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Aurora State Airport Master Plan

Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) Meeting #6

September 15, 2011
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. 30™. 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 28", 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 21, 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.
e Take-off run available (TORA): Runway 35, 5,004 feet and Runway 17, 5,804 feet
e Take-off distance available (TODA): Runway 35, 5,004 feet and Runway 17, 5,804 feet
e Accelerate-Stop distance (ASDA): Runway 35, 5,004 feet and Runway 17, 5,804 feet
e 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.

e Take-off run available (TORA): Runway 35, 6,004 feet and Runway 17, 6,004 feet

o Take-off distance available (TODA): Runway 35, 6,004 feet and Runway 17, 6,004 feet

e Accelerate-Stop distance (ASDA): Runway 35, 6,004 feet and Runway 17, 6,004 feet

e 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:

e Cover sheet

e Airport Layout Plan

e Airport Airspace

e Airport Approach Surfaces

e Inner Portion of the Runway 17/35 Approach Surfaces

e Terminal Area Plan

e lLand Use and Noise Contours

e Runway Departure Surfaces

e 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:

e Short-term (Phase I): 2012-2016

e Intermediate-term (Phase Il): 2017-2021

e lLong-term (Phase IIl): 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:

=

Construct Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) — 2012
Service Road — 2012

Pavement Maintenance — 2013

Helicopter Landing Pads — 2014

Ramp reconstruction — state leased — 2014
Taxi-lane Development (Hangar Access) - 2014
Hangar Development — 2015

Carryover Entitlements — 2015

© X N Uk WD

Environmental Assessment for Runway Improvements — 2016

10. Pavement Maintenance — 2016
Total cost of Phase | Improvements - $8 million (ODA share = $583,000, FAA share = $2.5 million, Private
share = $2.1 million, other funding = $2.7 million)

Phase Il:
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 Il 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 Il (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 lll 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 (AlP)-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:

e Financial operating condition

e Historical operating revenues and expenses

e Projected future revenues and expenses, with focus on Capital Improvement Plan development

phases

The approach to the analysis was to:

e Review financial documents

e Evaluate rates and charges

e Review existing operating and financial environment

e Review Master Plan Capital Improvement Plan

e Analyze sources and timing of capital funding

e 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
e Licenses and fees $869.64 $116,748 $122,970 $128,358
e Rents and royalties $149,206 $55,342 $44,461 $63,428
e Other misc. revenues $11,833 $1,807 $11,649 $12,310
Revenues | $161,909 5173,898 5179,081 5204,096
e Salaries and wages $19,288 $19,234 $19,263 $14,426
e Services, supplies, other $65,793 $56,667 $38,435 $81,609
Expenses | 585,081 575,901 557,698 596,035
Operating Income | 576,827 597,996 5122,382 5108,060
Capital Projects Fund FY2007 FY2008 FY2009 FY2010
e Revenues $207,856 $2,905,882 $1,857,084 $13,198
e Expenses $155,561 $3,524,431 | $1,005,192
Fund total | 552,294 5(618,548)* | $851,891 513,198

*Taxiway relocated

The projected Aurora State operating revenues and expenditures for the Public Transportation Fund are

shown below.

e The Capital Project Fund is not shown as it is dependent upon eligibility and grant availability,

which fluctuates.

e 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 FY2015 FY2020 FY2025 FY2030
FY2011
e Licenses and fees $128,358 $145,000 $176,000 $224,000 $300,000
e Rents and Royalties | $63,428 $71,000 $87,000 $111,000 $148,000
e Other misc. $12,310 $14,000 $17,000 $22,000 $29,000
revenues
Revenues | §204,096 $230,000 5280,000 5$357,000 S$477,000
e Salaries and wages $14,337 $16,000 $19,000 $24,000 $33,000
e Services, supplies, $96,035 $108,000 $128,000 $164,000 $219,000
other
Expenses | §110,372 $124,000 5147,000 5188,000 $252,000
Operating Income | $93,723 $106,000 5$133,000 5169,000 $225,000

Sarah summarized the financial analysis by stating the following:

e Demand and the availability of financial resources for capital projects will dictate when facility

improvements will be implemented.

e Continuation of the FAA’s AIP entitlement program is essential for funding capital projects.
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e 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.

e 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:

e The sooner the better with improvements — especially the overlay because that will reduce
maintenance costs and increase the life of the runway.

o  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?

e How do you prioritize the projects on the Capital Improvement Plan?

e What uses will be permitted on the service road?

e Are there caretaker facilities and can others be located on the airport?

e Run-up area is essential

e  Why won't the run-up area be done sooner?

o  Will the FAA buy off on the displaced threshold?

e Where/what are the required vertical clearances?

e What is the timing of the various improvements?

e Where will Keil Road be located to?

e  Where will property acquisition/easement acquisition take place? What properties are
impacted?

e What are the noise impacts/future flight patterns?

e Why are we doing the Master Plan Update?

e What is entailed in each alternative (Displaced Threshold and Runway Extension to the South)?

o Where are the developable properties?

e 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. |
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.
30", 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
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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.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

The state of Oregon has an extensive aviation system spread throughout the state, providing
valuable transportation options for the public, which range from small emergency use airports in
remote regions to the extensive passenger enplanements at Portland International. Managing
such a large and diverse system of airports can be a daunting task if a comprehensive plan is not
in place to serve as a guide. In addition, with the ever-increasing demands for project funding, it
is imperative that the Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA) have a solid inventory,
understanding of need, and plan for development for the entire state aviation system to meet the
needs of existing and future development.

This report is a combination of three studies, which will guide the development of the aviation
system in Oregon for years to come. This document is organized into three distinct sections.
Chapter Two summarizes the overall study goals, roles, and methodologies used to develop the
study. Chapter Three is a summary of the various inventory efforts associated with the individual
airport facilities. Chapter Four contains specific roles, recommendations, and funding options for
the airport. This report will provide each community with information, which can guide the
development of each facility in an orderly, economic, and environmentally friendly manner.

Oregon Department of Aviation (Final Document February 2008) Page 1 of 34
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Chapter 2

The growing aviation demand in Oregon has prompted the Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA)
to update the previous State Aviation System Plan published in 2000 and develop economic
impact assessments that gauge the benefits of aviation to the state. Oregon is currently
experiencing an unprecedented growth in population as well as aircraft operations. In order for
the state to continue to provide a safe and efficient aviation system while accommodating growth,
it is important to evaluate what facilities and capabilities are here today and what will be needed
for tomorrow.

