
constraints in regards to feasibility, change “evaluate” to “involve” on Goal 3.  Also wanted 
more information on the user surveys and pointed out the difference between random 
and scientific surveys. 

• Jim Hansen – Remove citation of 1,500’ extension being desired by some users, as he’s not 
heard that number before.  (Note: several PAC members raised their hands when asked if 
anyone knows if 1,500’ is needed by some operators.)  Add extending the runway 
overruns.  An air traffic control tower may decrease operations in the smaller planes. 

• Bruce Bennett – The drainage ditch on state property needs to be filled and paved for 
safety.  He also recommended the Airport not grow past Hwy 51, Airport Road, Keil Road, 
and Arndt Road; the zoning on the other side of the roads should be protected. 

• John Henri – Added that adjacent lands should remain as EFU (exclusive farm use). 

• Fred Netter – If adjacent lands are kept as EFU, owner must be compensated. 

• Roger Kaye – The use of land, especially on through-the-fence land, should be 
established.  Are through-the-fence areas sufficient? 

• Steve Hurst – Gather information and cite the source more concretely.  He also wondered 
how this information would be used in justifying a runway extension. 

• John Henri – Also had questions on how this information would be used for justifying a 
runway extension. 

• Fred Netter – Chapter 2 states that Aurora is within walking distance; however, the road is 
unsafe for walking as it has narrow shoulders.  As for the calm-wind runway designation, 
he said more people want it kept as is.  He also questioned why the Airport is designated 
as an “Urban General Aviation Airport” if SB 680 was designed for rural airports. 

• Patti Milne – Clackamas County Sheriff provides service for emergencies of regional and 
statewide significance.  Marion County Sheriff provides emergency services for typical 
emergency response, as well as Oregon State Police. 
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• A PAC member thought the pavement condition index was incorrect and that some 
taxilanes are closer to “poor” than what is designated. 

• Statewide Resource Planning Goal 5 allows an entity to constrain growth to a boundary. 
• UT-20 (as shown on the land use exhibit) is Urban Transitional, not Urban 

Transportation. 

• Jim Hansen – Add discussion about new departure procedures.  (Note: ODA reported 
they are working with FAA to finalize this and are hoping to have it completed within the 
next couple of months.) 

• Bruce Bennett – Noise is important and bigger airplanes don’t necessarily make more 
noise, because of advances in turbofan technology.  There are published noise reduction 
procedures. 

• Steve Hurst – Adjacent farmland is “Foundation” farmland according to the Oregon 
Department of Agriculture.  He also questioned discrepancies in historical operations 
counts. 

• Nick Kaiser – Airport is 1/3 mile from Aurora city limits.  He also added another point of 
view that some people feel the airport needs to grow within certain constraints. 

• Susie Stevens – Vehicular traffic will increase with bigger airplanes. 
• Fred Netter – Vehicular traffic issues should be separated from the Airport aircraft 

operations issues.   

• Nick Kaiser – Questioned the forecast numbers, especially the validity of the historical 
data. 

• Bruce Bennett – There has been a lot of growth in the last ten years and there is no vacant 
land left. 

• Tony Helbling – The recent increase at the Airport is artificially high, because many 
operators moved from Hillsboro, for example, since there was private property available 
to develop. 

• Susie Stevens – Asked to have the Terminal Area Forecast link out on the website.  She 
also questioned the reasoning behind selection of the Preferred Forecast. 

• Steve Hurst – We need to have reliable numbers. 
• Ray Phelps – We need Washington County vehicular traffic counts. 

 

Public Attendees Comments 

• Marlow Treit submitted written testimony, which is attached.  The overall sentiment of 
the testimony states that an air traffic control tower is not needed at the Airport.   

• Regarding the air traffic control tower, it must be justified by operations and is for the 
purpose of safety. 

• Jets at the south end of the Airport are a cause of concern. 
• A Charbonneau resident was told by her real estate agent that only small airplanes operate 

at the Airport, and the noise is much worse than they expected.  

• Early morning operations and disturbances at Charbonneau are unacceptable. 

• The recent accident near the Airport has neighbors concerned.  How can we guarantee 
something like that won’t happen again?  These are adults and shouldn’t need someone in 
an air traffic control tower telling them where to go – a tower wouldn’t have avoided this 
accident. 

• Touch and goes are scary for neighbors. 
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• Most neighbors knew about the Airport when they moved there, but growth has been 
greater than they expected. 

• A pilot said he uses the Airport 3-4 times a year and he – like most pilots – wants to fly 
neighborly.  

Meeting Adjournment 

PAC members were asked to submit their comments on draft Chapters 1-3 within two weeks.  The 

meeting adjourned at 7:15 pm.  A public open house followed, and a summary of that event is 

attached.  All information regarding the PAC meeting and open house – along with comment 

forms – is posted at www.aurorastateairport.org.  
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Open House #1 Summary 

Public Involvement and Outreach Overview 

The Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA), with assistance from WHPacific, is conducting a master 

plan update for the Aurora State Airport. The purpose of this update to the 2000 Airport Master 

Plan is to assess the role of the Aurora State Airport, evaluate the Airport's capabilities, forecast 

future aeronautical activity for the next 20 years, and plan for the timely development of any new 

or expanded Airport facilities needed to accommodate future aviation activity. 

ODA obtained and matched a grant from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to fund this 

study. ODA has organized a Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) comprised of airport users and 

neighbors to participate in the planning process. In addition to six PAC meetings, other public 

outreach opportunities include regular project website updates to disseminate information and 

gather comments and questions, and five public open houses.  The first open house was held in 

conjunction with the second PAC meeting on September 30, 2010 from 7:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. at the 

American Legion, located at 21510 Main Street in Aurora.   

The drop-in style open house featured several display boards exhibiting information on the master 

plan update process and project schedule as well as information regarding the first three draft 

chapters of the Master Plan Update, including: 

• Goals for the planning process; 

• Goals for the future development of the 

Airport; 

• Major issues the plan should address; 

• The Airport’s current and future role within 

the system of airports; 

• The Airport’s background, including 

existing airfield and landside facilities, 

airspace, land use and zoning, 

environmental issues, and historical 

aviation activity and financial data; and 

• The types and levels of aviation activity 

expected at the Airport during a 20-year 

forecast period.  

 

Staff from ODA and WHPacific were on-hand to answer questions and collect comments.    
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Open House #1 Summary 

Public Information and Outreach 

The public was invited to attend the open house and/or submit comments online through the 

following venues: 

• Press release distributed to local media outlets. 

• E-mail distributed to the “interested parties” list-serve.   

• Announcement posted on the project website:  www.AuroraStateAirport.org 

• Flyers posted at a variety of locations around the community, including: 

o Columbia Helicopters 

o Willamette Aviation Office 

o Aurora Aviation, Inc. 

o Van’s Aircraft 

o Sky Iron Café 

o White Rabbit Bakery 

o The Colony Pub 

o Lunch Room 

o Pheasant Run Wine Tasting Room 

o Old West Colony Kitchen 

o Antique shop 

o Two local market/grocery stores 

 

Overview of Public Comments 

Public comments were collected via comment forms and flip charts at the open house.  Members of 

the public were invited to submit comments online in addition or in lieu of attending the open 

house.  

Nearly 50 people attended the PAC meeting and open house. The overall response received from 

community members was pessimistic but constructive. Participants who provided written 

comments and who chatted with staff were concerned about noise impacts and recent accidents 

related to take offs and landings at Aurora State Airport.  A few people provided input on the draft 

Master Plan Update chapters being considered.  Many participants voiced their appreciation for 

having the opportunity to provide feedback.  

Three people commented on the noise impacts 

and offered some solutions, including a noise 

reduction wall and regulations for helicopter 

traffic.  Three people provided specific feedback 

regarding Draft Chapters 1 – 3.  Some of these 

comments referred to physical constraints, 

transportation impacts, using proper references, 

and general clarification of terms.  One person 

commented on the recent airplane crash in Piper 

Court and inquired about how the master plan 

might identify how this could be avoided.  One 

person provided a written letter in opposition to 

the control tower being proposed by the ODA.  
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Open House #1 Summary 

Open-Ended Comments from Comment Forms 

Six written comments were collected from participants via comment forms.  Two participants 

submitted letters (see attached). 

• Lower noise. Put up a noise reduction wall.  

• In Chapter 2, with regard to noise control, please include regulations and rules for 

helicopter traffic as it tends to overfly Aurora Historical area at low levels, creating 

excessive noise. 

• Goals: Airplane crash at Piper Court (midfield)—how could this be avoided? 

Of the 400 planes based at Aurora, how many are at the 30,000 wt?  Are any at 45,000 wt? 

Deer Creek is less than 1,000 feet from the south end of the airport – noise – livability – 

quality of life are very important to the 141 homes, approximately 425 people. 

Loud operation – take off – lands 

• The second goal in Chapter 1 is to meet the needs of current and projected users, as 

feasible: 

o What is the current need? 

o Who are the projected users? 

o Isn’t the notion of who projected users are a self fulfilling prophecy?   

Chapter 3 notes the intersections with Arndt Road north of the airport are already projected 

to fail in 2015.   

o Does the ODA plan to address surface transportation impacts in this master plan?  If 

so, how? When? 

o Did any of the improvements identified in the Marion County Transportation System 

plan get built? 

How do the PAC members and the public get access to the surveys and other documents on 

which WHPacific bases the conclusion in the report? 

Chapter 3 says the Airport Reference Code will be changed from B-II to C-II and the 

reference jet is a citation X because a single airport user is buying one.  Why?  How will that 

affect the decision on runway length and strengthening? 

Chapter 2 – Emergency services should say who provides mutual aid for police and fire. 

91% of the population around the airport is in Clackamas County.  How is it that Clackamas 

County is not part of the IGA? 

• Thank you for keeping us posted on the progress! 

• Page 1-3, change “evaluate” to “involve” 

Page 1-3, strike “1,500’” extension, not talked about by users, add recommendations for off-

site improvements, i.e. roads.  Troutdale Airport is in Multnomah County, not Washington,  

To have accurate forecasts, you must have forecasts of future growth of industry that may 

need airport!  Also of population that may want airport services. 

• Emergency services inventory should detail Mutual Aid agreements 

• [Vehicular] traffic counts are not the same as a traffic study – need this 

• Will there be an overhead noise study? 

• Fill and pave drainage ditch on state property 
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Aurora State Airport Master Plan 

Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) Meeting #3 
 

December 9, 2010 

Canby Adult Center, Canby, OR 

MEETING SUMMARY 

 

Attendees 

Oregon Department of Aviation – Chris Cummings, Sandra Larsen, John Wilson, and Mitch 

Swecker (also a PAC member) 

WHPacific – Rainse Anderson, Sara Funk, and Sarah Lucas 

JLA Public Involvement – Adrienne DeDona and Sylvia Ciborowski 

PAC – Bruce Bennett, Jim Bernard, Jim Hansen, Tony Helbling, John Henri, Tony Holt, Mark 

Ottenad (for Steve Hurst), Nick Kaiser, Rick Kosta, James Meirow, Ted Millar, Patti Milne, Fred 

Netter, Dan Riches, Roger Kaye, Ray Phelps, and Dave Waggoner 

Public Attendees – See attached sign-in sheets  

Welcome and Introductions 

The meeting commenced at 5:15 pm, with welcoming comments from Chris Cummings.  He 

introduced Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA) employees and the WHPacific consulting 

team. 

Presentation 

The purpose of the PAC meeting was to discuss the PAC comments received on Draft Chapters 1 – 

3, as well as present information in Draft Chapter 4 (Facility Requirements).  The WHPacific 

planning team gave a presentation, which is outlined below and posted to the project website 

(www.aurorastateairport.org).  The PAC made comments during the presentation, and public 

comments were taken after the PAC working session had ended. 

Schedule 

Approximately eight months are remaining.  The process allocates review periods for ODA, FAA 

and PAC prior to each public meeting.  To date, one public kick-off meeting and two PAC work 

session have occurred.  After tonight, three PAC work sessions and three open houses remain.  
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The next PAC meeting – with a public open house to follow – will be to discuss draft Chapter 5, 

Airport Development Alternatives. 

Vehicular Traffic Counts 

The Oregon Department of Transportation – Transportation Development Division placed traffic 

tubes at 11 access points at the Airport from 10/18 to 10/22.  Additional data is being gathered and 

will be analyzed with data from ODOT.  Data will be presented prior to the next PAC meeting. 

PAC Comments – Draft Chapters 1 - 3 

Time was allocated to discuss the comments received on Draft Chapters 1 – 3.  Items discussed 

were: 

Draft Chapter 1 Comments 

• Roger Kaye – Is there a census of Airport occupants?  Are all occupants airport-related?  
An inventory of off-airport (through the fence) tenants will not be prepared as part of this 
project. 

• Tony Holt – How has Aurora State changed from a rural GA airport (SB 680) to an urban 
GA airport (Oregon Aviation Plan 2007)?  Aurora State Airport was listed as a “rural” 
airport in SB 680; however, the OAP also lists it as an urban airport. 

• Tony Helbling – Regarding 1.24.  Do not add “some” – it is true that all PAC members who 
are airport users expressed this concern.  Sentence will be left as currently shown. 

 

Draft Chapter 2 Comments 

• Fred Netter – Regarding comment 2.16 (see “Chapters” page on website), contact Jim 
Johnson with the Oregon Department of Agriculture.  Foundation farmland is a term used 
in a metro study and not a legal term appropriate for Aurora.  Tony Holt and Patti Milne 
joined this discussion.  WHPacific will research further, information gathered will be 
included Chapter Five, Alternatives. 

• Ted Millar – How will we see changes based on these comments?  The Final Draft, to be 
presented at the last PAC meeting, will incorporate changes. 

 

Draft Chapter 3 Comments 

• Tony Holt – FAA planning advisory circular recommends both constrained and 
unconstrained forecasts.  The unconstrained forecasts, as prepared, were approved by FAA.  
The development alternatives will show options that do constrain the Airport’s growth. 

• John Henri – Could you constrain the Airport in Chapter 5?  Yes. 

• Tony Holt – Why did you choose the Astra as the critical aircraft?  It does not have 500 
operations at the Airport.  The Astra has the most operations of C-II aircraft.  The airport 
reference code (ARC) is developed by using families of aircraft.  The Astra is most 
representative of C-II aircraft operating at the Airport. 
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• Mark Ottenad – Why did you choose 2007 and 2009 data in determining the forecasts?  
Those years represent recent peak and valley years, and an average represents a more 
normal year. 

• Bruce Bennett – How many operations does CSIM have in their Falcon 900?  The records 
were researched after the meeting.  In FY 2007, documented operations for CSIM’s Falcon 
900 were 146 and in FY 2009, they were 123. 

• Nick Kaiser – Comment 3.23, the accuracy of operations is essential as it must have an 
impact on the forecasts.  He would like the 62,900 operations numbers used.  No changes 
to will be made. 

• Bruce Bennett – Regarding a comment that the forecasts represent an operation occurring 
every 5 minutes, he noted this is an average and there are days when aircraft are lined up 
for take off. 

• John Henri – Are you going to change the forecasts?  No, there are no compelling reasons 
to change the data presented at this time. 

• Ted Millar – People need to be aware of the impacts of the plan and we don’t want to be 
on a camel looking backwards – we must look forward.  The National Business Aviation 
Association guidelines must be taken into account. 

• Tony Holt – What is the TAF (terminal area forecast) and does Aurora State have one?  
Explanation to the TAF is given in the written comment responses.  Yes, Aurora has a TAF 
and the airport has exceeded the TAF. 

• Bruce Bennett – Believes the forecasts are conservative. 

• Mark Ottenad – Are helicopters broken out in the forecasts?  Yes, on pages 3-21 and 3-27. 

• Tony Holt – Please get the actual user surveys on the website.  WHPacific and JLA will 
gather the responses and post to website prior to the next scheduled PAC meeting.  

• Mitch Swecker – ODA is moving forward with finalizing departure procedures that direct 
traffic east and west of Charbonneau.  They are planned to be published in spring of 2011. 

Draft Chapter 4 

The accompanying presentation outlines high points from Draft Chapter 4.  The following 

comments were provided by members of the PAC during the presentation. 

• Roger Kaye – You should defer zoning/planning discussion to Chapter 5.  If were to 
remain in Chapter 4, there could be conflicting data.  The recommendations given would 
remain, regardless of alternatives presented in Chapter Five, as they are broad and conform 
with State guidance given in the Oregon Aviation Plan.  No changes will be made. 

• Fred Netter – Zoning discussion should be able to remain, as it is only suggesting what 
may be needed. 

• Tony Holt – Table 4B, the capacity shown isn’t realistic.   

• Fred Netter – Fire district need should be further explained, especially in regards to 
funding.  The District owns the apparatus. 

• Mark Ottenad – Regarding projected landside developments, how are the acreages 
developed?  Methodologies are explained within the chapter. 

• Jim Hansen – pg 4-25, utilities.  Strike paragraph relating to development constraints.  It is 
no longer a limiting factor, due to new technologies.  We will look into the issue by talking 
further with Jim and Marion County representatives. 

• James Meirow – There is a cost associated with the septic systems, so they are a constraint. 
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• Ted Millar – Maintenance of septic systems is expensive and you still must remove the 
gray water. 

• Patti Milne – There should be some comment that modern technology could change the 
septic constraints.  

• Tony Holt – Would like to request information on RPZs, RSAs, etc to the fence.  The 
information has been presented in Chapter 2 and will be graphically shown in Chapter 5. 

• Jim Hansen – Can an overrun area extend into a safety zone?  (Overrun = RSA).  Yes, 
dimensions are based on runway end. 

• David Waggoner – Will the runup area to 17 be discussed in Chpt 5?  Yes. 
• Nick Kaiser – Regarding Tables 4A and 4B, why did you choose 84 degrees?  84 degrees is 

the mean maximum daily temperature of the hottest month, which adjust standard 
conditions with those at the Airport.  Page 4-14, what is ADG?  Airplane Design Group 
(ADG) has significance with regards to design standards.  It is the Roman numeral in the 
Airport Reference Code. 

• Tony Helbling – Page4-26, title notices.  Suggests extending area out to 5 miles (similar to 
tower notice).  There is no legislative authority to do so.  ODA has promoted title notice  
statewide and will continue. 

• Nick Kaiser – 1 mile would go into Aurora (title notice), what happens today?  Is there a 
title notice?  No, but ODA would like to see something like this occur. 

• Patti Milne – There are similar title notices for agricultural uses. 

• Fred Netter – Notices could open ODA up for liability.  It is a two-edged sword. 

• Nick Kaiser – Relating to ATCT.  How is the BCA developed?  The FAA develops it based on 
TAF data. 

• Bruce Bennett – Regarding Table 4A, one of the aircraft is based at the Airport.  Many 
airports in Oregon have a longer runway than Aurora State.  

Potential Development Alternatives 

Chapter 5 will present four alternatives and with the assistance of the PAC, ODA will develop a 

“Preferred Alternative.”  The Preferred Alternative may be a combination of features from more 

than one alternative.  A no build alternative will be presented, along with three development 

alternatives.  The development alternatives will likely show different approach minimums, which 

will impact design standards, and at least one will show a runway extension.  Discussions with the 

PAC yielded the following comments: 

• John Henri – How will acreage be addressed in the alternatives? 

• Bruce Bennett – Aren’t precision approaches unattainable at Aurora? 
• Fred Netter – Please do research as to where the fire station is most appropriate. 

• Jim Hansen – LPV (localizer performance with vertical guidance) approaches are better 
than instrument landing systems.  We should maximize their usage. 

• Dave Waggoner – A run-up area to Runway 17 should be shown. 

• Ted Millar – Can the helicopter landing areas be between the runway and taxiway (for 
approach and landing)? 

• Tony Helbling – What Ted is talking about is referred to as “spots”.  Many airports have 
them and then helicopters can hover taxi to parking.  There is a difference between a 
heliport and a helipad. 

• Jim Hansen – Can the power lines be in the RPZ? 
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Public Attendees Comments 

After the PAC comments were completed, the public had an opportunity to discuss the 

information presented.  The comments given were: 

• While doing the forecasts what job growth numbers were used? Metro (2009) low to high 
range. 

• Airport disclosure must be detailed (i.e., a neighbor with one cat is very different than a 
neighbor with 30 cats). 

• Page 4-23.  Add “life” to fuel tanks, third paragraph. 

Meeting Adjournment 

PAC members were asked to submit their comments on draft Chapter 4 by January 3, 2011.  The 

meeting adjourned at 7:40 pm.  A public open house followed until 8:00 pm. All information 

regarding the PAC meeting and open house – along with comment forms – is posted at 

www.aurorastateairport.org.  

Public Open House 

An open house was held from 7:40 to 8:00 pm.  Members of the consulting team and ODA were 

available to discuss questions and concerns with attendees.  One comment was submitted, which 

was “Buying a home in proximity to an airport should be an informed decision.  However, facing 

expansion of an airport can’t be factored into a home purchase.  Growth isn’t necessarily good.  Your 

approach is to provide for bigger and more.  You know that building the tower will change the mix of 

planes in a manner that is detrimental to the surrounding property owners, but that doesn’t seem to 

be an issue for ODA.”   
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Aurora State Airport Master Plan 

Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) Meeting #4 

March 10, 2011 

North Marion Intermediate School, Aurora, OR 

 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Attendees 
Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA) – Chris Cummings, Sandra Larsen and Mitch Swecker (also a PAC 

member) 

 

WHPacific – Rainse Anderson, Sara Funk, Sarah Lucas and Casey Storey 

 

JLA Public Involvement – Vaughn Brown, Adrienne Dedona and Sylvia Ciborowski 

 

Public Advisory Committee (PAC) – Bruce Bennett, Jim Bernard, Jim Hansen, Tony Holt, Steve Hurst, Nick 

Kaiser, Rick Kosta, James Meirow, Ted Millar, Fred Netter, Dan Riches, Ray Phelps, Charlotte Lehan (for 

Jim Bernard), Craig Wilmes and Dave Waggoner. 

 

Public Attendees – see attached sign in sheets 

 

Welcome and Introductions 
Chris Cummings, ODA, introduced himself and welcomed everyone to the meeting.  He noted this 

meeting had the best public turnout so far.  

  

Chris reviewed the meeting agenda, explaining there would be a presentation from WHPacific prior to 

breaking out into a public workshop.  After the workshop, the PAC will reconvene for a discussion of the 

alternatives.  Chris instructed participants to ask as many questions as possible during the workshop and 

indicated that there is also the opportunity to provide written comments. 

 

Rainse Anderson, WHPacific, introduced himself and provided an overview of the study to date.  He 

noted that at previous meetings he had told members several times to hold their comments until we 

review Chapter 5.  Rainse explained that Chapter 5 and the draft alternatives is what we’ve been 

building up to.  He said reviewing and discussing the draft alternatives in order to develop a preferred 

alternative is the most exciting and important part of the study.   Rainse asked the remainder of the 

consultant team to introduce themselves and reminded everyone to sign in.  He drew attention to the 

comment form and let people know this would be a helpful guide when reviewing the draft alternatives.   
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Rainse reviewed the agenda further and explained there would be a review of the forecast updates, 

traffic analysis and the draft alternatives prior to the public workshop.  He also said there would be a 

discussion of the alternatives with the PAC, and at the end of the meeting, there will be time for public 

comments. 

Presentation 

Project Overview:  Rainse reviewed the project purpose and explained that there are seven (7) chapters 

total in the Master Plan Update.  The first four draft chapters have been completed and draft chapter 5 

will be reviewed tonight.  Following completion of the document, the draft will be submitted to FAA for 

review.  This process typically takes 90 days prior to final publication.  After this meeting, the project 

team will take the feedback received and begin developing the preferred alternative.  The draft 

preferred alternative will include a public review and comment period.  Once that is completed, the 

Airport Layout Plan (ALP) and the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) will be developed.  The ALP and CIP 

will be the topics for review and discussion at the next PAC meeting; tentatively scheduled for the end of 

June.   

Traffic Analysis:  Rainse said that at the first PAC meeting there was a discussion about vehicular traffic 

and since that time, the project team has done some analysis to look at traffic coming from and around 

the airport.  He explained that this data was gathered from various available sources.  ODOT traffic 

specialists were enlisted to conduct counts around the airport. Data was gathered at 11 of the gates in 

during a 1 week period to determine the average annual daily traffic (AADT) and peak hour traffic 

volumes. The result was 2,400 AADT.  Located at the NE corner, Columbia Helicopters generates 47% of 

the total traffic (1,130 AADT).  Rainse explained that this is not a typical Fixed Base Operator (FBO) 

tenant since they don’t use the runway.  The traffic analysis included HTS (Helicopter Transport 

Services), under construction on the corner of Keil and Airport Road, and projected 211 AADT once 

developed.  On Airport Road itself, 2007 data shows that approximately 2,600 vehicles travel along the 

road between Ehlen and Arndt Road.  Rainse mentioned that this data is somewhat low; when it is 

updated in 2011, it’s expected to increase.  The data will be updated by studies completed by Marion 

County later this year.  Rainse went on to explain that there is a lot of pass-through traffic going to and 

from I-5.  He added that the impact from the airport on the Boone Bridge was also analyzed and it was 

determined that the airport generates about 1.5% of the total traffic on the bridge.  Currently the 

employment numbers at the airport are approximately 750 employees, which equates to 3.2 trips per 

employee.  Once a 1.19% annual employment growth rate is applied, the total employment for 2030 is 

950 employees, equating to an airport generated AADT of 3,040.  Rainse added that additional data and 

background information on the traffic analysis can be found in the report and could be discussed further 

during the workshop session.  

 

Traffic Analysis Recommendations:  Rainse said that ODA will continue to work with Marion County and 

the City of Aurora as improvements to Airport Road are considered and the appropriate considerations 

will have to be made with regard to airport businesses and entrances along Airport Road.  He added that 

it is likely that there will be sharing of the costs in the system development, similar to what HTS did with 

their system development, but this will need to be worked out between the entities. 
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Forecast Updates:   Chris explained that the previous meeting scheduled for February was postponed 

because of incorrect forecast information that needed to be corrected.  There was an error with 

previous information related to the number of aircraft based at the airport.  To remedy the problem, 

ODA checked with tenants, sent someone out to physically count aircraft in hangars (if able), and 

thoroughly reviewed their database of registered aircraft.  Chris said there are now new numbers and 

those numbers have gone down from the original count.  He said this information was used to go back 

and correct other information previously developed in the report.  Chris said that he is very confident 

with the count and the new forecast.   

 

Sara Funk said that while they were doing revisions based on the aircraft count, they completed other 

revisions, such as: 

• Information from the FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast (published in December 2010). 

• Comments received from the PAC previously were addressed 

• Additional research was done related to the Airport Reference Code (ARC).  The project team 

looked up what kind of airplanes there were that were previously reported as unknown. 

 

Sara reviewed the past and current numbers of aircraft based at Aurora, including the new projections 

for 2030 (based upon a 1.58% annual average growth rate).   

Year Aircraft Type Revised Forecast Previous Forecast 

2010 Historical Single Engine 261 312 

 Jets 23 21 

 Multi-engine 40 59 

 Helicopter 25 35 

 Other 5 5 

 Total 354 432 

    

2030 Projection Total 464 566 

 Jets 47 51 

 

Operations:  Sara explained the takeoffs and landings changed with the based number of aircraft.  This 

number is now estimated at 90,909 for 2010.  The number was previously somewhere around 100,000.  

Based upon the estimated annual growth rate, the revised forecast for 2030 operations is 124,386 as 

compared to the previous figure of 131,312. 

 

Sara asked the PAC if there were any questions about the traffic or forecast analysis before moving on to 

Chapter 5.  There were no questions from the PAC.  

 

Draft Chapter 5  
Sara said that the runway length surveys have been updated to reflect at least 500 constrained annual 

operations, which justifies a longer runway based on the FAA criteria.  Besides the additional completed 

surveys sent to the PAC prior to the meeting, additional surveys have been received.  

 

Tony Holt asked about the updated survey and requested to talk about it further later.   
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Bruce Bennett noted that Management West is still at Aurora, although the constrained jet aircraft 

owned by Management West is not.   

 

Sara explained that three build alternatives have been proposed in order to meet the facility 

requirements.   

 

Sarah Lucas explained that the preferred alternative would be developed based upon the elements 

included in the three build alternatives and the no-build alternative and the preferred alternative would 

be the basis for the ALP.  She explained that the various elements outlined in the comment form could 

be mixed and matched to develop the preferred alternative.   

Sarah explained the various comparative elements within the alternatives: 

• Airport Reference Code (ARC) 

• Runway length and strength 

• Instrument approach capability 

• Hangar/tiedown locations 

• Cargo apron location 

• Fuel tank location 

• Air traffic control tower (ATCT) 

• Aurora Rural Fire Protection District Facility 

 

Approximately 40 developable acres are needed to meet the forecasted demand for the activity at 

Aurora.  Currently ODA has about 9 acres of developable land.  Development necessary for precision 

approach path indicators, a cargo apron, helicopter parking, vehicle parking and some additional 

hangars would be built on state-owned property.  In all of the build alternatives, the adjacent church 

camp property (16 acres) is shown to be suitable for hangars and related development.   

 

• No-build Alternative:  The no-build alternative is ARC B-II.  An air traffic control tower (ATCT) will 

still be constructed in this option, but a location has not yet been identified.  The runway length 

would remain at its current length of (5,004 feet).  Instrument approach capability does not 

change.  The approach criteria minimums remain not lower than 1 statute mile.  (The Runway 

Protection Zone (RPZ) at the end of each runway correlates to the approach minima).  The 

pavement strength would remain the same (45,000 pounds dual-wheel gear). 

While the no-build alternative is essentially a do nothing option, it does not mean that there 

would be no financial impact to the airport.  Most prominently, there would still be a cost 

associated with maintaining the current pavement and facilities.   

 

• Build Alternative 1:   – Alternative 1 is also ARC B-II and includes a 600 foot runway extension.  

The southern RPZ would extend south of Keil Road and an aviation easement would be sought.  