This chapter is organized into the following sections:

2.1 Oregon Aviation Plan 2007 (OAP 2007) Study Components
2.2 Overall Study Goals & Objectives

2.3 Airport Functional Roles

2.4 Performance Measures

2.5 Summary

2.1 Oregon Aviation Plan 2007 (OAP 2007) Study Components

Three unique studies were originally undertaken which resulted in the development of the OAP
2007. This included a traditional state aviation system plan update which was developed to meet
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) requirements. An economic impact study was completed
to assess the economic value of the aviation system at the state and local levels. The state
aviation master plan component evaluated airports not included within the traditional state system
plan criteria, as well as evaluating additional areas of interest or special consideration topics. The
aforementioned goals were originally distributed over these three separate studies as outlined
above, however, since there were numerous commonalities between the studies, they were
combined into a single report for greater ease of use. Additional detail on each of these three
studies is listed below. The information contained in the OAP 2007 is the compilation of
information, findings, and recommendations for all three studies.

2.1.a State Aviation System Plan

The OAP 2007 addresses many different issues related to each individual airport and regional
and state aviation system components. It is important to have a comprehensive understanding of
the existing facilities, the need for future facilities, and the feasibility of reaching future goals. A
state aviation system plan update is based upon sound evaluation of existing facilities, coupled
with a clear understanding of the state and nation aviation interests, as well as the needs of the
general public. The methodology used to evaluate the state system is consistent with that
advocated for use by the FAA in Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5070-7 — The Airport System
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Planning Process, issued November 10, 2004. All 97 public-use airports are listed in Table 2.1 —
Public-Use Airports in Oregon. Their associated city, FAA classification, and their type of
ownership are noted within the table.

The OAP 2007 includes 66 public-use airports, which are part of the National Plan of Integrated
Airport Systems (NPIAS). The study group of airports was based upon extensive coordination
with the ODA and the FAA. The study group includes the 57 airports currently listed on the
NPIAS, eight state-owned airports which serve either a recreational/tourism base or have more
than two based aircraft, and one privately owned airport, which serves a significant number of
based aircraft.

2.1.b State Aviation Master Plan

The state aviation master plan element of the OAP 2007 was included to ensure a
comprehensive evaluation of all public-use airports within Oregon and was funded independently
by the ODA. There are an additional 31 public-use airports in Oregon that were not included in
the federally funded state aviation system plan component (NPIAS). These airports were
evaluated using the same methodology of the state aviation system plan to provide the ODA a
complete inventory of the state’s aviation system resources. In addition to the evaluation of
individual airports, the state aviation master plan was designed to evaluate broader, more
conceptual issues related to the entire state aviation system. The evaluation of these issues will
help the ODA better manage and improve the state system of airports.

2.1.c State Aviation Economic Impact Study

With the movement towards a global economy, it is now recognized that airports are no longer
just another mode of transportation. Airports are vital components of the economic engine that
drives the state, regional, and local economic climate and it is essential the state system of
airports support these economies by providing adequate facilities and services. This study will
provide the ODA, individual communities, airports and governmental agencies, and politicians the
opportunity to assess the economic value of the aviation system as a whole as well as each
individual airport. All 97 public-use airports, as shown in Table 2.1, are included in the analysis.
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Table 2.1 Public-Use Airports in Oregon

Associated City Airport Name NPIAS Status Ownership
Albany Albany Municipal Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Alkali Lake Alkali Lake State Airport No Publicly Owned
Arlington Arlington Municipal Airport No Publicly Owned
Ashland ?iser:(ljand Municipal Airport - Sumner Parker Yes Publicly Owned
Astoria Astoria Regional Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Aurora Aurora State Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Baker City Baker City Municipal Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Bandon Bandon State Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Beaver Marsh Beaver Marsh Airport No Privately Owned
Bend Bend Municipal Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Boardman Boardman Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Brookings Brookings Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Burns Burns Municipal Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Cascade Locks Cascade Locks State Airport No Publicly Owned
Cave Junction lllinois Valley Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Chiloquin Chiloquin State Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Christmas Valley Christmas Valley Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Clearwater Toketee State Airport No Publicly Owned
Condon Condon State Airport — Pauling Field Yes Publicly Owned
Cornelius Skyport Airport No Privately Owned
Corvallis Corvallis Municipal Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Cottage Grove E:;:ge Grove State Airport = Jim Wright Yes Publicly Owned
Crescent Lake Crescent Lake State Airport No Publicly Owned
Creswell Creswell Hobby Field Yes Publicly Owned
Culver Lake Billy Chinook Airport No Privately Owned
Denmark Cape Blanco State Airport No Publicly Owned
Enterprise Enterprise Municipal Airport No Publicly Owned
Estacada Valley View Airport No Privately Owned
Eugene Eugene Mahlon Sweet Field Yes Publicly Owned
Florence Florence Municipal Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Florence Lake Woahink Seaplane Base - closed No Privately Owned
Gates Davis Field No Privately Owned

Oregon Department of Aviation (Final Document February 2008)
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Table 2.1 Public-Use Airports in Oregon (Continued)

Associated City Airport Name NPIAS Status Ownership
Gleneden Beach Siletz Bay State Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Gold Beach Gold Beach Municipal Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Grants Pass Grants Pass Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Hermiston Hermiston Municipal Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Hillsboro Stark’s Twin Oaks Airpark No Privately Owned
Hood River Ken Jernstedt Airfield Yes Publicly Owned
Hubbard Lenhardt Airpark No Privately Owned
Imnaha Memaloose Airport (USFS) No Publicly Owned
Independence Independence State Airport Yes Publicly Owned
John Day Si:;gt County Regional Airport — Ogilvie Yes Publicly Owned
Joseph Joseph State Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Klamath Falls Klamath Falls Airport Yes Publicly Owned
La Grande La Grande / Union County Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Lakeside Lakeside Municipal Airport No Publicly Owned
Lakeview Lake County Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Lebanon Lebanon State Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Lexington Lexington Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Madras Madras City - County Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Malin Malin Airport No Publicly Owned
Manzanita Nehalem Bay State Airport No Publicly Owned
McDermitt McDermitt State Airport Yes Publicly Owned
McKenzie Bridge McKenzie Bridge State Airport No Publicly Owned
McMinnville McMinnville Municipal Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Medford Rogue Valley International — Medford Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Monument Monument Municipal Airport No Publicly Owned
Myrtle Creek Myrtle Creek Municipal Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Newberg Chehalem Airpark No Privately Owned
Newberg Sportsman Airpark Yes Privately Owned
Newport Newport Municipal Airport Yes Publicly Owned
North Bend Southwest Oregon Regional Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Oakridge Oakridge State Airport No Publicly Owned
Ontario Ontario Municipal Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Owyhee Owyhee Reservoir State Airport No Publicly Owned
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Table 2.1 Public-Use Airports in Oregon (Continued)