The northern RPZ would encroach into Columbia helicopters.  The majority of state-owned 

property would be developed as hangars in this option.  The state has identified three various 

alternatives for the location of the air traffic control tower.  This alternative includes a fire 

station facility near the control tower.  The air traffic control tower would be located midfield on 

the east side.  Two helipads would also be built on public property.  No cargo apron is included 

in this build alternative.  Instrument approach capability does not change although the visual 

glide slope indicators would be upgraded to precision approach path indicators.  The pavement 

would be strengthened to 60,000 pounds (dual-wheel gear).  The fuelling tank would be 

relocated to the south of Aurora Aviation.   
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• Build Alternative 2 – Alternative 2 increases design standards to ARC C-II.  The approach minima 

are greater and extend RPZs further off of airport property; requiring additional easements or 

land acquisition.  There are further impacts to Columbia Helicopters.  This alternative has a fairly 

equal split between development of tiedown facilities and cargo aprons.  The helicopter parking 

pads are same as in build alternative 1.  The fuel facility is located near the cargo apron, 

northeast of Aurora Aviation. The fire station would be located near the current water 

suppression system, and the air traffic control tower is located near the center of the airport. 

The pavement would be strengthened to 60,000 pounds (dual-wheel gear).   The runway and 

parallel taxiway would be extended to the south by 1,000 feet, which would require the closure 

of Keil Road (total runway length of 6,004 feet). 

 

• Build Alternative 3 – Alternative 3 also increases design standards to ARC C-II and shows a 

precision approach.  The precision approach was something a lot of pilots requested during the 

goals and issues identification phase.  There is no runway extension included in this alternative 

and RPZs increase significantly.  The high voltage power lines would have to be relocated or put 

underground.  The pavement strength remains the same.  The helicopter operations areas are 

located north of the current cargo apron.  The air traffic control tower is located closer to the 

north end and farther from the runway than in the other two build alternatives.   The Fire 

District’s building is located east of the fire suppression system.  The fuel tanks would be located 

at the south end of state-owned property and the cargo aprons would be centrally located on 

state-owned property.  

 

Steve Hurst asked if the no build option would include an air traffic control tower. Sarah clarified that 

the control tower is a committed project and would be built regardless, since it’s already funded. 

 

Noise:  Casey Storey explained the type of noise model used and that it looked at saturated noise vs. 

point in time noise.  He said the model accounts for more disturbances by night time noise vs. daytime 

noise.  Casey went on to explain that they looked at the flight paths from this year and the aircraft type 

and mapped where those types of aircraft will fly.  The flight tracks reflect the current noise abatement 

flight patterns and departure procedures.  Casey noted that based upon the FAA criteria, residential land 

use is not considered compatible within the 65 dBA (average decibel) contour.  Casey reviewed the 

noise projections for each of the proposed alternatives: 

• All 2020 alternatives have the same type of and quantity of aircraft and show an increase in 

noise over time.   

• Build Alternative 1 shows a slight bulge/increase in noise to the north due to the expanded 

runway.   

• Build Alternative 2 contours shift south, due to the proposed southern extension to Runway 35. 

• Build Alternative 3 contours remain the same as the 2020 No Build Alternative contours, since 

the runway configuration would not change.  

 

Steve Hurst asked about the maps for the noise and confirmed whether or not alternative 2 was 

supposed show 2010 or 2020.  Casey confirmed that it should have reflected 2020 and that this was a 

typo.   

 

Tony Holt asked if this assumes the traffic control tower is built.  Casey replied that it did not. 
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Mitch Swecker added that an instrument departure would be recommended for departures as well as 

certain flight patterns designed to keep the aircraft away from the Charbonneau area.   

 

Tony said that he just wanted to understand what is currently in place. 

 

Sarah explained that there are currently noise abatement procedures in place at the airport.  Instrument 

procedures for northward departures are expected to be approved by the FAA in the fall.  These 

procedures are in line with the current recommended noise abatement procedures for northward 

departures. 

 

Tony said that he was aware of that but many operators don’t pay attention to the noise abatement 

procedures and he asked if other flight paths were factored into the model.  Casey responded that yes, 

they were taken into account. 

   

Nick Kaiser said that the decibels don’t change much between the alternatives and he asked if there 

were things that affected that.  Casey explained that there is some shift based on the type of aircraft 

since there will be more jets in the future.   

 

A member of the public asked what is happening to noise abatement around Aurora.  Mitch replied that 

they’ve tried to change the flight pattern to avoid flights over Aurora and planes should depart to the 

south around Aurora.   

 

Bruce Bennett said that he was involved with the FAA during the time they designed the airport 

departures/flight pattern and that they were designed to avoid Aurora.   

 

Rainse explained that the preferred alternative would be presented to the Oregon Aviation Board later 

this month and then again in April for their concurrence.  Chris said that he will send information out to 

the public about the meetings with the State. 

 

Nick asked about the comment period for the draft alternatives.  Chris said that there will be a two week 

comment period prior to the presentation to the Oregon Aviation Board.   

 

Public Workshop 
Vaughn reviewed the format for the public workshop and explained there would be 45 minutes for the 

public and the PAC to interact with staff to ask questions and review information about the draft 

alternatives.  He recommended that participants take a comment form in order to review information 

and formulate their questions and comments.  Vaughn suggested that participants think about the 

issues that need to be identified or considered when developing the preferred alternative.  He said that 

the group will come back together after the workshop and the feedback heard will be discussed with the 

PAC for 30 minutes, then there will be time for public comment.  If necessary, the public comment time 

would be extended and each person will be given a couple of minutes to provide testimony.   

 

After the 45 minute public workshop, Vaughn reconvened the PAC session.  He said he hoped that 

everyone had an opportunity to ask questions and obtain information from staff and PAC members. 

Vaughn explained that the PAC would now have the opportunity to discuss the draft alternatives and 

give input on the direction for the preferred alternative.   
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To start off the discussion on the preferred alternatives Sylvia Ciborowski and Adrienne DeDona 

reported out on the group discussion during the work session related to noise impacts and the draft 

alternatives.  The following is a summary of the comments collected on flip charts at each of the 

information stations:   

• If the runway object free area (ROFA) extends, what will happen to the highway? 

• Have you considered what this project will do to the town of Aurora?  Who needs this 

extension? 

• I’m concerned about the impact of the RPZ on off-airport properties (alternatives 2 and 3) 

• There needs to be consideration for the economic feasibility.  There is no way this will pencil out 

economically.  It will result in greater revenue from gas sales, but this will never cover the huge 

expenditure. 

• I’m concerned about the impacts/development on the best farmland in the world.  This 

farmland is more important for the future of food production than to pave over it. 

• Currently the flight plan/pattern is not followed, especially at night.  Planes fly right over houses 

and shake the windows.  Concerned about the future safety and who disciplines pilots who fly in 

no flight zones. 

• I’m concerned about the feasibility of Alternative 3. 

• Can we use the additional capacity at Salem Airport rather than expand Aurora? 

• The Run-up area is too close to hangars and private property (condo association) in Alternative 

2.  I’m concerned about the safety of this situation and the dust flying up in the area.   

• What does it take to become a C-II Airport? 

• I’m concerned about what will happen to the property values of nearby homes with the noise 

increase. 

• I’m an airport user with five planes stationed in two hangars at Aurora.  I prefer Alternative 1 

with the 600 foot extension and ARC C-II.  

• Can alternative 1 become a C-II with all other elements remaining the same? 

• I have a concern about fumes from jets on people.  The wind blows fumes into residential areas. 

• The no-build option is no good because it does not have a fire facility.  If we have a tower, we 

need a fire facility. 

• Since we are already a volunteer fire station in Aurora, who will pay for a new fire facility? 

• Can you request a modification to standards of the ROFA (on Highway 551) from the FAA? 

• Why do you need more clearance for a more precise approach? 

• Has ODOT gotten onboard with road improvements, especially Keil Road? 

• Use displaced thresholds as a last resort.  Sarah L. explained that a displaced threshold could be 

done to gain runway length for takeoff.  The runway could be extended, but a displaced 

threshold, where aircraft land, would not be placed at the end of the extended runway 

pavement.  The runway pavement behind the threshold could be used for takeoff, but not for 

landing. .  . 

• The Tower will enforce flight patterns (to reduce noise impacts to area neighborhoods) by 

keeping in contact with pilots by radio. 

• Three to four days a week there are early morning airplane departures at approximately 3 a.m. 
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• Planes should not be allowed to take off before 7 a.m. 

• If the current noise/flight pattern policy isn’t being followed, why would a different policy be 

followed? 

• Where is the money/funding for the project coming from?  The Runway is already long enough.  

Enough money has already been spent on Aurora.  Aurora doesn’t have a lot of constraints as 

compared to the Orange County Airport (CA). 

• The power lines at the north end of the airport should be removed or undergrounded for 

community safety reasons.  The expense of doing so should be shared. 

• An Educational Center for children should be built at the airport as well as a mechanic school in 

partnership with the local community colleges.  A nearby playground is also a good idea so that 

kids could watch the airplanes take off and land.  

• The area west of highway 551 will be severely impacted if the runway is extended.  Farm 

equipment will be forced into the busy highway, creating safety concerns.  Deer Creek Mobile 

Home Park will have limited access due to the closure Keil Road.  Highway 551 will be the only 

point of access.   

• Helicopters fly too low and are too noisy. 

• The runway extension will increase the noise impacts to Deer Creek Estates.  Residents already 

smell jet fuel.  Airplanes take off as early as 4 a.m. 

• Will there be any consideration for jet fumes in any of the future alternatives? 

• The impervious surfaces drain to area farmlands since adequate drainage systems do not exist. 

• Who enforces the noise abatement procedures?  Orange County has a good noise abatement 

system. 

• Will future zoning be amended due to the expanded noise footprint? 

• The statement in the report that indicates that NW and Charbonneau residents will not be 

affected (related to Environmental Justice analysis) is inaccurate.  There are 141 homes in the 

Deer Creek neighborhood.  There will be quality of life impacts to residents. 

• What will be done to mitigate noise from maintenance on jet engines? 

• There seems to be a high number of planes flying over the Charbonneau area when there 

shouldn’t be (based upon recommended flight patterns/noise abatement procedures). 

• Mitigation efforts done simultaneously with airport improvements will help make things better 

for area residents.   

PAC Discussion on Alternatives: 

After the report out of public comments during the work session, the PAC reconvened for further 

discussion on the draft alternatives.  The following is a summary of their comments and 

recommendations for consideration when developing the preferred alternative: 

• Fred Netter said that his number one concern has consistently been regarding safety.  He 

indicated that the no-build includes the tower, but not a fire station.  He said that it would be his 

preference to have a Fire Station facility at the Airport near Airport Road and the water 

suppression system.  He also indicated that closing Keil Road would a safety concern due to 
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emergency access and farming equipment access.  Fred also requested that Airport Road be 

improved and called for Clackamas County to assist with funding for roadway improvements.   

• Charlotte Lehan said that the traffic analysis doesn’t recognize Clackamas County’s role in 

surface transportation.  She explained that Clackamas County’s concerns are related to the 

surface transportation impacts and the impacts to area agriculture (industrial development 

pushes agriculture out).  Charlotte added that Clackamas County has been excluded from some 

of the planning steps in this process. 

• Dave Waggoner agreed that Clackamas County should be involved in funding the airport due to 

the positive impact the airport has on area economic development. 

• Charlotte commented that the funding for the project hasn’t been addressed. 

• Steve Hurst asked if increased use of GPS and other technologies could be incorporated in lieu 

of a need for a runway extension. 

• Bruce said that in order to make take off quieter, planes/pilots must use less power.  To use less 

power, more runway is needed.  This is a typical procedure for noise abatement elsewhere. 

• Tony Holt said that the Aurora Airport is constrained by three major roads and only one runway.  

He indicated his support for the no-build alternative. 

• Bruce agreed that the airport is constrained and should ‘fill-in’ for development. He added that 

agriculture and golf courses make good neighbors to airports and that no other building 

development should be allowed near airports. 

• Charlotte requested that the financial impact to the public should be captured somehow and 

that Airport Road should be part of the financial analysis. 

• Nick Kaiser stated that Airport Road gets 2,600 trips a day, but is listed as a collector street.  It 

should be listed as an arterial street and should be designed as such.  He added that in 

Alternative 2, the RPZ goes over the Deer Creek neighborhood and highway 551; this is a safety 

concern.   

• Fred added that development in various communities impacts the airport too.  

• Steve said that the Wilsonville City Council will discuss the Airport Alternatives at an upcoming 

meeting and will determine a formal position within the two week comment period. 

• Ted Millar said that Aurora Airport is a category 2 airport and is an important part of the 

National Aviation System.  He added that the Airport benefits Clackamas and Washington 

Counties (the cities of Wilsonville and Aurora).  Ted commented that from a safety and an 

economic development standpoint, the runway should be expanded.  There is an economic 

opportunity and that need should be filled.  He called for an additional 1,000 feet of runway and 

increasing the pavement thickness of the runway.   

• Rick Kosta stated that National retailers can land elsewhere in Oregon (Hillsboro, Portland, and 

Troutdale).  He went on to say that the only alternative that doesn’t impact Deer Creek 

neighborhood is the No-build.  The noise impacts to Deer Creek residents in any of the build 

alternatives will be over 65 dB.  What mitigation can be done for Deer Creek residents? 

• Mitch Swecker said that before any mitigation were to occur, actual measuring of noise 

exposure would likely be conducted.  If impacts are shown, they may be mitigated.  
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• Dave said that the current situation at the airport is dangerous for run-ups and that the run-up 

area in alternative 2 is impractical.  It’s too close to hangars and one of the hangars provides 

space for the Emergency Operations Center.  There is no run-up space allocated in alternative 3.  

He called for alternative 2 to be modified to allow for a run-up area that doesn’t crowd the 

hangars.   

• Bruce said a greater than ¾ statute mile (sm) approach should be required; it’s safer, quieter 

and saves fuel.  He requested the minimums be lowered with a small extension to the south. 

• Tony Holt asked how many of the user surveys were based at Aurora.  He added that there 

should be a better, more rigorous way to collect/validate this type of data. 

• Dan Riches said that Columbia Helicopters has reserved land for future development, so they 

cannot support any type of expansion to the north.  He added that Columbia Helicopters 

supports safety improvements and improvements to Airport Road.  Dan preferred the no-build 

or a hybrid of the no-build alternative. 

• Nick said that the 2002 noise contour showed different planes, but there is not a huge 

difference.  There has been a larger increase in the number of aircraft.   

• Fred noted that expansion of the airport may impact other businesses' future plans and 

suggested that monetary compensation be offered to those businesses.  Dan replied stating that 

Columbia Helicopters monetary compensation wouldn’t work in their case because they are 

looking for a more long-term investment.  

To wrap-up the discussion on the draft alternatives and to provide direction to the project team on the 

development of a preferred alternative, Vaughn directed the PAC to provide their individual 

recommendations/feedback on the draft alternatives in a round-robin fashion.  The following 

summarizes their feedback:  

• Dave Waggoner echoed his concerns about the run-up areas. 

• Nick Kaiser said that there are a lot of variables within the four alternatives, especially with 

regard to noise. 

• Dan Riches called for the no-build option or for an extension to the south.   

• Steve Hurst said that he is looking forward to hearing the public comments.  

• Fred Netter commented that safety is important and a Fire Station should be part of the plan. 

• Ted Millar said that the Runway should be extended in addition to the thicker pavement surface.  

He suggested considering a possible hybrid alternative with a displaced threshold.   

• Tony Holt said the no-build is the best option and that there are other airports in the area to 

operators to use. He feels the expansion of Aurora is not justified. 

• Bruce Bennett said lengthening and strengthening the runway are important and that the 

overall safety of the airport should be increased.  He added that the overall noise and 

environmental impacts should be decreased. 