Associated City Airport Name NPIAS Status Ownership
Pacific City Pacific City State Airport No Publicly Owned
Paisley Paisley Airport No Publicly Owned
Pendleton E:itc;alzzo(r:regon Regional Airport at Yes Publicly Owned
Pinehurst Pinehurst State Airport No Publicly Owned
Portland Portland Downtown Heliport Yes Publicly Owned
Portland Portland International Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Portland Portland Hillsboro Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Portland Portland Mulino Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Portland Portland Troutdale Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Powers Powers Hayes Field No Publicly Owned
Prineville Prineville Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Prospect Prospect State Airport No Publicly Owned
Redmond Redmond Municipal Airport - Roberts Field Yes Publicly Owned
Rome Rome State Airport No Publicly Owned
Roseburg Roseburg Regional Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Roseburg George Felt Airport No Privately Owned
Salem Salem McNary Field Yes Publicly Owned
Sandy Country Squire Airpark No Privately Owned
Sandy Sandy River Airport No Privately Owned
Santiam Junction Santiam Junction State Airport No Publicly Owned
Scappoose Scappoose Industrial Airpark Yes Publicly Owned
Seaside Seaside Municipal Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Silver Lake Silver Lake Strip (USFS) No Publicly Owned
Sisters Sisters Eagle Air Airport No Privately Owned
Sunriver Sunriver Airport Yes Privately Owned
The Dalles SZ::;ZT\Zr?i;E: 252:)0:6” Airport = The Yes Publicly Owned
Tillamook Tillamook Airport Yes Publicly Owned
Toledo Toledo State Airport No Publicly Owned
Vale Miller Memorial Airpark No Publicly Owned
Vernonia Vernonia Municipal Airport No Publicly Owned
Waldport Wakonda Beach State Airport No Publicly Owned
Wasco Wasco State Airport Yes Publicly Owned
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2.2 Overall Study Goals & Objectives

The primary goal of the three studies is to provide a comprehensive plan which addresses all
public-use airports in the state of Oregon and which identifies how to improve individual airports
as part of the larger state system, to meet the needs of tourism, economic development, and
transportation services for each community and the state as a whole.

This information provides the framework that supports informed decisions related to planning and
developing the Oregon aviation system. The objectives of these studies are to:

e Assess aviation facilities: including airside, landside, and ground facilities and services,
and general aviation needs

o Assess the economic value of airport facilities to the host community as well as the
overall importance to the state

e Provide guidance for the development of the Oregon system of airports to meet the
state's future aviation needs to ensure the safety and efficiency of the state aviation
system

e Enhance communication opportunities among ODA, airport sponsors, local government,
other state and federal agencies, and airport users so that the future development of the
state aviation system can be more readily accomplished

e Provide each airport the direction to develop their airport to meet the needs of the state
aviation system and local community as well as promote the airport for the purposes of
economic development and tourism

Each of these individual studies is a portion of the overall process necessary to create a
systematic approach to meeting the improvements which are identified, as well as proposing
development strategies. This report provides a summary of the results of three planning studies
undertaken by ODA to assess the condition of the existing aviation infrastructure, the economic
benefit of the aviation industry, and the passenger demands for air service.

2.3 Airport Functional Roles

Each airport in the state impacts the overall operational capacity and efficiency of the state
aviation system by supporting different types and levels of aviation activity. The types of facilities
and services that should be provided at each category of airport were determined throughout the
development of this plan. Airport functional roles have been broken out into five categories and
the following criteria were utilized to classify the airports:

e Current airport infrastructure, facilities, and services

e Aviation activity levels and type of aviation demand served
o Ability to accommodate future growth

o Accessibility and geographic service area

The five airport functional roles are defined on the following page.
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Category | - Commercial Service Airports

These airports support some level of scheduled commercial airline service in addition to a full
range of general aviation aircraft. This includes both domestic and international destinations.

Category Il — Urban General Aviation Airports

These airports support all general aviation aircraft and accommodate corporate aviation activity,
including business jets, helicopters, and other general aviation activity. These airports' primary
users are business related and service a large geographic region or they experience high levels
of general aviation activity.

Category lll - Regional General Aviation Airports

These airports support most twin- and single-engine aircraft and may also accommodate
occasional business jets. These airports support a regional transportation need.

Category IV — Local General Aviation Airports

These airports support primarily single-engine, general aviation aircraft, but are capable of
accommodating smaller twin-engine general aviation aircraft. These airports support local air
transportation needs and special use aviation activities.

Category V — RAES (Remote Access/Emergency Service) Airports

These airports support primarily single-engine, general aviation aircraft, special use aviation
activities, and access to remote areas or provide emergency service access.

Volume | of the OAP 2007 displays all airports within their various categories.

2.4 Performance Measures

Airport performance measures were developed for the functional roles. These objectives were
developed in cooperation with ODA and the state aviation system plan and master plan Advisory
Committee. The purpose of the performance measures is to compare existing airport facilities to
the minimum and desired facility criteria for each functional role. The performance measures
should not be considered a requirement for development standards and any development would
require additional support and justification through the airport master planning process as well as
environmental documentation.

The performance measures for each functional role are defined below. Many airports have
multiple runways; therefore, the primary runway for each airport was used to evaluate the facility
against the performance measures.
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Category | - Commercial Service Airports
These airports support some level of scheduled commercial airline service in addition to a full range of
general aviation aircraft. This includes both domestic and international destinations.

Performance criteria were evaluated by analyzing each airport's primary runway. A complete description of

airport facilities is located below.

Airside Facilities

FAA - ARC

NPIAS

Based Aircraft

Runway Orientation
Runway Length

Runway Width

Runway Pavement Type

Runway Pavement Strength

Runway Pavement PCI
Taxiways

Approach Type

Visual Approach Aids
Instrument Approach Aids
Runway Lighting

Taxiway Lighting

General Facilities
Rotating Beacon
Lighted Wind Indicator
Weather Reporting
Hangared Aircraft Storage
Apron Parking/Storage
Terminal Building
Auto Parking

Fencing

Cargo

Deicing Facility

Services

Fuel

FBO

Ground Transportation
Food Service
Restrooms

Pilot Lounge

Snow Removal
Telephone

C-ll

Yes

Not an Objective
Varies by Airport
6,000 feet

100 feet
Bituminous, Concrete
Varies by Airport
Varies by Airport
Full Parallel
Precision

Both Runway Ends
One Runway End
MIRL/HIRL
MITL/HITL

Minimum Criteria
Yes

Yes

AWOS/ASOS

75% of Based Aircraft
75% of Daily Transient
Yes

Moderate

Perimeter

Small Handling Facility w/ Apron
Yes

Minimum Criteria

100 LL & Jet A

Full Service, 24 hour service
Rental Car, Taxi, or Other

Coffee Shop/Deli & Cold Foods
Yes

Yes w/ Weather Reporting Station
Yes

Yes

Desired Criteria
Varies

Yes

Not an Objective
Varies by Airport
Varies by Aircraft
Varies by Aircraft
Bituminous, Concrete
Varies by Airport
Varies by Airport

Full Parallel/High Speed Exits
Precision

Both Runway Ends
Both Runway Ends
MIRL/HIRL

MITL/HIT

Desired Criteria

Yes

Yes

AWOS/ASOS

100% of Based Aircraft
100% of Daily Transient
Yes, Gates and Covered Walkways
Adequate

Perimeter

Handling Facility w/ Apron
Yes, 24 hour

Desired Criteria

100 LL & Jet A, 24 hour service
Full Service, 24 hour service
Rental Car, Taxi, or Other
Restaurant

Yes

Yes w/ Weather Reporting Station
Yes

Yes

Oregon Department of Aviation (Final Document February 2008)
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Category Il — Urban General Aviation
These airports support all general aviation aircraft and accommodate corporate aviation activity, including
business jets, helicopters, and other general aviation activity. These airports' primary users are business
related and service a large geographic region or they experience high levels of general aviation activity.

Performance criteria were evaluated by analyzing each airport's primary runway. A complete description of

airport facilities is located below.

Airside Facilities

FAA - ARC

NPIAS

Based Aircraft

Runway Orientation
Runway Length

Runway Width

Runway Pavement Type
Runway Pavement Strength
Runway Pavement PCI
Taxiways

Approach Type

Visual Approach Aids
Instrument Approach Aids
Runway Lighting

Taxiway Lighting

General Facilities
Rotating Beacon
Lighted Wind Indicator
Weather Reporting
Hangared Aircraft Storage
Apron Parking/Storage
Terminal Building
Auto Parking

Fencing

Cargo

Deicing Facility

Services

Fuel

FBO

Ground Transportation
Food Service
Restrooms

Pilot Lounge

Snow Removal
Telephone

C-ll

Yes

Not an Objective
Varies by Airport
5,000 feet

100 feet
Bituminous, Concrete
Varies by Airport
Varies by Airport
Full Parallel
Precision

One Runway End
Not an Objective
MIRL/HIRL
MITL/HITL

Minimum Criteria
Yes

Yes

AWOS/ASOS

75% of Based Aircraft
75% of Daily Transient
Yes

Moderate

Perimeter

Designated Apron Area
Not an Objective

Minimum Criteria

100 LL & Jet A

Full Service

Offsite Rental Car, Taxi, or Other
Vending

Yes

Yes w/ Weather Reporting Station
Yes

Yes

Desired Criteria
Varies

Yes

Not an Objective
Varies by Airport
Varies by Aircraft
Varies by Aircraft
Bituminous, Concrete
Varies by Airport
Varies by Airport

Full Parallel/High Speed Exit
Precision

Both Runway Ends
One Runway End
MIRL/HIRL
MITL/HITL

Desired Criteria

Yes

Yes

AWOS/ASOS

100% of Based Aircraft
100% of Daily Transient
Yes

Adequate

Perimeter

Small Handling Facility w/ Apron
Yes

Desired Criteria

100 LL & Jet A, 24 hour service
Full Service, 24 hour service
Rental Car, Taxi, or Other

Coffee Shop/Deli & Cold Foods
Yes

Yes w/ Weather Reporting Station
Yes

Yes
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Category lll - Regional General Aviation
These airports support most twin- and single-engine aircraft and may also accommodate occasional
business jets. These airports support a regional transportation need.

Performance criteria were evaluated by analyzing each airport's primary runway. A complete description of

airport facilities is located below.

Airside Facilities

FAA - ARC

NPIAS

Based Aircraft

Runway Orientation
Runway Length

Runway Width

Runway Pavement Type

Runway Pavement Strength

Runway Pavement PCI
Taxiways

Approach Type

Visual Approach Aids
Instrument Approach Aids
Runway Lighting

Taxiway Lighting

General Facilities
Rotating Beacon
Lighted Wind Indicator
Weather Reporting
Hangared Aircraft Storage
Apron Parking/Storage
Terminal Building
Auto Parking

Fencing

Cargo

Deicing Facility

Services

Fuel

FBO

Ground Transportation
Food Service
Restrooms

Pilot Lounge

Snow Removal
Telephone

B-1I

Not an Objective

Not an Objective
Varies by Airport
4,000 feet

75 feet

Bituminous, Concrete
Varies by Airport
Varies by Airport
Partial or Turnarounds
Non-Precision

One Runway End
Not an Objective
MIRL

MITL

Minimum Criteria
Yes

Yes

AWOS/ASOS

75% of Based Aircraft
30% of Daily Transient
Small Meeting Area
Minimal

Terminal Area

Space on Existing Apron
Not an Objective

Minimum Criteria

100 LL & Jet A

Full Service

Courtesy Car / Offsite Rental Car
Vending

Yes

Yes w/ Weather Reporting Station
Yes

Yes

Desired Criteria
Varies

Not an Objective
Not an Objective
Varies by Airport
Varies by Aircraft
Varies by Aircraft
Bituminous, Concrete
Varies by Airport
Varies by Airport
Full Parallel
Precision

Both Runway Ends
Not an Objective
MIRL/HIRL
MITL/HITL

Desired Criteria

Yes

Yes

AWOS/ASOS

100% of Based Aircraft
50% of Daily Transient
Yes

Moderate

Perimeter

Designated Apron Area
Not an Objective

Desired Criteria

100 LL & Jet A, 24 hour service
Full Service, 24 hour service
Rental Car, Taxi, or Other
Vending

Yes

Yes w/ Weather Reporting Station
Yes

Yes
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Category IV — Local General Aviation Airport
These airports support primarily single-engine general aviation aircraft but are capable of accommodating

smaller twin-engine general aviation aircraft.
special use aviation activities.

These airports support local air transportation needs and

Performance criteria were evaluated by analyzing each airport's primary runway. A complete description of

airport facilities is located below.

Airside Facilities

FAA - ARC

NPIAS

Based Aircraft

Runway Orientation
Runway Length

Runway Width

Runway Pavement Type
Runway Pavement Strength
Runway Pavement PCI
Taxiways

Approach Type

Visual Approach Aids
Instrument Approach Aids
Runway Lighting

Taxiway Lighting

General Facilities
Rotating Beacon
Lighted Wind Indicator
Weather Reporting
Hangared Aircraft Storage
Apron Parking/Storage
Terminal Building
Auto Parking

Fencing

Cargo

Deicing Facility

Services

Fuel

FBO

Ground Transportation
Food Service
Restrooms

Pilot Lounge

Snow Removal
Telephone

Minimum Criteria

B-I

Not an Objective

Not an Objective

Varies by Airport

3,000 feet Paved; 2,500 feet Turf
60 feet Paved; 120 feet Turf
Bituminous, Concrete, Turf
Varies by Airport

Varies by Airport

Exits Needed

Visual

Not an Objective

Not an Objective

LIRL

LITL

Minimum Criteria
Yes

Yes

Not an Objective
75% of Based Aircraft
30% of Daily Transient
Not an Objective
Minimal

Not an Objective

Not an Objective

Not an Objective

Minimum Criteria
100 LL

Not an Objective
Not an Objective
Not an Objective
Yes

Not an Objective
Yes

Not an Objective

Desired Criteria

B-Il

Not an Objective

Not an Objective
Varies by Airport
Varies by Aircraft
Varies by Aircraft
Bituminous, Concrete
Varies by Airport
Varies by Airport
Partial or Turnarounds
Non-Precision

One Runway End
Not an Objective
MIRL

MITL

Desired Criteria

Yes

Yes

AWOS/ASOS

100% of Based Aircraft
50% of Daily Transient
Small Meeting Area
Minimal

Terminal Area

Not an Objective

Not an Objective

Desired Criteria

100 LL & Jet A

Limited

Courtesy Car/Offsite Rental Car
Vending

Yes

Yes w/ Weather Reporting Station
Yes

Yes
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Category V — RAES (Remote Access/Emergency Services)
These airports support primarily single-engine general aviation aircraft, special use aviation activities,
access to remote areas, or provide emergency service access.