• Charlotte Lehan said that Clackamas County has not yet weighed in on the project and, at this 

time, she supports the Fire Station and the Airport Control Tower for safety reasons.   

• Rick Kosta said he supports the no-build option since there are other airports in the area. 
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• James Meirow said that he would like to hear from the neighbors to the south of the airport. 

• Craig Wilmes said he supports the run-up areas and displaced threshold.   

Overall the PAC did not come to consensus on a preference for one single preferred alternative.  

However, there seemed to be somewhat shared support for safety improvements such as the Fire 

District’s facility and the Air Traffic Control Tower.  The consultant team and ODA will evaluate all 

comments and concerns received and consider them when developing the preferred alternative.    

Public Comments: 

Members of the public were each given two minutes to provide oral testimony regarding the draft 

alternatives.  Several members provided written testimony in addition to or in lieu of oral testimony. 

Those statements are attached to this summary as separate documents.  

• John Ranken, 26715 Baker Rd:  He is an Attorney and consultant representing several property 

owners to the south. This area comprises 75 acres of properties in the EFU zone—from Airport 

Road to Hwy 551. Mr. Ranken was formerly the city attorney for the City of Aurora for 13 years 

and has been asked to help these property owners. The thanked PAC for its manner, and the 

public, and Chris C. for his efforts to help him get oriented to the project. He distributed 

information to the PAC showing the properties to the south that would be impacted. He said 

that at this point, their position is that they are interested in build alternative #1 since it seems 

to give everyone a little something.  He added that this seemed to present a compromise.  

• Mike Rite, NW Aircraft:  Has been involved in aviation his whole life. He said he has been very 

involved in airport issues. Mr. Rite added that there have not been meetings in Mulino or 

McMinnville about expansion because no one wants to go there. He said that people are coming 

to Aurora because they want to be there. He said there is not as much going to Portland. Mr. 

Rite added that some complaints about noise will be addressed and that tower will help 

airplanes not go over neighborhoods as much. He indicated he supports extending the runway 

because it provides additional safety and will bring in other aircraft that aren’t coming in 

currently. 

• Larry EIschen, resident of Charbonneau:  Mr. Elschen said he was representing Charbonneau 

neighbors. He presented a petition with 260 Charbonneau names on it, and indicated it should 

include more signatures. Mr. Elschen read from the petition (attached).  

• Ken Ivey, representing a planning organization in Clackamas County. Mr. Ivey said he has heard a 

lot about safety and that airplanes are coming into a marginal airport, and they are choosing to 

create an unsafe condition. Mr. Ivey stated that these pilots have at least four alternatives 

within 30-40 miles that do have the infrastructure to safely handle those planes. He stated the 

group he represents would vote for the no-build alternative. He stated if you want to make the 

airport safer, direct those planes to those airports that have the infrastructure on the ground 

paid for, rather than asking us to shell out more money. I live near the airport, and I don’t see a 

noisier airport and having to pay for the highway to get there. 
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• Ailin Ottinger: Mr. Ottinger said the main thing we are doing is making it possible for more 

commercial flights outside of Aurora. As a taxpayer, I wonder do the corporations have any part 

in funding all of this? 

• Ben Williams, resident of Aurora and President of Friends of French Prairie: (submitted attached 

written comments). He said he was concerned about preservation of farmland and the impact 

on surface transportation. He said, we support addressing the safety requirements, but we have 

a 20-30 year history of the domino effect. With improvements, it will only get bigger and we’ll 

need more improvements.  The airport is surrounded by EFU farmland that needs to be 

preserved. 

• Jack Kaley: He said he has a commercial pilot license and has been flying at Aurora 30 years. He 

is also the director of Positive Aurora Aviation Management Group. He attended the first PAC 

meeting, and noted that most placed aviation safety as their top concern. He said that is my top 

concern, especially safety issue for helicopter landing areas.  He went on to say that Aurora has 

stated safety provisions for helicopters. We need to properly separate helicopter and fixed wing 

areas. Helicopters take off from tie down areas that are designated for fixed wing areas. There 

are no designated helicopter landing and parking areas on state owned property. Because of 

ground turbulence, it is essential that helicopters be separated from fixed wing tie down 

locations. Mr. Kaley distributed some diagrams explaining the problem. He said the FAA has 

established safety circles and helicopter standards. The safety circles have a range. In his 

drawing, he superimposed a helicopter pad between a fixed wing. The projected increase of 

helicopter traffic means we need safe operations. In the interest of overall safety, we must 

provide for proper separation. The master plan should plan for safe helicopter operation. The 

vacant state owned land east of the helicopter blade renovation building should be used for 

locating several helicopter pads.  

• Manuel Martinez: chief pilot for JHRD investments:  He said that his company moved from PDX 

to Aurora State due to his recommendations. His company has provided $2 million in local 

revenue. He has safety concerns in operating in and out of Aurora Airport. He felt a tower would 

enhance the safety margins, and runway length is a concern. In his 15 years as pilot, he has had 

8 close encounters, mostly near Aurora Airport. 

• Larry Brons: professional pilot, flying primarily out of Aurora, doing professional contract flying:  

He said he supports the Air Traffic Control Tower for safety. The additional 600 feet of runway 

would make operations safer and more economically viable. He said we are coming out of 

recession and we should try to stimulate the economy in the local area by making the airport 

more viable for business. 

• Bryan Mobey, representative for Deer Creek Estates: He said they have concerns about their 

quality of life. He stated now with noise and the smell of fumes from jets, it affects us 

drastically.  They cannot sit on their patios without being disturbed by aircraft. He supports the 

Air Traffic Control Tower to keep planes out of no fly zones and the Fire Response Facility. He 

felt an expansion at the airport will negatively affect their property values due to noise and jet 

fumes. He added that planes take off at 4 or 5 in the morning and that nobody has control of the 



Aurora State Airport - Master Plan Update  

PAC Meeting #3 & Public Workshop Summary  P a g e  | 13 

March 10, 2011 

 

planes. Salem tells us to get the number of the aircraft, but we can’t get their numbers at night. 

He said he is concerned about an accident in the future. 

• Annie Kirk, Aurora resident:  She said she is representing her family.  She said regarding undue 

hardships and compensation, I have not heard anything about outside of the fence 

compensation for Aurora and Charbonneau residents. For impacts to Airport Road, who will 

bear the burden for those improvements? The road is grossly unimproved now. It needs to be 

taken care of, but we have more to come. I am comfortable with the tower and the fire services 

for safety. But I’m not convinced that any of the alternatives resolve the interest of the 

communities outside of the fence. 

• Lolita Carl, full time farmer in Marion County:  She said she is on Marion County Board of 

Directors for the Farm Bureau. Ms. Carl said that farming is the number one industry in Marion 

County. She said she is worried about encroachment on farmland and economic development. 

Agriculture is the second industry in Oregon, and all of us eat. All of the land surrounding Aurora 

Airport is the most fertile in the world. Once we start a little bit of development, it just 

encourages more. As a tax payer, she wonders where the money is coming from to support so 

few. 

• Ron Sterba: He shared his concern with the power lines on north end of airport and asked what 

happens if a plane hits them? Where does the power grid go to? Hospitals or schools? They 

should be relocated. He said he would like to see an education center on the airport to share 

with high schools and local community colleges. Would like to see a realignment of runway so 

the approach is over I-5 on the north and to take the approach corridor off of Charbonneau and 

move the runway 75 feet to west to allow for an expansion of the taxi way without removing 

any buildings.  

Meeting Adjournment 

Rainse wrapped up the meeting and reviewed the next steps for the project.  The next meeting will 

cover the Airport Layout Plan and the Capital Improvement Plan.  This meeting is tentatively scheduled 

for the end of June.  Rainse reminded everyone that there will be a public review and comment period 

for the preferred alternative and that an e-mail notification will be distributed with this information.   

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 8:30 p.m. 
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Aurora State Airport Alternatives Public Meeting 
Comment Summary 
 
30 comment forms were submitted at the March 10, 2011 Aurora State Airport meeting. 59 
additional comment forms were faxed, mailed or e‐mailed in after the meeting. 13 people 
submitted a comment form via the online survey.  

Additionally, several people submitted other comments beyond the comment form at the 
public meeting and by email after the event. These comments are attached at the end of this 
summary. 
 

 
No Build 

Alternative 
Alternative 1  Alternative 2  Alternative 3 

Instrument 
Approach 
Capability 

64 No change 
Approach minima 
to remain at visual 
and greater than 1 
statute mile (sm) 

12 No change  
Approach minima to 
remain at visual and 
greater than 1 
statute mile (sm) 

16  Improved 

instrument approach 
capability. Visibility 
greater than ¾ 
statute mile (sm) 

8 Improved 

instrument approach 
capability. Visibility 
minima lower than ¾ 
statute mile (sm) 
(precision 
approaches). 
Parallel taxiway 
relocated 100 feet to 
the east and multiple 
buildings removed or 
altered. 

Airport 
Reference 
Code 

65 No change 
Remain at ARC B‐II 

16 No change 
Remain at ARC B‐II 

12 Upgrade to ARC 
C‐II 

1 Upgrade to ARC 
C‐II 

Runway 
Length  62 No change  

(total runway 
length: 5,004’) 

17 600’ extension 
to north end of 
runway  
(total runway length: 
5,604’) 

10 1,000’ extension 
to south end of 
runway, closure of Keil 
Rd. 
(total runway length: 

5 No change to 
length. However, 
relocation of the 
parallel taxiway is 
necessary for 

Runway 
Strength  69 No change ‐ 

45,000 pounds DWG 
18 Strengthen to 
60,000 pounds DWG 

9 Strengthen to 
60,000 pounds DWG 

4 No change ‐
45,000 pounds DWG 

Air Traffic 
Control Tower 
(ATCT) 
Location 

Has not yet been 
determined. 

31 ATCT located 
midfield on the east 
side. 

10 ATCT centrally 
located within State‐
owned property, but 
north of the location 
in Alternative 1. 

5 ATCT located 
closer to the north 
end and farther from 
the runway than in 
the other two build 
alternatives. 
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No Build 

Alternative 
Alternative 1  Alternative 2  Alternative 3 

Helicopter 
Parking 
Location 

60 No change  18  Designation of 

helicopter operations 
area in the northwest 
section of State‐
owned property. 

3  Designation of 

helicopter operations 
area, situated where 
the fuel tanks are 
currently located. 

4  Designation of 

helicopter 
operations area, 
north of the current 
apron. 

Fuel Station 
Location  64 No change  13  Fuel tank 

relocation south of 
Aurora Aviation. 

6  Fuel tanks 

relocated northeast of 
Aurora Aviation. 

9  Future fuel tanks 

located at the south 
end of State‐owned 
property. 

Aurora Rural 
Fire Protection 
District 
Location 

34 No change  23  Fire District’s 

response building 
located near the air 
traffic control tower 
(ATCT). 

35  Fire District’s 

response building 
located adjacent to 
the water suppression 
system. 

3  The Fire 

District’s response 
building located 
east of the fire 
suppression system. 

Cargo Apron 
Location  66 No change  10 No change  4  Designation of a 

cargo apron facility, 
north of Aurora 
Aviation.  

9  The cargo apron 

centrally located on 
State‐owned 
property.  

 
 
Additional comments provided on comment forms: 
 

1) The number of air operations does not justify the lengthening of the runway. I support 
the no build alternative with the exception of the Aurora Rural Fire District facility. I am 
an elected board member of the Fire District. Aurora was never intended to be a “big 
jet” airport. It is too constrained both in length and width. 

2) For the no build alternative, determination of the location for the ATCT is a critical 
addition. 

3) Would like C‐2, but don’t think closing Keil Rd. is a good idea, increases traffic on Airport 
Rd. Prefer 600’ extension to the north. 

4) No additional growth. 
5) 600’ extension to begin with to the North. After a term of 5 years to help replenish 

funds extend an additional 600’ on the South end (save Keil Rd.) 
6) Roads are already over capacity! 
7) Alternative 2 as depicted places a RWY 17 run‐up area on Wiley Condo Association 

property very close to existing hangars with large operable doors. This property is not 
for sale and is not likely to be. Consideration should be given to an alternative that 
includes a 600’ extension with run‐up area at the North end and a 500’ extension at the 
South end to create a 60000’ runway with an upgrade to ARC C‐11. 



 

Aurora State Airport Alternatives Public Meeting              Page 3 
Comment Summary 

8) Representing property south of airport “P” zone south of Keil Rd. Totally approximately 
75 acres. 

9) Since you cut the trees down the noise is louder—trees are important to clean the air. I 
support the tower and fire station. NO expansion. I am very concerned about how the 
quality of my life will decrease because of the high noise along with the value of my 
property which will decrease. I live in Dear Creek Estates close to the end of the now 
runway and in 10 years the noise has increased greatly. Plus planes flying over our home 
taking a short cut to the airport. 

10) The removal of the trees by the west opened up more noise. I support the no build plan, 
the tower and fire station. 

11) I am a home owner in Aurora. 
12) Why don’t they do something at the airport to actually get pilots of jets to fly the 

pattern they are supposed to? 
13) Property owner 
14) Remove power lines on north end. If the power lines were hit by a plane how would the 

loss of power to our community. Hospitals, schools, fire police. Shared costs to relocate 
lines underground—Power Company, City, County, and Oregon Aviation Dept. 
Educational building for high school students interested in aviation, shared by 
community colleges and education districts; 2‐story building. I have additional ideas. 
Email me please. (Ronald Sterba, saintesterba@msn.com) 

15) Comment on Helicopter Parking Location for no build alternative: already done on 
whose approval? 

16) Aurora is one of the most significant pieces of history in Oregon. Who benefits from a 
larger and busier airport? Could you consider doing something in the line of keeping the 
integrity of this small historic piece? It doesn’t lend itself to this noisy alternative. Take 
an example from Vermont and keep this historic jewel as the treasure it should be.  

17) Any/all proposed changes need to consider/mitigate the problems that will come 
outside “the fence” area. Such as east‐west traffic and turn lanes, drainage issues, sewer 
and water supplies up to code, noise and vectoring of air traffic. If the above concerns 
are not met there will be many irate and vindictive neighbors to deal with going 
forward. Not a good situation! Given present and mean time future economic situation, 
we are better to not overbuild especially your way for the very few – the number of 
operations is still highly questionable! Use your new tower to get accurate numbers 
prior to any further changes. Runway lengthening and Build options 2 and 3 are not 
warranted.  

18) What is tax payer liability for under improvements of Airport Rd? For the entire 
expansion? 
What are impacts of expansion on adjacent properties? Zoning? Usages? 
What is the number of regular operators that live in Clackamas or Marion County? 
What will be done prior to expansion mobilization to ensure City of Aurora’s annexation 
of Airport? 
What are the wildlife and environmental impacts? When were studies completed? 

19) We have hundreds of large geese in the Charbonneau area which could pose a serious 
threat to aircraft and civilians. I am not concerned about the lives of the geese—only the 
people. We have more than enough aircraft emanating from this airport now! 
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20) The noise level now is too high with low flying planes and helicopters who don’t seem to 
care that people would very much appreciate a quiet neighborhood in which to find 
refuge. It is unfortunate that we in Clackamas County must suffer the consequences of 
Marion County decisions on this matter. More planes also mean more cars and trucks 
on our exits and entrances to the I‐5 corridor which is awful right now as it is. 