Performance criteria were evaluated by analyzing each airport's primary runway. A complete description of
airport facilities is located below.
Airside Facilities

Minimum Criteria Desired Criteria

FAA - ARC

NPIAS

Based Aircraft

Runway Orientation
Runway Length

Runway Width

Runway Pavement Type
Runway Pavement Strength
Runway Pavement PCI
Taxiways

Approach Type

Visual Approach Aids
Instrument Approach Aids
Runway Lighting

Taxiway Lighting

General Facilities
Rotating Beacon
Lighted Wind Indicator
Weather Reporting
Hangared Aircraft Storage
Apron Parking/Storage
Terminal Building
Auto Parking

Fencing

Cargo

Deicing Facility

Services

Fuel

FBO

Ground Transportation
Food Service
Restrooms

Pilot Lounge

Snow Removal
Telephone

A-l

Not an Objective
Not an Objective
Varies by Airport
2,500 feet Turf
60 feet Turf
Turf, Gravel
Varies by Airport
Varies by Airport
Not an Objective
Visual

Not an Objective
Not an Objective
Not an Objective
Not an Objective

Minimum Criteria

Not an Objective
Not an Objective
Not an Objective
Not an Objective
Not an Objective
Not an Objective
Not an Objective
Not an Objective
Not an Objective
Not an Objective

Minimum Criteria

Not an Objective
Not an Objective
Not an Objective
Not an Objective
Not an Objective
Not an Objective
Not an Objective
Not an Objective

B-I

Not an Objective

Not an Objective

Varies by Airport

3,000 feet Paved; 2,500 feet Turf
60 feet Paved; 120 feet Turf
Bituminous, Concrete
Varies by Airport

Varies by Airport

Exits Needed to an apron
NPIA

One Runway End

One Runway End

LIRL

LITL

Desired Criteria
Yes

Yes

AWOS/ASOS

75% of Based Aircraft
100 X 100 foot Apron
Small Meeting Area
Minimal

Limited

Not an Objective

Not an Objective

Desired Criteria
100 LL

Not an Objective
On-Call Service
Not an Objective
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
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Table 2.2 OAP 2007 Recommended Airport Classification

Category | — Commercial Service Airports
Eastern Oregon Regional Airport at Pendleton
Eugene Airport - Mahlon Sweet Field

Klamath Falls International Airport

Portland International Airport

Redmond Municipal Airport - Roberts Field
Rogue Valley International - Medford Airport
Salem McNary Field

Southwest Oregon Regional Airport

Category Il — Urban General Aviation Airports
Astoria Regional Airport
Aurora State Airport

Bend Municipal Airport
Corvallis Municipal Airport
McMinnville Municipal Airport
Newport Municipal Airport
Portland Downtown Heliport
Portland - Hillsboro Airport
Portland - Troutdale Airport
Scappoose Industrial Airpark

Category Ill — Regional General Aviation Airports

Ashland Municipal Airport - Sumner Parker Field
Baker City Municipal Airport

Bandon State Airport

Burns Municipal Airport

Columbia Gorge Regional - The Dalles
Grant County Regional Airport

Grants Pass Airport

Hermiston Municipal Airport

La Grande / Union County Airport
Lake County Airport

Ontario Municipal Airport

Roseburg Regional Airport

Tillamook Airport

Category IV — Local General Aviation Airports

Albany Municipal Airport

Boardman Airport

Brookings Airport

Chehalem Airpark

Christmas Valley Airport

Condon State Airport - Pauling Field
Cottage Grove State Airport - Jim Wright Field
Creswell Hobby Field Airport
Florence Municipal Airport

Gold Beach Municipal Airport
lllinois Valley Airport

Independence State Airport

Joseph State Airport

Ken Jernstedt Airfield

Lebanon State Airport

Lenhardt Airpark

Category IV — (Continued)
Lexington Airport
Madras/City-County Airport
Myrtle Creek Municipal Airport
Portland - Mulino Airport
Prineville Airport

Seaside Municipal Airport
Siletz Bay State Airport
Sisters Eagle Air Airport
Sportsman Airpark

Sunriver Airport

Wasco State Airport

Category V — Remote Access/Emergency Service Airports
Alkali Lake State

Arlington Municipal

Beaver Marsh

Cape Blanco State Airport
Cascade Locks State Airport
Chiloquin State Airport
Country Squire Airpark
Crescent Lake State Airport
Davis Field

Enterprise Municipal
George Felt

Lake Billy Chinook

Lake Woahink Seaplane Base - Closed
Lakeside State Airport
Malin

McDermitt State Airport
McKenzie Bridge State
Memaloose (USFS)

Miller Memorial Airpark
Monument Municipal
Nehalem Bay State Airport
Oakridge State

Owyhee Reservoir State
Pacific City State Airport
Paisley

Pinehurst State Airport
Powers Hayes Field
Prospect State Airport
Rome State

Sandy River

Santiam Junction State
Silver Lake Strip (USFS)
Skyport Airport

Stark's Twin Oaks Airpark
Toketee State

Toledo State Airport

Valley View

Vernonia Municipal Airport
Wakonda Beach State

Source: Mead & Hunt, Inc.
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2.5 Summary

Each of these study efforts will provide valuable information to the state as well as the individual
airports as stand-alone documents. Combined together, these studies provide a comprehensive
resource for airport development throughout the entire state.
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Chapter 3

As outlined in the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Advisory Circular 150/5070-7, The
Airport System Planning Process, the process of system planning for aviation is based upon the
collection and evaluation of information about each airport within the overall system and the area
they serve. The inventory task is accomplished through physical inspection of the facilities, field
interviews and surveys, telephone conversations, and review of previous studies.

The objective of the inventory task is to document existing conditions, thereby providing the
background information essential to the development and recommendations for the Oregon
Aviation Plan 2007 (OAP 2007). The inventory information covers a broad spectrum and includes
information on the following elements of the Airport:

¢ Airside and landside facilities and their uses
¢ Navigational aids

e Auxiliary support facilities and services

e Environmental observations

o Air traffic activity data

e Survey analyses

A large volume of data was collected, reviewed, and analyzed during the inventory effort. This
chapter presents an overall summary of this information and is organized in the following
sections:

3.1 General Airport Description and Location
3.2 Existing Airport Facilities

3.3 Current and Forecast Demand

3.4 Survey Responses

3.1 General Airport Description and Location

Aurora State Airport is located approximately one mile northwest of the city of Aurora, within
Marion County (Figure 3.1). Regionally, the Airport is located approximately 25 miles south of
Portland, 25 miles north of Salem, and 90 miles north of Eugene. The airport has easy access to
Interstate Highway 5, which is the critical North/South ground transportation link through the
Willamette Valley.