21) Some Charbonneau residents are curious when we see the map showing the sound 
pressure level (yellow line) following the exact southern boundary of Charbonneau. Also 
at the DOA meeting we heard SPL/Ob numbers for aircraft on this boundry to be 65 or 
75 Db. Institutions such as MIT and HUD have said that the Db for flushing a toilet is 75 
Db and a business office is 85 Db. I have a hard time believing that the planes going over 
as we dine on our patios are more quiet than a toilet or a business office.  
We have taken a straw poll of Charbonneau residents, at a recent social function and 
well over 95% of us are strongly opposed to the airport expansion! 

22) No more noisy planes over Charbonneau! 
23) It is hard for me to believe that fuel tax would pay for all the proposed changes. As a tax 

payer I don’t want to have any part of paying for the ability to have more corporate jets 
landing at the Aurora Airport! 

24) I have had enough as it is of planes flying over Charbonneau. I came here from 
Beaverton because of the rural atmosphere and less crowding. Why must it always be 
ruined? 

25) To approve any changes is “letting the camel in the tent!” Good, bad, indifferent—the 
future cannot be controlled. Surely a tower and instrument approach would improve 
safety but that is the camel. 

26) Rw 17 run‐up area on Alternative 2 is not desirable to owners of Wylee property. It 
would add constant noise and blast to adjacent hangars. Better solution must be found, 
preferably adjacent to Willamette Aviation facility on runway extension to north. 

27) It is my feeling that most Charbonneau residents have little sympathy for the needs and 
wishes of users of the Aurora Airport, because pilots presently flying in and out of the 
airport just don’t give a shit about avoiding the airspace above Charbonneau. Improved 
facilities can only mean continued disregard for the neighborhood, on a larger scale. 

28) Locate ATCT at mid‐field west of the highway to Hubbard. This will require land 
acquisition but will reduce tower height with no loss of 2 acres of airport land. 
Locate the helicopter parking in the fire suppression system area. This will totally 
separate helicopter traffic from fixed wing, plus make room for helicopter business and 
hangars. 
A reasonable return on investment should always be a paramount consideration where 
major investment is required. I don’t feel that has happened when consideration for 
runway strengthening or extension is being considered. To spend millions of dollars for 
the possibility of a very small return on investment makes no sense, especially when 
both the state and federal government is broke. Lets get realistic. 

29) A tower and runway extension is not so good in this climate. 
30) Who wrote this? Our biggest problem is people who don’t have a clue about aviation 

write questionnaires like this. Get someone involved in aviation to help make airport 
programs! You are wasting our money. 

31) Justify all projects by cost. 
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32) The noise over our house is BAD enough as it is. I certainly don’t want any increase! I 
wish there were no Aurora Airport at all. 

33) Any changes will only benefit a small handful of users of the airport, not the general 
public. 

34) We hope that the airport is not enlarged!  There is enough jet noise now over 
Charbonneau! 

35) Larger jets = more noise 
36) Runway extension – particularly north will result in heavier noisier aircraft taking off 

closer (& lower over) populated areas.  Noise problem.  Environmental problem. Safety 
problem.  Please do not extend runways.  

37) Planes are flying over Charbonneau even though they are required not to. Expansion 
would only increase the noise level in this area. Think of the noise level at our Portland 
International Airport. We don’t need to push in that direction.  Thanks. 

38) Aircraft coming and going creates a worsening noise problem for those of us who live in 
Charbonneau.  Making the changes sought will only make a bad problem worse! 

39) I trust you will not move north. It would be too close to a population of a growing city 
(Wilsonville and Tualatin). 

40) See submitted letter and petition from Friends of French Prairie. 
41) We are concerned about the noise level from larger jets.  The hundreds of geese that 

flock to the small lakes in Charbonneau are a hazard to the jet engines.  Longer runways 
bring larger planes.  Larger planes bring freight.  Freight needs to be hauled away in big 
trucks.  I‐5 in the Wilsonville area and beyond is the most deadly in the State.  We don’t 
need more truck traffic and congestion.   

42) We hate to see an increase in the airport.  Already the noise and planes flying low is very 
unpleasant.  Quality of living in a somewhat rural area is suffering from all of this.  
Homes to the south would really feel this with runway extensions.  

43) In as much as the Charbonneau is a heavily populated area at the southern most edge of 
the city of Wilsonville, every effort should be taken to not degrade the environmental 
and living conditions of the residents while improving or, at the very least, mitigating the 
physical risk to person and property.  To that end, I recommend the following:  1) any 
fuel storage should be located as far to the southern end of the airport as possible. That 
provides, by physical distance, the maximum protection to the populace in the case of 
explosion.  2) Approach capability should NOT be lowered below the current one statute 
mile minimum.  North‐to‐south approaches typically pass over Charbonneau.  Lowering 
the approach minimum directly increases the risk to the populace by reducing the 
vertical distance between the aircraft and the ground in case of an in‐flight emergency 
such as mechanical failure, bird strikes, and/or wind shear.  Further, the potential for 
increased air traffic coupled with lowering the approach minimum directly and 
dramatically degrades the quality of life around the airport by increasing the noise 
pollution associated the lower approaches.  3) Strengthening the runway only serves to 
allow larger, louder aircraft to access the airport.  This change will result in further 
increasing noise pollution and dramatically increases the risk of damage to property and 
person in the case of an aircraft crash.  4) Helicopter operations should be located as far 
away from heavily populated areas as possible.  This dislocation not only affords 
increased protection for the populace but also reduces the noise pollution associated 
with these aircraft types.   
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44) My husband and I would like our opinion on the Aurora Airport known.  I have attached 
a copy of the survey for the airport.  As you can see we have MARKED every box in the 
“NO Build Alternative” column.  We DO NOT want and improvements done to the 
Aurora Airport.  We would like to see the larger jets go to another airport.  The noise 
from the jets is extremely annoying, especially when the come screaming over the 
house late at night.  We have lived here since 1977.  We know there will be change.  But 
we DO NOT want the airport any larger or improved from how it is now.  The current 
JETS are loud and at times too low during landing.  The size of aircraft is getting too large 
for this location.   

45) Helicopter parking location should be in south end only. 
46) From 1/14/11 to present there have been 127 flights at the intersection of Miley Rd and 

Airport Rd that are totally out of FAA compliance, according to the flight directory rules. 
This intersection is 1.6 miles from the airport. 

1. Average flight inbound is 337 yards AGL (laser sighted) 
2. All aircraft are flying in an illegal pattern 
3. Noise abatement—some cases rattle windows 
4. Number of aircraft per month is 113 flights 
5. Most critical—who at the State Department did the bird counts for possible bird strikes? 
6. Four witnesses working on counting birds including AGL and direction of flight have 

been monitoring morning and night 
7. Flocks of over 1,000+ to as few as 25 or 30 generally fly pattern at 020 degrees to 219 

degrees. These are the biggest migration pattern for these birds. These birds are directly 
in the fly pattern of aircraft flying over the intersection of Miley Rd and Airport Rd. 

8. The first engine out bird strike outbound is going to land in the middle of Wilsonville 
Shopping Center. It is a coincidence that average AGL for aircraft is 337 yards and geese 
are 215 to 480 yards AGL. 

With these documentations and witnesses to what may happen in the event of a major 
accident, who exactly are we going to sue? All flight in and out of this airport should use 
the FAA directory per its rules and you will find it is pretty safe flying conditions. 

 
 
Comments from Online Survey 

1) I have flown into and out of 3S2/ KUAO for 14 years. The demand for greater volume of 
aircraft is evident, and improved operational conditions would help Aurora, the local 
economy and the state of Oregon, whilst improving safety. 

2) I have no opinion or inadequate information on other choices, what about both 
extensions? Why only 60,000 pounds; many business jets today push 100,000 pounds. 

3) The city believes that the Airport should be allowed to grow, But it also believes that no 
growth should happen outside the existing boundaries of the airport until the airport is 
annexed into the City Of Aurora. In talking to adjacent property owners it seems they 
also agree with the City. Please consider our comments in your decision. 

4) Before selecting the preferred alternative, comprehensive traffic and noise impact 
studies on surrounding communities need to be completed. The work done on these 
problems to date is cursory and insufficient for the size of the projects contemplated. 
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Additional Comments Submitted 















  

From: RobrtC@aol.com [mailto:RobrtC@aol.com]  
Sent: Monday, March 21, 2011 3:03 PM 
To: christopher.cummings@state.or.us 
Cc: Anderson, Rainse 
Subject: Comment: Aurora State Airport Master Plan 

  

I attended the meeting earlier this month but 
unfortunately could not stay for the public comment 
portion that was begun at the end of the meeting. 

  

One of the questions I have and I posed it to several 
people at the breakout session:  Why is the Aurora 
Airport the subject of expansion when McNary Field 
is 20 miles away and has an existing longer runway 
than Aurora?  Most of the responses to my questions 
were "convenience and closer to downtown 
Portland".   I think that the overall public may be 
better served by exploring the options of McNary 
Field in Salem instead of embarking on this costly 
expansion. 

  

If this expansion at Aurora proceeds the State of 
Oregon needs to impose stringent and enforced  
noise abatement procedures for the surrounding 
neighborhoods.  This would mean monitoring by the 
control tower of violators and the imposition of fines 
and or license suspensions for pilots of aircraft that 
do not comply.  To help with noise abatement the 
arrival/departure flight path from/to the north 
should be directed over the I-5 corridor and not 
Wilsonville. 

  

Lastly, has an environmental impact study been 
conducted as to the affects of wildlife on airport 
operations.  This area of the Willamette valley is a 



large flyway for Canada geese.  Wouldn't this be a 
safety issue? 

  

I would appreciate your thoughts on my comments. 

  

  

Rob Callan 

7260 SW Fountain Lake Drive. 

Wilsonville Oregon. 97070 



1

Adrienne DeDona

From: Joel Joslin [joelandlynell@mac.com]
Sent: Monday, March 21, 2011 10:23 PM
To: Adrienne DeDona
Subject: Aurora Airport

 

Dear Adrienne, 

 

Thank you for taking the time to listen to the residents concern about the proposed 

expansions to the Aurora airport. 

 

I live nearby in an area that is supposed to be a "no fly" zone.   It is anything but.  We 

have planes flying over frequently and sometimes very low. 

Low enough on occasion that I am concerned they are in distress and are about to crash. 

 

An expansion would only increase these problems with the addition of increased jets and 

larger planes in the area and the subsequent noise issues. 

 

It seems there are enough larger airports in the vicinity already with PDX and Hillsboro, 

both with greater activity and facilities than here. 

Please do not turn this area into another large airport and all the noise and safety issues 

that would go with it. 

 

Keep us safe and quiet! 

 

Thank you for taking our welfare into your consideration. 

 

A local resident and neighbor of the Aurora Airport. 

 

Lynell Cooper-Joslin 

Charbonneau  

 



























































































Aurora State Airport Master Plan 

Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) Meeting #5 

June 7, 2011 

Maplewood Grange Hall, Aurora, OR 

 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Attendees 
Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA) –Sandra Larsen, John Wilson and Mitch Swecker (also a PAC 

member) 

 

WHPacific – Rainse Anderson and Sarah Lucas 

 

JLA Public Involvement –Adrienne DeDona and Sylvia Ciborowski 

 

Public Advisory Committee (PAC) – Patti Milne, Bruce Bennett, Jim Bernard, James Meirow, Tony Holt, 

Steve Hurst, Nick Kaiser, Rick Kosta, Ted Millar, Fred Netter, Dan Riches, Ray Phelps, Craig Wilmes, 

Randy Carson, Tony Helbling, Roger Kaye and Dave Waggoner. (PAC Member not in attendance: Jim 

Hansen) 

 

Public Attendees – see attached sign in sheets 

 

Welcome and Introductions 
Rainse Anderson kicked off the meeting and thanked everyone for coming.  He explained that this was 

the fifth PAC meeting. The meeting had been moved up to address the preferred alternative and the 

various add-on scenarios developed in March.  Rainse introduced himself, Sarah Lucas from WHPacific 

and Mark Gardiner from the Oregon Aviation Board.  Mark Gardiner introduced himself as the Chair of 

the Oregon Aviation Board and added that Joe Smith and Jack Loacker from the Oregon Aviation Board 

were also in attendance.  Mark explained that this project has been through quite a process and a lot 

has gone on.  He said that initially a preferred alternative and a couple of scenarios were developed and 

reviewed by the Aviation Board.  The Board is interested in hearing what people think of each of the 

scenarios.  Mark said that one scenario included an 800 foot displaced threshold to the north.  He felt 

that this scenario balanced as many varying factors as possible.  He added that many people feel this 

scenario is a viable alternative for the airport, while still meeting the community needs.  However, he 

said that he is not confident that they will get cooperation from FAA related to this scenario.  Because of 

this, they are still looking at an extension to the south.  Mark said that they are still in process of 

balancing the needs of the airport and needs of the community.  

Rainse asked for show of hands from the audience whether or not this was the first meeting they had 

attended. There were several people who raised their hands; approximately one quarter of the group.   



Rainse reviewed the meeting agenda and explained there would be public comment at the end of the 

meeting.  Each person would likely have about 2 minutes to speak.  He said the meeting should be 

wrapped-up and adjourned around 7 p.m. 

Presentation: Draft Preferred Alternative 

Rainse explained that the master plan is a 20 year guide for airport development in order to obtain 

funding from the FAA.  He said that so far in this process, they have completed Chapters 1 through 5 

[Chapter 1: Introduction (master plan issues and goals and airport role), Chapter 2: Airport Inventory 

(current airport facilities, zoning and aviation activity), Chapter 3: Aeronautical Activity Forecast 

(forecast for 20-year planning period), Chapter 4: Facilities Requirements (airport needs to meet future 

forecasted demand), and Chapter 5: Airport Alternatives (how to address the needs identified in Chapter 

4)].  They are currently moving towards developing Chapters 6 and 7: the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) and 

Capital Improvement Plan (CIP).  The ALP must be approved by the FAA, to enable funding from the FAA.   

 

Rainse said that this meeting was moved up from the last meeting, which would have covered the 

Master Plan’ final draft, so that the preferred alternative and the various add-on scenarios could be 

reviewed with the PAC and the public.  The last meeting has been eliminated in order to provide for this 

meeting.   

Rainse explained that the draft alternatives were presented to the PAC on March 10
th

.  Following that 

meeting, public comments were collected until March 24
th

.  A presentation was given to the Oregon 

Aviation Board on March 31
st

 and again on April 28
th

.  Due to the comments that were received related 

to the draft alternatives and the need for extended runway, a discussion took place regarding adding a 

displaced threshold.   

Rainse reminded everyone that this meeting was intended as a work session for the PAC and requested 

that members of the public hold their comments until the public workshop session or during public 

comment.   

Sarah Lucas reviewed the process since the last PAC meeting.  She said that they had received 30 

comment forms at the last meeting and 60 were sent in following the meeting.  Over 100 people took 

the online survey.   The results were fairly split between the no-build and alternative 2.  Common 

themes throughout all of the comments were related to the airport reference code, runway length, 

runway strength.   

PAC Discussion: Draft preferred Alternative 

Tony Holt asked if the slide regarding public comments was presented to the Aviation Board.  He said 

that he was not sure how many of the comments were recorded since he had submitted a petition with 

260 signatures that were not included and supported no runway extension. He added that this seems to 

be cherry picking the comment data.  Sarah responded that the comments were not 1 for 1 weighted 

and there were other communities that submitted petitions.  Sarah clarified that this is a summary of 

the input received from the comment forms.   