According to the State of Oregon Office of Economic Analysis, Marion County contained 305,265
residents in 2005, up 7.2 percent from 284,834 in 2000. Oregon has grown from 3,436,750
residents in 2000 to 3,618,200 residents in 2005, up 5.3 percent. This indicates that Marion
County is growing at a faster pace than the state as a whole.
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Figure 3.1
Marion County Location Map

The Airport is owned and operated by the Oregon Department of Aviation and is included in the
National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS), making this airport eligible for federal
funding. Aurora State Airport, designated by the airport code UAO, occupies approximately 144
acres of land.

Historical Development. The Aurora State Airport was constructed by the Oregon State
Highway Department during wartime in 1943 as an emergency airfield for air carrier aircraft. The
Airport has evolved into the busiest state-owned airport and the fifth overall busiest airport in the
state.

3.2 Existing Airport Facilities

Existing airport facilities are presented in three categories: airside, landside, and support facilities.
The airside facilities include such areas as the runways, taxiways, aprons, aircraft parking and
storage areas, airfield lighting, and navigational aids. The landside facilities include items such
as the airport terminal building, vehicular access, auto parking, and support facilities. The
support facilities may include fuel facilities, aircraft rescue and firefighting (ARFF) facilities, airport
maintenance, snow removal equipment (SRE) and facilities, and utilities. The existing airside,
landside, and support facilities are detailed below.

3.2.a Airside Facilities

The airfield consists of many components that are required to accommodate safe aircraft
operations. This consists of runways, taxiways, and an apron network; the visual and electronic
navigational aids associated with runways; runway protection zones; and general aviation
facilities.

Runways. Aurora State Airport has a single paved runway, Runway 17-35. The runway is 5,004
feet long and 100 feet wide with an asphalt surface. The Airport currently has an Airport
Reference Code (ARC) of B-Il. Additional runway information such as pavement strength and
condition are located in Section 4.2, Definition of Airport System Role.
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Taxiways. The existing taxiway system at the Airport consists of a full-length parallel taxiway
and entrance/exit taxiways.

Aprons. There are three aprons used for aircraft parking. The north terminal apron has
approximately 12 small aircraft tie down spaces. The central terminal apron has 38 small tie-
down spaces and four large aircraft parking positions. The southern terminal apron has
approximately 10 small aircraft tie-down spaces and five large aircraft parking positions. All three
aprons are constructed of asphalt.

Lighting and Navigational Aids. The Airport’s lighting and navigational systems extend the
Airport’s usefulness into night and/or poor visibility.

Pavement edge lighting consists of light fixtures located near the edge of the runway/taxiway to
define the lateral limits of the pavement. This lighting is essential for the safe and efficient
movement of aircraft during periods of darkness or poor visibility. Runway 17-35 is equipped with
medium intensity runway lighting (MIRL). Taxiways at the Airport are equipped with reflectors.

A four-light visual approach slope indicator (VASI) is installed both ends of Runway 17-35. A
VASI system provides the pilot with a red, red/white, or white signal that indicates if the pilot is
below, above, or on the glide path to the runway.

The ominidirectional approach lighting system (ODALS) is the minimum approach lighting system
necessary to achieve three-quarters of a mile non-precision approaches. It consists of seven
omnidirectional flashing lights located in the approach area of a non-precision runway. ODALS
are installed on the approach end of Runway 17.

A Localizer approach is an Instrument Landing System (ILS) approach without the glide slope.
Because there is no glide slope information provided, the Localizer approach is considered a non-
precision approach. The Localizer signal provides azimuth, or lateral, information to guide the
aircraft to the centerline of the runway. It is similar to a VOR signal except that it provides radial
information for only a single course, the runway heading. The Airport has a Localizer approach to
Runway 17.

GPS uses satellites placed in orbit around the earth to transmit electronic signals, which properly
equipped aircraft use to determine altitude, speed, and position information. GPS allows pilots to
navigate to any airport in the country, and they are not required to navigate using a specific
navigational facility. The Airport has GPS approaches to both runway ends.

In addition to lighting and navigational aids, the Airport is also equipped with an automated
surface observation system (ASOS). The ASOS provides automated aviation weather
observations 24-hours a day. The system updates weather observations every minute,
continually reporting significant weather changes as they occur. The ASOS system reports cloud
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ceiling, visibility, temperature, dew point, wind direction, wind speed, altimeter setting, and density
altitude (airfield elevation corrected for temperature).

3.2.b Landside Facilities

General Aviation Facilities. General aviation services at the Airport are provided by three fixed
based operators (FBO); Aurora Aviation, General Aviation Services, and Willamette Aviation LLC.
They offer aviation fuel, aircraft parking (ramp or tie-down), flight training, aircraft rental, aircraft
maintenance, pilot supplies, catering, off site rental cars, and courtesy transportation.

Hangar space at the Airport is comprised of both corporate and T-Hangars. There are
approximately 275 hangar facilities at the Airport. Additionally, there is considerable adjacent
private development activity that is enhancing hangar facilities and drawing more Aurora based
aircraft.

The majority of the landside developments at Aurora State Airport are privately owned and
operated and located off airport property. Through the fence operations at the airport are
discussed in detail in Section 4.1.b General Observations and Recommendations.

3.2.c Support Facilities

Parking. Vehicle parking is located next to each of the FBO buildings. There are moderate
parking facilities at the Airport.

Fuel Facilities. All aircraft fuel storage facilities at the Airport are privately owned and operated.

The FBOs provide both 100 LL and Jet A fuel.

Aurora State Airport

Source: 2003 Oregon Airport Directory
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3.3 Current and Forecast Demand

This element of the report provides projections of future aviation demand at the Airport.
Projections of short-, intermediate-, and long-term activity at the Airport are based on 5-, 10-, and
20-year milestones, using 2005 as the base year of analysis as it is the most recent year for
which a full year of activity data is currently available.

Projections of aviation demand are an important element of the system planning process as they
provide the basis for several key analyses, including:

e Determining the role of the Airport with respect to the type of aircraft to be
accommodated in the future

o Evaluating the capacity of existing airport facilities and their ability to accommodate
projected aviation demand

e Estimating the extent of airside and landside improvements required in future years to
accommodate projected demand

This analysis uses the most recent aircraft activity available to project future levels of aviation
demand through the year 2025. The forecast analysis contained in this section includes
methodologies based on historical aviation trends at the Airport, as well as other socioeconomic
trends related to the state of Oregon. National projections of aviation activity developed by the
FAA were also reviewed within the context of this forecast analysis, where available.

This section provides discussions of the methodologies and findings used for projecting
passenger enplanements, aircraft operations, and based aircraft at the Airport. The projections of
aviation demand are documented below in Table 3.1.

3.3.a Forecasting Approach

There are a number of different forecasting techniques available for use in the projection of
aviation activity, ranging from subjective judgment to sophisticated mathematical modeling.
Because a large number of variables affect a facility plan, it is important that each variable be
considered in the context of its use in the plan. For variables that significantly affect the nature
and extent of facilities, redundancy has been achieved through the utilization of several
forecasting techniques to minimize the uncertainty associated with the range of the forecast
variable.

The analysis includes the assessment of historical trends on aviation activity data at the local,
regional, and national level.  Aviation activity statistics on such items as passenger
enplanements, aircraft operations, and based aircraft are collected, reviewed, and analyzed.
Similarly, socioeconomic factors such as population and income are analyzed for the effect they
may have on aviation growth. The comparison of relationships among these various indicators
provides the initial step in the development of realistic forecasts of aviation demand.
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The following general methodologies were used in projecting various components of aviation
demand at the Airport.

Time Series Methodology. Historical trend lines and linear extrapolation are some of the most
widely used methods for forecasting. These techniques utilize time-series types of data and are
most useful for a pattern of demand that demonstrates a historical relationship with time. In
utilizing this technique, an assumption is made that the same factors that have influenced
demand will continue to affect future demand. While this is a rather broad assumption, it often
provides a reliable benchmark for comparing the results of other analyses. Linear extrapolation
established a linear trend by fitting a straight line using the least squares method to known
historical data. Historic trend lines, as utilized in these analyses, examine historic compounded
annual growth rates and extrapolate future data values by assuming a similar compounded
annual growth rate in the future.

Market Share Methodology. Market share, ratio, or top-down models are utilized to scale large-
scale aviation activity down to a local level. Inherent to the use of such a method is the
demonstration that the proportion of the large-scale activity that can be assigned to the local level
is a regular and predictable quantity. This method has been used extensively in the aviation
industry for aviation demand forecasting at the local level. Its most common use is in the
determination of the share of total national traffic activity that will be captured by a particular
region or airport. Historical data is examined to determine the ration of local airport traffic to total
national traffic. From outside data sources, in this case the FAA, projected levels of national
activity are determined and then proportioned to the Airport based upon the observed and
projected trends.

Socioeconomic Methodology. Socioeconomic or correlation analysis examines the direct
relationship between two or more sets of historical data. In this case, socioeconomic analyses
have been performed, relating historical aviation activity to historical population levels within the
Airport region. Based upon the observed and projected correlation between historical aviation
activity and the socioeconomic data sets, future aviation activity projections are developed based
upon the projected socioeconomic data sets. In this case, projected population levels were
obtained from Woods & Poole Economics, Inc. (W&P), an independent firm that specializes in
long-term economic and demographic projections. This forecasting methodology is subject to
how accurately an airport’s activity reflects local demographic makeup.
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Table 3.1 Summary of Aviation Projections

Aurora State Airport (UAO)

Operations
Year Commercial Air Carrier  General Aviation Military Total Based Aircraft
Historical:
1995
1996
1997
1998 8,791 57,850 180 66,821 233
1999 8,791 57,850 180 66,821 233
2000 9,000 81,000 180 90,180 265
2001 6,190 67,455 250 73,895 387
2002 9,227 69,115 250 78,592 387
2003 9,325 70,775 250 80,350 391
2004 9,422 72,396 250 82,068 387
2005 9,520 74,054 250 83,824 387
Projected:
2010 10,077 84,713 250 95,041 422
2015 10,668 94,067 250 104,985 447
2025 11,953 112,774 250 124,978 498
CAGR 0.00% 2.13% 0.00% 2.02% 1.27%
(2005-2025)
Total Aircraft Operations
150,000
124,974
125,000 >
104,985
95,041 —@— Historical
100,000 Total
K Operations
75,000 o .
.J —&—Projected
Total
Operations
50,000 A
25,000 A
O T T T T T
1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025
Source: Historical Enplanements, Operations - FAA Terminal Area Forecast System (TAF)

Historical Based Aircraft - FAA Terminal Area Forecast System (TAF)
Projections - Mead & Hunt, Inc.
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3.4 Survey Responses

As previously discussed, surveys were a critical part of the data collection effort. Below is a
summary of the surveys and staff interviews that provide the context that surrounds the OAP
2007. Surveys were sent to state, local, and county government officials, businesses, airport
managers, pilots, chamber of commerce members, and host communities to solicit input of the
state aviation system from diverse interests groups.

3.4.a Community Information

Currently, agriculture, timber, and manufacturing were noted as the primary industries in the
Aurora area. Survey respondents indicate that the Airport is perceived to be a valuable economic
asset to the community. The respondents also indicated that if there were no longer an airport
available to the public, they would use the next closest airport. Survey results identified noise,
security, safety, and expansion of the Airport as the main concerns regarding the future
development of the Airport.

3.4.b Economic Development

The importance of aviation for growth from an economic perspective is ranked moderately high.
The survey respondents noted that airport upgrades would increase economic growth for the
surrounding communities. According to the survey results, the single most important item that the
Airport could do to promote economic growth is to increase runway length. In addition, it was
perceived that the impact to the economy would be negative if the Airport was no longer
available. Businesses would depreciate in size, relocate, or use the next closest airport.
Respondents were unsure if the city of Aurora and Marion County would be supportive of a
funding mechanism to finance future airport developments.

3.4.c Airport Development and Use

Survey respondents indicate that the airport users of Aurora State Airport are local business,
recreation, tourism, out-of-town business, and agriculture. Surrounding communities rely on the
Airport for medical rescue flights and fire protection.

Survey respondents highlighted three areas of concern regarding the Airport. These concerns
are outline below:

e There are perceived operational limitations of runway length, terminal amenities,
navigational aids, taxiways, aircraft parking/storage, and availability of fuel

¢ Inclement weather significantly reduces the “usability” of the Airport

e Lack of infrastructure (sewer and water) was noted as a concern to the future of the
Airport
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3.4.d Air Shuttle

Upon the request of ODA, Mead & Hunt is investigating the feasibility of a state operated and
subsidized air shuttle service. This air shuttle service would link various communities within the
state. Traditionally, air shuttle services do not compete with regular commercial service, their
intent is to commute between smaller local communities instead of large regional airports,
therefore, they are viewed as a supplement to air service for airports.