Tony asked how they came to the conclusion of developing the preferred alternative and the displaced 

threshold scenarios.  Rainse responded that the comment forms are all available online.  There were 

many comments received from airport users that requested a runway extension and that they are trying 

to balance the input received.  Rainse stated that this has been an open process; trying to juggle all of 

the needs.  Mitch explained that ODA values all of the input received and they consider all input equally; 

they don’t put more weight on some input than others.  He added that they’ve met with the FAA 

numerous times and the FAA believes they have justified constrained operations for a runway extension.  

Tony reiterated that his issue is with the decision that was made related to the preferred alternative.  

Rainse explained that based on the input collected, along with the input from the Board, they 

determined the preferred alternative.   

Bruce Bennett said he would like to point out that there were various alternatives considered that made 

up the outcome of the preferred alternative. 

Sarah reviewed the draft alternative that was presented to the Oregon Aviation Board:   

• No runway extension 

• Increased pavement strength (load capacity), which would match the parallel taxiway’s 

pavement strength. This would allow for heavier aircraft to takeoff and land on the runway. 

• To the south shows increased RPZ for a larger safety area with an approach greater than three 

quarter statute miles.  Some impacts to residential and farm properties due to acquisition 

needed. 

 

Sarah explained that at their last meeting, the Aviation Board requested further public comment on the 

preferred alternative and add-on scenarios.  Since that time, they have received 42 e-mails.  Most 

comments received were in support of the preferred alternative: increased runway length and increased 

runway strength.  A few people made comments in support of or against improved instrument approach 

capability.  A couple of people were against the upgraded airport reference code and the cargo apron.  

One person made a comment in support of the Rural Fire Protection District Facility.  Sarah stated that 

all of the comments are listed online in Appendix K.   

A PAC member commented on the strength and length of the runway.  Sarah explained that comment 

summary is related to the comments received.  Another PAC member asked if there was someone on 

the team that is an expert in statistical analysis.  Sarah explained that this isn’t a statistically valid survey.   

Sarah said that the add-on scenarios were developed based upon the comments received following the 

last PAC meeting.  She reviewed the concept of displaced thresholds, which are a very technical design 

for runway extensions/declared distances that typically only pilots understand.  Sarah read the 

definition of displaced thresholds:  The purpose of declared distances in airport design is to provide an 

equivalent Runway Safety Area (RSA), Object Free Area (ROFA), or Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) in 

accordance with the design standards at existing constrained airports where it is otherwise impracticable 

to meet standards by other means.  Declared distances are also employed when there are obstructions in 

the runway approaches and/or departure surface that are beyond the ability of the airport owner to 

remove.  Sarah said that what that means is that there are four proposed declared distances:    



Add-on Scenario 1:  Sarah explained that in this scenario, the threshold stays the same, but pavement 

would be extended 200 ft to the north and 600 ft to the south for a total of 800 feet.   

 Runway 35 Runway 17 

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’ 

 

There was a question from a PAC member regarding relocating fuel tanks: If ODA can afford to move the 

fuel tank, why can’t we ask property owners to move their facilities to provide for a runway extension?  

Mitch explained that funding hasn’t been identified.  Sarah explained that fuel tanks will be moved 

when they reach their life expectancy.  

Add-on Scenario 2:  Sarah explained that the distances will remain the same in this scenario, but with no 

additional added pavement to the north.  Traffic departing to the south would have additional runway, 

but traffic departing to the north would not.  Departing to the south is against the calm wind 

recommendations. 

 Runway 35 Runway 17 

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’ 

 

Rainse explained that the scenarios were reviewed by the FAA and they were not thrilled with the idea 

of displaced threshold, and said that there is justification for a runway extension.  ODA requested an 

official position from the FAA which was received today.  Copies were provided to the PAC members.  

Rainse summarized the letter from the FAA. The FAA feels that displaced thresholds would only be used 

in a limited capacity and anything additional is a runway extension.  To take the Runway Protection 

Zones (RPZ), object free areas and move them out impacts operators, particularly Columbia Helicopters 

on the north.  The same thing would occur on the south side which would cross Keil Road.  The benefit 

of the displaced threshold goes away with the FAA’s position.  The FAA indicated they will not 

participate in funding partial or limited use of a runway extension.   

A PAC member asked about the closure of Keil Road which is an important farming access road.  He 

asked if the FAA plans to pay for relocation. Rainse replied that often times these types of road 

relocations are paid for by the FAA. 



Add on Scenario 3:  Sarah explained that this scenario includes a 1,000 ft extension to the south and 

takes pavement out to the current airport property RPZ another 1,000 ft.  This option would require 

closure of Keil Road.  Scenario 3 shows the declared distance of 6,004 ft.   

 Runway 35 Runway 17 

Takeoff Run Available (TORA) 6,004’ 6,004’ 

Takeoff Distance Available 

(TODA) 

6,004’ 6,004’ 

Accelerate-Stop Distance 

Available (ASDA) 

6,004’ 6,004’ 

Landing Distance Available (LDA) 6,004’ 6,004’ 

 

Rainse asked if there were further questions from the PAC. 

Tony Holt stated that this was a planning process, not a funding process and his understanding was that 

the FAA does not have to approve the master plan.  Rainse explained that they have to sign the ALP, but 

not the master plan.  The State has to approve and update the capital improvement plan each year.  

Tony asked if we have to conform to the FAA through this process.  Rainse replied there is a lot of 

demand driven items in this process such as hangars, tie-downs, etc.  That is why the user survey was 

completed at the outset of this process in order to justify the process.  The State doesn’t have money in 

the foreseeable future for this project.  Mitch explained that this is a long-range plan based upon the 

needs of the aviation community.  The FAA will not fund improvements without approval of the ALP.  

Tony said that part of his problem is how to get to the ultimate decision considering the feedback 

received.  Mitch responded that the FAA thinks the extension is justified based up on the constrained 

operations. 

Jim Bernard, Clackamas County Commissioner, said he understands that many PAC members feel that 

the needs analysis was cooked.  He also supports economic development and job growth.  There will be 

impacts on Clackamas County that they don’t know how to pay for.  Will an extension increase the use 

at the airport? An analysis of the impact on public facilities needs to take place.  Was there any analysis 

of closing Keil Road?  Will Mulino be the next rural airport that needs to be expanded?  There needs to 

be an analysis of farm land and farming practices.  Has ODA analyzed the impact of the Salem Airport 

extension?  Will ODA commit now to do the analysis later?  Mitch responded that we have talked about 

a lot of these issues all along and a study would have to be done on the runway extension.  It would not 

be fair for ODA to do all the traffic analysis study.  Jim Bernard added that the Mayor of Canby has also 

said they do not have the money to accommodate the impacts of expansion.  I-5 will be impacted.  

Communities to the north will be impacted.  He added that he would greatly appreciate the analysis of 

these impacts.  Mitch said ODA would consider cost sharing when the time comes and added that it is 

not reasonable for the airport to bear the cost when airport traffic is only a small percentage of the total 

traffic.    Rainse said that prior to any runway extension there would have to be an environmental 

process that would have to take place, which would analyze traffic, endangered species, social impacts, 

etc. before construction was approved by the FAA. 



Fred Netter commented that when this first came out the first concern was safety.  Now looking at an 

extension, he’s not sure if the safety impacts have been addressed. Rainse explained that on the last 

scenario there were three locations identified for the control tower.  Fred said that the Fire District has 

talked about the Fire District facility, but he doesn’t see a location for where that would be designated 

when funding is identified.  He asked if a location will be guaranteed.  Mitch said that they would like to 

have that space designated for a fire facility.   

A PAC member commented that we were informed that a tower would be added to improve safety.  He 

doesn’t understand how lengthening the runway would improve safety whether there is a tower or not 

because there would be larger planes with more fuel.  Rainse said the two aren’t necessarily connected.  

Planes can come in and land, but are constrained when taking off.  The additional runway will allow for 

better take off.   

It was added that engine failure could occur at any time and additional runway allows more space and 

prevents emergency landing in fields or residential areas.  Also, increased airport use takes cars off the 

road.  The Keil Road closure could be relocated to Ehlen road.   

Tony Holt stated that the issue of safety is obscured because there will be larger aircraft coming in. 

Larger aircraft will have the same safety problem as smaller airplanes.  The logic is not there.   

It was commented that the infrastructure doesn’t meet the current demand of the airport.  The PAC 

member added that he’s not against growth, but he’s concerned about how growth will be handled and 

how it affects the City of Aurora.   

Another PAC member said this doesn’t necessarily mean larger aircraft will come to Aurora unless it 

allows for it based upon the strength of runway.   

A PAC member stated we are strengthening runway, so we would be allowing for larger planes.  Rainse 

replied that if you look at the airport’s current use, there are currently 60,000 pound aircraft.  This 

change would be preserving the life of the pavement by strengthening it. 

Bruce Bennett stated that most people wouldn’t notice difference between 45,000 and 60,000 pound 

aircraft. The 60,000 pound aircraft are just larger business aircraft which tend to be quieter.  These 

larger planes will allow for more jobs which will bring in revenue.   

Public Workshop 
Rainse reviewed the format for the public workshop and explained there would be 25 minutes for the 

public and the PAC to interact with staff to ask questions and review information about the preferred 

alternative.   

 

After the 25 minute public workshop, Rainse reconvened the PAC session.  Rainse explained that the 

PAC would now have the opportunity to discuss the preferred alternative and add-on scenarios and give 

input on the direction for the preferred alternative.   

 

PAC Discussion 



Mark Gardiner responded to some of the questions raised by the PAC earlier in the meeting.  He said 

that related to the analysis of public facilities, traffic counts were done and airport traffic is a minor 

impact currently and is not a factor in any meaningful percentage between Canby and I-5.  He added 

that at the last Aviation Board meeting, a person from Canby and a major employer in the area testified 

in favor of airport improvements.  Airport users will not be forced to move anywhere, but may choose to 

move to Mulino due to the tower.  Mark explained that intersections will be addressed through a 

planning process the airport will go through as part of the land use planning requirements.  There has 

been consideration for prime farm land in the area and they have tried hard to limit any impacts to 

farmland.  They are working hard to extend to the north vs. the south for that reason and will look at 

how to mitigate that.  None of the recommendations will adversely impact farming.  Keil Road is a minor 

facility and is not currently a source of traffic problems.  The Salem Airport is outside of the Aurora 

airport market area, this would be the same thing as saying people would go to Portland although there 

are no hangars in Portland.  Mark added that they will absolutely analyze the impacts, as required by the 

State’s planning laws.   

Steve Hurst, Wilsonville City Council, explained that during the breakout period he placed a copy of a 

letter on everyone’s chair which states Wilsonville City Council’s list of preferences related to the Master 

Plan: 

• Improve management of aircraft approaching the airport that would result in the enhanced 

safety and reduced noise on Wilsonville. 

• Eliminate the need to expand to the north. 

• Preserve farmland 

• Support concurrency by recognizing surface transportation improvements 

• Recognize importance of preserving existing use of Keil Road for farm use   

Patty Milne, Marion County Commissioner, stated that safety is most important to her.  Farm and 

Agriculture in Marion County is extremely important to her and the Marion County Commissioners.  

Over the years, Marion County has made many specific statements about preserving farmland.  

Economic Development is extremely important to Marion County and the surrounding communities and 

they want to protect that.  Everyone is well aware of the positive impact the businesses at the airport 

have on the City of Wilsonville, Clackamas County, and Marion County. Roads and transportation will 

need to be a joint effort with Clackamas County.  When a master plan is determined, that will be the 

time to look at the conditions of the surrounding roads and identify the responsible parties.  At that 

time, we will know how to identify the most important projects and prioritize them on the Marion 

County capital improvement plan and working with Wilsonville and Clackamas County.  We will also look 

to federal and state government to help fund those projects. 

Nick Kaiser said that since this project came out originally with preferred alternative, he has felt that it 

was a compromise and thought that it was a valid approach.  He doesn’t support a runway extension.  

He said they have the ability to deal with some of the safety issues without extending the runway and 

preserving the viability of the airport.  Nick added that he had some other issues that he will address at a 

later time.  



Randy Carson, Mayor of Canby, stated that he wears two hats. He works for Columbia Helicopters as 

well.  He has watched the traffic increase over the years. He believes we need more transportation 

dollars on this side of the county.  We should work to improve infrastructure to tie into I-5 and the 

airport.  He believes there needs to be some build-out within the airport.  Randy added that the big 

need is infrastructure and how we can work together to make that happen.   

Roger Kaye said Keil Road is an important farm road and cannot be looked at primarily based on traffic 

counts.  It’s an important connector road as well.  He previously wrote a letter to Mitch and ODA.  He 

opposes lengthening the runway and disagrees that there is no noise difference between 45,000 and 

60,000 pound planes.   

Fred Netter of the Aurora Fire Protection District said he is happy to say that they have sited a facility at 

the truck stop which will improve response times to the airport.  Keil Road is important for emergency 

access; without access though a gate or otherwise, emergency vehicles will have to go all the way 

around the airport.  A gate could serve their purpose, but wouldn’t help farmers.  He wondered if Keil 

Road could be put below where there wouldn’t be issues, or relocated further towards Ehlen Road.  Fred 

said that he is adamantly opposed to any alternative that would remove access to Keil Road.  If more 

traffic was added to Boones Ferry Road it would make it even more unsafe. There are currently 

numerous traffic incidents on Keil Road at Highway 551 which would be moved to Boones Ferry.  He 

would like to make sure that the fire station has a dedicated spot on the airport property that cannot be 

taken away.   

Tony Holt, representative of Charbonneau Country Club and residents, stated that he somewhat 

reluctantly supported the first preferred alternative because he felt it was a fair compromise and 

because that was put forward as a preferred alternative, he did not write numerous letters following the 

meeting.  Tony stated that the summary of the comment forms does not stand up.  He would like to 

know how ODA arrived at the decision for the preferred alternative.   

Ted Millar, representative of airport users, said that they have held many public meetings for airport 

users at which they have come to understand the needs of the airport and the safety issues.  A lot of 

pilots live in Charbonneau also.  He believes there are two issues: safety first and jobs second.  It has 

been well documented that there is a need for a runway extension.  There have been noise studies that 

have been completed that prove that 60,000 pound airplanes are much quieter than the planes that 

currently land at Aurora Airport.  Also with the longer runway, they are allowed to use noise abatement 

procedures.  He has worked with the surrounding communities to establish instrument departures.  On 

economic development, the job growth won’t be at the airport.  Big job growth will be within the 

surrounding communities that use aircraft at Aurora.  He prefers scenario #2 because it fits within the 

needs of the surrounding community and it meets the needs of the airport users; a longer runway.   

Bruce Bennett said he would like to point out that the Aurora airport has been there for 70 years.  He 

has been involved with his family business that has been there over 40 years.  He’s also been involved in 

airport departure facilities that will abate noise and improve safety.  The only way to do quieter takeoff 

is with more runway length.  He believes we have worked hard to compromise with neighbors and 



farmers and for that reason, he prefers scenario 2.  Bruce added that additional runway is needed to 

takeoff safely for commercial aircraft.  If FAA won’t support scenario 2, then he would support scenario 

3.   

David Waggoner, business operator at the airport and resident of Clackamas County, said he appreciates 

the amount of revenue that Clackamas County generates for the airport, but he is frustrated that 

Clackamas County doesn’t appreciate the amount of money that is generated at Aurora and gets 

funneled to Clackamas County. This is hugely beneficial to Clackamas County.  He added that if managed 

correctly, there won’t be an impact on Clackamas County.  He supports scenario 2, but if the FAA 

doesn’t, he would go back and support build alternative 1.   

Tony Helbling, Wilson Construction, said he operates three fixed wing airplanes at Aurora. His company 

has various business locations in the United States and being able to get in and out of Aurora airport is 

critical to their business.  When locating there, they looked at what is the best place, safest for 

employees, and allows growth that provides jobs for the people that live in the community.  He added 

that money that comes in from out of state is brought to this community.  He supports scenario #2 or a 

runway extension.  He said that someone asked him if there are standard procedures for approach and 

he replied that pilots follow a highway in the sky.  There are procedures that pilots are required to 

follow by the FAA.  Not everyone follows these procedures, but this is comparable to automobile drivers 

who do not obey the speed limit. Most follow the regulations, but a few don’t.   

Jim Bernard said that Clackamas County does not oppose economic development or jobs.  He just wants 

to be sure that the issue of traffic impacts is addressed.  He said people can’t deny that passenger planes 

and job growth won’t increase cars on the road and he wants that addressed.  Clackamas County does 

support economic development and growth.  He feels their concerns were simply not addressed.  They 

are concerned about the traffic impacts should the airport someday expand and want to see a study 

completed.   

Mitch Swecker thanked everyone for providing their input from various viewpoints and said they are 

really trying to accommodate everyone and their feedback.   

Rick Kosta, representative of Deer Creek Estates, said they are the closest community to the airport.  If 

the runway is expanded to the south, they will be within 500 feet of the airport.  The noise is currently 

an extreme factor.  He does not support a runway extension, but does support runway strengthening.  

At previous meetings he has commented on the noise issues and has been told Deer Creek would be 

beyond the noise boundary.  Rainse added that would be part of the social impacts study necessary for 

construction. 

Craig Wilmes, area business representative, said he supports scenario #2 for increased safety and 

opportunities for business expansion.   

Dan Riches, Columbia Helicopters, said he agrees with Craig.  He explained that Columbia is a global 

company.  They located at Aurora to be able to respond to their business needs.  Columbia has spent a 

large amount of time ensuring they are a good neighbor.  He believes the economic impacts on both 



sides of the County line are significant.  He supports expansion of the runway for safety reasons and 

prefers scenario #1.  He added that he tempers his input with continuing to defend the use of their 

property.   

Jim Meirow, City of Aurora, said he struggles with how we got from original alternative to where we are 

today, but has said in the past the City would support an extension within the airport property.  

Therefore, he supports scenario #2.  He added that some adjustments could be made so that everybody 

can work with it. 

Ray Phelps, Wilsonville Chamber, asked if there would be a later opportunity to comment.  He explained 

the Chamber is not as nimble as this process is requiring.  Their Board hasn’t had a chance to take an 

official position and they want to do it correctly.  He added that most people who work at the airport 

live in Clackamas County.  Those are important people to us (600 of the 900 people).  Rainse said that 

would be going to the Aviation board on the 23
rd

 of June and requested that have comments in by then.  

Tom also said that many of the large businesses use the airport for airport traffic (Costco, State Farm, 

etc.).   

Mitch Swecker again thanked everyone for input and said they had a tough act to complete.   

Public Comments 

Members of the public were each given two minutes to provide oral testimony regarding the draft 

alternatives.   

Keith Amundson (Retired urban planner with state federal and local experience and a Charbonneau 

resident): The data and analysis only supports the no build alternative. Reluctantly, I would go along 

with idea of the preferred alternative, and reiterate the comments made by Tony Holt and the 

Clackamas County Commissioner. 

Jeff Purr (Charbonneau resident): Against expansion of the runway. I have not heard a survey of 

residents of the area. There are 50,000 residents. How many of those people actually use the airport? 

Why are we expanding an airport for a small number of people?  I hear jets in the middle of the night. 

There are other airport options, such as Hillsboro, Portland, and Salem. People can drive to those 

airports. There is no need to have residents hearing jets so close by. The airport is functioning as is, and 

there is no need to expand it. If companies want to grow, they can use other airports. I would rather use 

funds to build a second bridge across the Willamette than to use funds for this airport expansion. 

Mike Iverson (French Prairie Board of Directors): French Prairie is opposed to expansion of airport, the 

closing of Keil Road and taking away farmland. The FAA and the Board seem to go against their 

statements in the preferred alternative, including stating that any expansion would not prove feasible. 

What has suddenly made expansion feasible? We should not use tax payer dollars to benefit a small 

number of people. I also farm land south of the runway and have holdings on the east and west side of 

the airport. I have 30 employees working for me and we cross Keil Road many times daily, so you can’t 

say that it is not used. We have lots of farm equipment we need to move, and using Arndt Road would 



be a disaster. Ehlen Rd would also be impossible. I am also an ex pilot. Surface transportation 

interruptions caused by the 1,000 ft expansion would be inconceivable to be compatible with farming. 

Rob Callan (Charboneau resident): We are not using the best method of getting public comment. You 

need to talk to the people. There are a lot of pilots that don’t follow the rules. 5:30 this Sunday morning 

there was a jet over Charbonneau—and that is the norm, not the exception. Whatever you do is going to 

increase the traffic at this airport. We don’t understand why we need expansion when 25 miles down 

the road we have a very long runway. Aurora airport is a convenience to big companies. To have that 

convenience be to the detriment of homeowners and farms is unconscionable. Salem airport is a fine 

alternative. Tax payer money will be spent on Aurora, which functions now. Would like to count on 

Marion and Clackamas County to implement noise abatement ordinances if the expansion goes through. 

Janet Olmstead (Wilsonville resident): My biggest concern is the traffic—the road traffic will be 

impacted terribly if we expand the airport. This whole thing seems to be a plan to enrich a few people 

and leave the rest of us in noise and traffic.   

Glen Liffick:  This seems to be airport creep. I have been involved with the evolution of a couple of local 

airports to regional airports. There is usually an incremental increase in runway length/strength justified 

by safety, which results in more traffic. Then there are increased taxiways and finally a crosswind of 

perpendicular runway to handle bigger airplanes. I believe this is the first step in evolution to Aurora 

regional airport. I encourage citizens to stay involved in this process if they are concerned. Citizens must 

continue to speak up. 

Phil Swain (Chief pilot of Aurora Aviation): I also do safety management consulting in aviation. It is not 

true to say longer runways don’t promote safety. Safety plans need to look at the capacity of the airport. 

Aurora is extremely limited with the approaches we have. That in and of itself means you can’t get into 

Aurora. Also, we have a lot of mixed traffic—jet aircraft, reciprocating aircraft. Trying to forestall a tower 

and runway lengthening demonstrates a lack of foresight into what the future will bring in terms of 

economic growth, whether we like it or not. We need to look at this from a safety and usability 

perspective. This is not just about a few big businesses coming in. This is an area that needs the 

economic growth. We need to look down the road for future and economic viability. 

Brian Oliver (Employee at Aurora Aviation and resident of Multnomah County): I am an employee that 

commutes to Aurora. I stop in the stores in Wilsonville and eat in restaurants. I shuttle visitors to the 

area. The economic growth is there. I have learned that growth is inevitable. We will all experience it. 

The airport will continue to grow. I am a student pilot. I have been fascinated to hear the armchair 

aviation that occurs in these kinds of public forums. A lengthened runway will increase safety. We need 

to listen to the experts and those who understand aviation. We can’t look at an airplane on a ramp and 

make a judgment on it just because we are impacted by something tangential to the safety issue. 

Ken Ivey (Chair of an unincorporated communities planning organization in Clackamas County): The 

noise plans are not being respected very much. In Charbonneau, I had a leer jet over my house, and that 

is common. People aren’t following the noise abatement routes. If you want to justify expansion, you 

need to control your pilots and get noise abatement in place.  



Annie Kirk (Aurora citizen and Marion County resident): I appreciate the comments made about 

mitigating noise. I would ask that when Charbonneau residents make noise comments, you would 

include the City of Aurora. I am against lengthening of the runway and agree with the Charbonneau 

representative that strengthening is okay. If any other alternatives come to pass, those on mailing list 

should understand they have an opportunity to comment. When the add-ons were made, I was unaware 

so did not comment. 

Next steps 

Rainse explained that the comment form would be online for the next two weeks.  The next item of 

business will be a presentation to the Oregon Aviation Board looking for direction from them as to how 

to move forward with the ALP and the CIP on the 23
rd

 of June.  A PAC workshop will follow regarding the 

ALP and the CIP. 

Joe Smith, Oregon Aviation Board said that he came to the meeting to listen and he listened very 

carefully.  He has taken the time to read every comment on the website, and by June 23
rd

, will read 

everything on the website and that comes his way.  He said there are a couple of things that people 

should be aware of:  First, he is totally in favor of there being a tower for safety and for the best way to 

see that pilots are obeying flight patterns and noise abatement procedures.  Second, he said he has to 

confess that he’s very underwhelmed by the road/traffic arguments.  The idea that there is going to be a 

significant increase in traffic is hard to believe.  Before any extension happens, a number of studies 

would have to take place, and people would have to be compensated for their property.  The thing to 

remember is that what goes into the ALP is not necessarily going to happen, but what doesn’t won’t 

happen.  He said he really appreciates people attending, staying late and providing feedback. 

Tony Holt asked what preferred alternative will be presented to the Aviation Board.  Joe responded that 

he doesn’t know where the idea of a preferred alternative came from.  He said it’s not the business of 

the consultant.  It is the business of the consultant to look at all the possible options.  He believes the 

word preferred has to go away.  Rainse responded that they have to get to an ALP and to do so, they will 

get together with staff from ODA and Mark Gardiner from the Aviation Board to determine how they 

will present the material to the Aviation Board.  Mitch added that it is a Board decision and they will 

make the call.  They have postponed that decision twice.  Mitch said that all feasible alternatives will be 

presented to the Board for consideration and decision. 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 7:45 p.m. 
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North Marion School District, Intermediate School, Aurora, OR 

 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Attendees 
Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA) – Mitch Swecker, Heather Peck , Sandra Larsen, and John Wilson  

 

WHPacific – Rainse Anderson and Sarah Lucas 

 

JLA Public Involvement –Adrienne DeDona and Sylvia Ciborowski 

 

Public Advisory Committee (PAC) –Greg Taylor (new Aurora Mayor), Ray Phelps, Randy Carson, Patti 

Milne, Nick Kaiser, Jim Hansen, Tony Helbling, Bruce Bennett, Tony Holt, Mark Ottenad (alternate for 

Wilsonville), Fred Netter, David Waggoner, and Alternate for Dan Riches, Columbia Helicopters. 

 

Public Attendees – see attached sign in sheets 

 

Welcome and Introductions: 
Mitch Swecker, Director of the Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA), welcomed the group and kicked-

off the meeting.   Mitch introduced Heather Peck, ODA’s new construction project manager and Greg 

Taylor, the new mayor of Aurora.   

Rainse Anderson introduced himself as the project manager for the Aurora Airport Master Plan update. 

Rainse introduced Sarah Lucas, project planner and John Wilson and Sandy Larsen from ODA.  Rainse 

explained that there were comment forms and sign in sheets at the front for people to leave written 

comments at the meeting or send to staff later.  Comments can also be made through the project 

website. Comments will be taken until Sept. 30th.  Rainse added that this is the last meeting for the 

project and that he’s enjoyed working with the community here in Aurora.  

Rainse reviewed the meeting agenda which includes a project update and presentation on Chapters 6 

and 7 (Airport Layout Plan and Capital Facilities Plan).  Rainse reminded the public that this is a working 

session for the PAC and during the presentation, PAC members may have questions, but the public is 

asked to hold their comments until the end of the meeting.  He explained there would be a break for a 

public workshop during which time the public and the PAC members could review project materials and 

interact with staff to ask detailed questions about Chapters 6 and 7.  After the public workshop, the PAC 

will reconvene to discuss what was heard, then there will be time for public comment.    
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Rainse reviewed the project purpose, which is to update the 20 year plan that will guide the future 

development of the Airport.  He went on to explain that at previous meetings, we have reviewed the 

first five chapters of the Master Plan document.  We will now begin review of the Airport Layout Plan 

and the Capital Improvement Plan.  Over the last five months, several alternatives were developed and 

public comment was generated related to these alternatives.  Following public comment, project staff 

presented the outcomes to the ODA Board on April 28th, where they came up with the displaced 

threshold concept. The Board requested another public meeting to discuss the displaced threshold.  

Public comment was generated on the displaced threshold option until June 21st.  At that time the ODA 

Board gave the direction to move forward with the 800-foot displaced threshold to the north, so that 

will be presented to the FAA within the draft Master Plan as the preferred option. If the FAA does not 

approve the displace threshold, a 1,000-foot extension to the South would be recommended for their 

review and opinion.  Only one option will be carried forward.  

Displaced threshold: 

Rainse explained the displaced threshold option, which is recommended to mitigate the runway length 

deficiency at Aurora Airport.  The following distances will be included in the displaced threshold option. 

• Take-off run available (TORA): Runway 35, 5,004 feet and Runway 17, 5,804 feet 

• Take-off distance available (TODA):  Runway 35, 5,004 feet and Runway 17, 5,804 feet 

• Accelerate-Stop distance (ASDA): Runway 35, 5,004 feet and Runway 17, 5,804 feet 

• Landing Distance Available (LDA):  Runway 35, 5,004 feet and Runway 17, 5,004 feet 

Note: there is no change to the landing distance available.  

Runway extension to the South: 

Rainse explained the various concepts included in the proposed 1,000 foot runway extension to the 

South.   The following distances will be included in the displaced threshold option. 

• Take-off run available (TORA): Runway 35, 6,004 feet and Runway 17, 6,004 feet 

• Take-off distance available (TODA):  Runway 35, 6,004 feet and Runway 17, 6,004 feet 

• Accelerate-Stop distance (ASDA): Runway 35, 6,004 feet and Runway 17, 6,004 feet 

• Landing Distance Available (LDA):  Runway 35, 6,004 feet and Runway 17, 6,004 feet 

This option would require property acquisition, however pavement options are all on property owned 

by the Airport.  

PAC Discussion: 

Bruce Bennett asked why the landing distance wasn’t extended in the displaced threshold. Rainse 

replied that this is how the displaced threshold is calculated since the pavement is only usable in one 

direction.  Bruce asked if it can be considered as a stop-way.  Sarah replied that you can only use the 

5,000 feet to calculate the distance available.  Bruce asked if the Runway 17 run-up pad was shown. 

Rainse replied that it was included in both alternatives, however it is shifted down to the very end of 

Runway 17 in the displaced threshold scenario. Rainse also added that easement acquisition is needed 

at Columbia Helicopters for the displaced threshold to the North.  
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Chapter 6 – Airport Layout Plan: 

Rainse reviewed the Airport Layout Plan (Chapter 6). He explained that the Airport Layout Plans are a 

pictorial culmination of the master planning process.  In order to be eligible to receive funding from the 

FAA, projects must be shown in the FAA-approved Airport Layout Plan.  The drawings include: 

• Cover sheet 

• Airport Layout Plan 

• Airport Airspace 

• Airport Approach Surfaces 

• Inner Portion of the Runway 17/35 Approach Surfaces 

• Terminal Area Plan 

• Land Use and Noise Contours 

• Runway Departure Surfaces 

• Airport Property Map 

The Airport Layout Plan includes runway safety areas, displaced thresholds, location for the control 

tower (northern – CAA ramp area), fire station (centrally located), service road, relocation/closure of 

Keil Road, and modification of the runway object free area. 

PAC Discussion: 

Fred Netter said that at the last meeting, we talked about the tower and its proximity to the fire station 

and there being an issue with homeland security.  He asked how close the tower is to the fire station in 

the Airport Layout Plan and whether that will be an issue.  Mitch replied that ODA has appealed this to 

the FAA and the threat didn’t justify the security clearance.  Fred asked whether it is possible to connect 

the fire station facility to other buildings.  Mitch replied that if there is some way of funding it from a 

grant or other source, then that would make it feasible.  He added that if there is outside funding, they 

should talk.  Fred replied that there might be other funding sources available.  Mitch added that they 

would need to identify funding, etc. pretty quickly since an engineer has already been hired for the 

control tower. 

Nick Kaiser asked if there are any changes in the previous chapters based on discussions with the ODA 

Board, such as the land use areas, etc.  Rainse replied that in the alternatives chapters, we outlined all 

the issues relative to the alternatives discussed at that time, and the chapter content will remain the 

same since it provides the context for developing the preferred alternative shown in the ALP.  Mitch 

added that if ODA gets approval for the displaced threshold distances to the north, you would probably 

see airplanes taking off to the south.  Nick asked if there will be any changes in the noise levels. 

Tony Holt suggested including the assumptions related to departures on the maps that show the 

conditions for 2010. Rainse replied these are listed in Chapter 5, but they can be summarized on the ALP 

noise drawings as well. 
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Chapter 7 – Capital Improvement Plan: 

Sarah reviewed the Capital Improvement Plan Chapter and explained that this provides the basis for 

implementing the improvements in the Master Plan. She also explained that the Capital Improvements 

would be implemented within three separate phases: 

• Short-term (Phase I):  2012-2016 

• Intermediate-term (Phase II):  2017-2021 

• Long-term (Phase III):  2022-2031 

A Financial implementation analysis was also conducted to examine the various facets of the financial 

operating condition of the Airport.  The Capital Improvement Plan is a living document and is updated as 

projects are completed or priorities change.  As of right now, this is the prioritization of projects: 

Phase I: 

1. Construct Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) – 2012 

2. Service Road – 2012 

3. Pavement Maintenance – 2013 

4. Helicopter Landing Pads – 2014 

5. Ramp reconstruction – state leased – 2014 

6. Taxi-lane Development (Hangar Access) - 2014 

7. Hangar Development – 2015 

8. Carryover Entitlements – 2015 

9. Environmental Assessment for Runway Improvements – 2016 

10. Pavement Maintenance – 2016 

Total cost of Phase I Improvements - $8 million (ODA share = $583,000, FAA share = $2.5 million, Private 

share = $2.1 million, other funding = $2.7 million) 

 

Phase II: 

11. Aurora Fire Response Facility – 2017 

12. Carryover Entitlements – 2017 

Displaced Threshold Improvements Only: 

13. Property Acquisition – 2018 

14. Avigation Easement Acquisition – 2018 

15. Carryover Entitlements – 2019 

16. 800 foot Displaced Threshold to the north – 2020 

17. Install Runway – 2020 

18. Runway 17 Run-up Area – 2020 

Runway Extension to the South Only: 

19. Property Acquisition – 2018 

20. Keil Road Relocation – 2019 

21. Runway 35 1,000 Extension to the south – 2020 

22. Install Runway 17 Precision Approach – 2020 
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Other improvements not related to above alternatives: 

23. Pavement Maintenance – 2019 

24. Taxi-lane development (hangar access) – 2019 

25. Runway 17 & 35 Strengthening Overlay – 2020 

26. Hangar Development – 2021 

27. Master Plan Update – 2021 

Total cost of Phase II Improvements - $7.6 million for Displaced Threshold (ODA share = $263,000, FAA 

share = $4.6 million, Private share = $2.7 million).  $12 million for Runway Extension to the South (ODA 

share = $487,000, FAA share = $8.9 million, Private share = $2.7 million). 

 

Phase III (2022 – 2031): 

28. Pavement Maintenance 

29. Apron Development/Run-up area 

30. Taxi-lane development (Hangar Access) 

31. Hangar Development 

32. Cargo Apron 

33. Relocate Fuel Tanks 

34. Runway 17 run-up area 

Total cost of Phase III improvements – $4.5 million (ODA share = $200,000, FAA share = $2.2 million, 

Private share = $2.1 million) 

 

Sarah explained that ODA and the FAA share the cost of improvements.  The Airport pays 5% and FAA 

pays the remainder for the majority of Airport Improvement Program (AIP)-eligible projects.  One 

exception would be pavement maintenance through the Pavement Maintenance Program, where the 

Airport supplies 75% of the funding.  Items related to hangar development were shown to be 100% 

private funding, as the FAA rarely funds revenue-generating projects.   

Sarah explained that the financial analysis explored the feasibility of implementing these projects.  This 

process entailed looking at the following conditions at the Airport:   

• Financial operating condition 

• Historical operating revenues and expenses 

• Projected future revenues and expenses, with focus on Capital Improvement Plan development 

phases 

The approach to the analysis was to: 

• Review financial documents 

• Evaluate rates and charges 

• Review existing operating and financial environment 

• Review Master Plan Capital Improvement Plan 

• Analyze sources and timing of capital funding 

• Analyze historic and projected operating revenues and expenses 
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Sarah said that the historical operating revenue and expenses at Aurora State are included in two funds 

– Public Transportation and Capital Projects.  The following shows the revenues and expenses for both 

funds: 

Public Transportation Fund FY2007 FY2008 FY2009 FY2010 

• Licenses and fees $869.64 $116,748 $122,970 $128,358 

• Rents and royalties $149,206 $55,342 $44,461 $63,428 

• Other misc. revenues $11,833 $1,807 $11,649 $12,310 

Revenues $161,909 $173,898 $179,081 $204,096 

• Salaries and wages $19,288 $19,234 $19,263 $14,426 

• Services, supplies, other $65,793 $56,667 $38,435 $81,609 

Expenses $85,081 $75,901 $57,698 $96,035 

Operating Income $76,827 $97,996 $122,382 $108,060 

     

Capital Projects Fund FY2007 FY2008 FY2009 FY2010 

• Revenues $207,856 $2,905,882 $1,857,084 $13,198 

• Expenses $155,561 $3,524,431 $1,005,192  

Fund total $52,294 $(618,548)* $851,891 $13,198 

*Taxiway relocated 

 

The projected Aurora State operating revenues and expenditures for the Public Transportation Fund are 

shown below. 

• The Capital Project Fund is not shown as it is dependent upon eligibility and grant availability, 

which fluctuates. 

• Does not include federal or other grant revenues or professional service expenses as they will 

vary and do not reflect true operating income. 

Public Transportation Fund Current 

FY2011 

FY2015 FY2020 FY2025 FY2030 

• Licenses and fees $128,358 $145,000 $176,000 $224,000 $300,000 

• Rents and Royalties $63,428 $71,000 $87,000 $111,000 $148,000 

• Other misc. 

revenues 

$12,310 $14,000 $17,000 $22,000 $29,000 

Revenues $204,096 $230,000 $280,000 $357,000 $477,000 

• Salaries and wages $14,337 $16,000 $19,000 $24,000 $33,000 

• Services, supplies, 

other 

$96,035 $108,000 $128,000 $164,000 $219,000 

Expenses $110,372 $124,000 $147,000 $188,000 $252,000 

Operating Income $93,723 $106,000 $133,000 $169,000 $225,000 

 

Sarah summarized the financial analysis by stating the following: 

• Demand and the availability of financial resources for capital projects will dictate when facility 

improvements will be implemented.  

• Continuation of the FAA’s AIP entitlement program is essential for funding capital projects. 
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• The ODA does not allocate any indirect revenues or expenses to any of their 28 airports.  Any 

additional ODA revenues would not be allocated to Aurora State Airport until the project costs 

are incurred and revenues are transferred. 

• Based on ODA acceptance of the Capital Improvement Plan projects and the understanding that 

funding for the state’s obligation will be met at the time of project implementation, the Capital 

Improvement Plan is financially feasible.   

Sarah also noted that based on historic revenues, the ODA has funding to move forward with the first 

two phases of the Capital Improvement Plan.  

  

PAC Discussion: 

Tony commented that it was interesting that the cost to extend the runway to the South is two and half 

times the cost of the displaced threshold. 

Bruce Bennett said he would like to point out that the revenues reported are 100% from aviation. 

Public Workshop: 

Sarah explained the format for the public workshop. Members of the public were then invited to review 

the display boards and ask project staff any questions during a 25-minute public workshop. Public 

comments were captured on flip charts by the facilitation team.  

Adrienne and Sylvia recapped the comments heard from participants during the public workshop 

session: 

• The sooner the better with improvements – especially the overlay because that will reduce 

maintenance costs and increase the life of the runway. 

• Will there be any analysis of increased traffic at other airports by pilots who don’t want to deal 

with the Aurora Air Traffic Control Tower after it is built? 

• How do you prioritize the projects on the Capital Improvement Plan? 

• What uses will be permitted on the service road? 

• Are there caretaker facilities and can others be located on the airport? 

• Run-up area is essential 

• Why won’t the run-up area be done sooner? 

• Will the FAA buy off on the displaced threshold? 

• Where/what are the required vertical clearances? 

• What is the timing of the various improvements? 

• Where will Keil Road be located to? 

• Where will property acquisition/easement acquisition take place? What properties are 

impacted? 

• What are the noise impacts/future flight patterns? 

• Why are we doing the Master Plan Update? 

• What is entailed in each alternative (Displaced Threshold and Runway Extension to the South)? 

• Where are the developable properties? 

• How will the Instrument Departure/noise mitigation process work? 
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Rainse explained that other than the Air Traffic Control Tower and the service road, there wouldn’t be a 

lot of development over the next 5 years in order to save up entitlements for future improvements such 

as the runway extension or the displaced threshold.  Mitch added that there are opportunities to re-

prioritize projects based on need and available funding, such as the run-up area.   

PAC Discussion: 

Fred asked where Keil Road would be relocated to if relocation does occur.  Rainse replied that is really 

up in the air at this time. He said they looked at the area and took a shot at it, but if and when that 

happens a variety of options will be reviewed if and when it comes up in the phasing plan.  Mitch replied 

that it has to be coordinated with property owners and the County and there isn’t a pre-determined 

outcome at this time.   

Bruce recommended as a compromise, that the helicopter pads could be moved to make way for other 

projects even though it’s a worthy project.   

Jim asked if there was any way to move up the fire facility or co-locating it with another facility as 

opposed to duplicating utility needs, etc.  He added that this would benefit the airport and the 

community.  Fred replied that now that there is an engineer on board, he will arrange to talk with ODA 

to put something together.  He asked whether or not the timeframe needed to conform with the 

phasing plan.  Rainse said that the timing did not necessarily need to conform with the phasing plan 

since the funding is on the private side. 

Mark asked if the service road was indicated on the Airport Layout Plan.  Rainse replied that it was and 

indicated that it starts at the existing road and goes down to the existing taxilane (it is shown as a blue 

dashed line on the ALP).   Fred asked if it started where you come off of Keil Road (near Metal 

Innovations).  Rainse replied that it was.  

Public Comment: 

Karen Batte, lives on Ehlen Road.  She stated that obviously with the tower coming in, you must be 

anticipating growth. What kind of growth are you anticipating and what are the impacts to Ehlen Road?  

At 5 p.m. it is blocked.  How will you influence the state to get that road fixed?  Mitch replied that this 

has been a discussion item at several meetings.  He said that they will have to work with the County and 

the State when it comes to road improvements.  Rainse said that as far as the tower is concerned, it is a 

safety related item, not to promote growth.  The airport has been growing without the tower. It is a 

safety need to control aircraft movements in the air and on the ground.  He said he could review the 

forecasts for future growth and type of aircraft with Ms. Batte after the meeting.   Rainse added that 

staff are available for questions after the meeting for anyone who was interested. 

Comment Forms- One public comment form was submitted with the following comments: 

General comments regarding the Airport Layout Plan – Keil Road should not be closed or moved.  The 

majority of local citizens and tax payers want the airport left as it is.  No tower or Runway lengthening.  I 

guess the local citizens have no say in this.  These proceedings are dishonest and a waste of time.   
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Next Steps: 

Rainse explained that there will be an opportunity for public comments on the two chapters until Sept. 

30th.  Comments may be submitted via comment forms at meeting or to staff or online. 

The final draft will be prepared and submitted to the ODA Board and the FAA.  It will also be available on 

the website for review.  Notification will be sent to the PAC when available on the web.   

Typically it takes 90 days for the FAA to review and approve an Airport Layout Plan.  From there, the 

ODA will pursue adoption of the Master Plan as part of the Marion County Comprehensive Plan.   

Mark Ottenad asked if the FAA’s decision to adopt one of the two options would create some changes to 

the plan.  Mitch replied that both options will be included in the Master Plan, but one will be indicated 

as the preferred alternative.  He added that they are still going to present the 800-foot displaced 

threshold to the FAA and wait for them to say no before moving forward with any other option.  Rainse 

said that after the decision is made, the document will be revised to show the chosen alternative.  It will 

show the progression of the decision-making process.  The other chapters will remain the same, but the 

Airport Layout Plan and the Capital Improvement Plan chapters will be updated. There will be a 

statement about what decision was made by the FAA.   

Tony requested that when the final document is posted on the website, PAC members be notified where 

the significant changes are so they don’t have to go through it page by page. 

Jim asked whether the last time Master Plan update was adopted in the Marion County Comprehensive 

Plan. He said that we need to do it right this time and we need to answer questions about the impacts to 

roads and land use.  He asked what the next step is for getting the plan adopted in the Marion County 

Comprehensive Plan.  Nick replied that the County must agree to change the Comprehensive Plan, but it 

takes funds to do it because it’s an extensive process.  He said that doesn’t mean you can’t implement it, 

but the land use portions need to be brought on board.  He added that the Master Plan does have land 

use impacts that need to be addressed.  Patti said that the Comprehensive Plan adoption is another 

formal process with additional opportunity for public input, but we will have something to work from 

that will be presented and requested to be adopted.  She added that doesn’t eliminate anyone from 

coming forward and sharing any concerns that they might have.  Jim said he really wants to make sure it 

gets adopted as part of the Comprehensive Plan because that could help developers as well as create a 

greater understanding of the Master Plan.  He said that we should make sure we are able to produce a 

profit and make some money for the community.  

Rainse thanked everyone on the PAC and the hard work they’ve done and thanked the public for coming 

out and asking questions.   

Jim thanked Rainse and the consultant team for the work they’ve done.  

Mitch thanked WHPacific, ODA staff and those that aren’t here and have since moved on.  He also 

thanked the PAC for spending their time studying the issues and making comments.  He thanked the 



Aurora Airport Master Plan Update  P a g e  | 10 

Public Workshop Meeting Summary 

September 15, 2011 

public for their time and participation.  He also stated the PAC and public comments had influenced and 

changed the course of the Master Planning process.   

Meeting adjourned at approximately 6:45 p.m. 

 