Survey Respondents indicate that some form of an air shuttle service would be considered a
convenience and would likely promote economic growth for communities. Survey results indicate
that the primary users of the shuttle would be business, emergency services, and health services,
transportation of cargo, higher education, and governmental services. Survey results provided
the order of importance of issues for potential shuttle passengers. Most important to travelers
was schedule, followed by cost, reliability, type of aircraft, and comfort. Survey results identified
Bend, Eugene, and Portland as the destination cities for shuttle service originating in Aurora with
service being provided daily. Survey results also indicate that the city of Aurora and Marion
County would be willing to “guarantee” seats for their community on the air shuttle service;
however, they would expect users to pay between $151 and $200 per seat, with a potential of
over 20 users per flight.

3.5 Summary
Providing a comprehensive summary of the existing airport facility is an essential part of the

planning process. The information contained in this chapter provides the foundation for the
recommendations found in Chapter Four.
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Chapter 4

As discussed, the inventory and forecasts provide a basis from which recommendations can be
made for future development. The recommendations illustrated within the Oregon Aviation Plan
2007 (OAP 2007) reflect the Oregon Department of Aviation’s (ODA) desire to create a
comprehensive aviation system that adequately services the aviation needs of the state and the
various interest groups associated with this resource. This chapter is organized in the following
sections:

4.1 Airport Facility and Service Needs
4.2 Definition of Airport System Role
4.3 Economic Impact Analysis

4.1 Airport Facility and Service Needs

A primary focus of this report is to identify and evaluate airside, landside, and other general
facility needs and deficiencies at the Airport utilizing information collected through the physical
inspection of the facility, field interviews and surveys, telephone conversations, review of previous
studies, and review of appropriate airport records. The following section presents the
recommended airport facility and service needs identified during the study process.

4.1.a Recommendations Based on Performance Criteria

The Aurora State Airport has been classified as a Category Il — Urban General Aviation airport
and should provide appropriate facilities and services commensurate with its system role. The
existing airport facilities were compared to the minimum and desired criteria for a Category Il
airport, which identified the following airport facility and service needs:

¢ Increase Airport Reference Code from B-Il to C-Il (associated safety area improvements)
e Correct parallel taxiway / runway centerline separation

¢ Install Medium Intensity Taxiway Lighting (MITL)

e Construct designated cargo apron

4.1.b General Observations and Recommendations

The Aurora State Airport is one of the busiest general aviation airports in the state. A vast
majority of the traffic at the Airport is conducted by corporate jets and due to its prime location
between the Portland Metropolitan area and Salem, the state capital; the Airport will continue to
attract business/corporate aircraft. Therefore, it should be made a priority to increase the margin
of safety by developing the Airport with C category aircraft design standards.
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The majority of the landside developments at Aurora State Airport are privately owned and
operated. However, some areas of the airfield are owned by the state of Oregon and leased to
private business. The businesses that are located off airport property are entering the airfield
from private property, more commonly known as a “through the fence” operations.

Through the fence agreements provide access onto the airfield for off-airport businesses or
individuals who utilize the airport infrastructure but do not lease space at the airport or contribute
financially to support the airport through ground leases or operational leases like those located on
airport property.

General aviation airports often have difficulty generating revenue to offset the costs of operating,
maintaining, and improving the airport. An important revenue generator at many airports is the
lease of airport property for private or commercial use. Private property owners adjacent to an
airport that are granted access to the airport infrastructure are typically not contributing to the
airport fund through the normal lease process. This often results in an economically competitive
advantage to off-airport businesses. They are allowed to access the airport without paying a
lease rate which often reduces their overhead, allowing them to charge lower rates than their on-
airport counterparts. This creates a situation which is first and foremost noncompliant with FAA
policies but more importantly, often results in a weaker airport economy.

The FAA does not have a formal policy against “through the fence” operations; however they do
strongly discourage their use. To maintain an economically viable business environment the
airport sponsor should require all off field businesses or individuals to compensate the sponsor
similarly to those being paid by on airport tenants. A yearly fee, percentage of gross profits, or
access fees are common methods of collecting compensation from off airport businesses or
individuals.

ODA is currently discussing Senate Bill 680 to address the “through the fence” operations at
Aurora State Airport.

4.1.c Airport Capital Improvement Program

The Airport Capital Improvement Program (ACIP) is the primary planning tool the FAA utilizes to
identify, prioritize, and assign funds to capital airport development and associated capital needs
for all NPIAS airports. The 2006 ACIP for Aurora State Airport includes the following projects:

e Construct taxiway Phase 06 and 07

¢ Relocate taxiway including purchasing land
e Update Exhibit A Property Plan

e Update airport layout plan

e Implement Phase 2 — land purchase
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4.1.d Other Potential Improvements for Consideration
No other airport improvement projects were being considered at the time of publication.
4.2 Definition of Airport System Role

Category Il — Urban General Aviation

These airports support all general aviation aircraft and accommodate corporate aviation activity,
including business jets, helicopters, and other general aviation activity. These airports’ primary
users are business related and service a large geographic region or they experience high levels
of general aviation activity.

Performance criteria were evaluated by analyzing each airport’s primary runway. A complete
description of airport facilities is located in Section 3.2, Existing Airport Facilities.
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Airside Facilities
FAA - ARC

NPIAS

Based Aircraft
Runway Orientation
Runway Length
Runway Width

Runway Pavement Type

Runway Strength
Runway Pavement PCI
Taxiways

Approach Type

Visual Approach Aids

Instrument Approach Aids

Runway Lighting
Taxiway Lighting

General Facilities
Rotating Beacon
Lighted Wind Indicator
Weather Reporting

Hangared Aircraft Storage

Apron Parking/Storage
Terminal Building
Auto Parking

Fencing

Cargo

Deicing Facility

Services

Fuel

FBO

Ground Transportation
Food Service
Restrooms

Pilot Lounge

Snow Removal
Telephone

Existing Facilities
B-1I

Yes

397

17/35

5,004 feet

100 feet
Bituminous
30,000 (SW)

84

Full Parallel

Non - Precision
V4R (17) V4L (35)
ODALS, LOC (17)
GPS (17/35)
MIRL

Reflectors

Existing Facilities
Yes

Yes

ASOS

275

70

Yes

Moderate
Perimeter
Non-Designated Apron
No

Existing Facilities
100 LL & Jet A

Full Service (3)
Rental Car, Taxi
Vending, Coffee Shop
Yes

Yes w/Weather Reporting

Yes
Yes

Minimum Criteria
C-ll

Yes

Not an Objective
Not an Objective
5,000 feet

100 feet
Bituminous, Concrete
Not an Objective
Not an Objective
Full Parallel
Precision

One Runway End
Not an Objective

MIRL/HIRL
MITL/HITL

Minimum Criteria
Yes

Yes

AWOS/ASOS

75% of Based Aircraft
75% of Daily Transient
Yes

Moderate

Perimeter

Designated Apron Area
Not an Objective

Minimum Criteria

100 LL & Jet A

Full Service

Offsite Rental Car, Taxi
Vending

Yes

Desired Criteria
Varies

Yes

Not an Objective

Not an Objective
Varies by Aircraft
Varies by Aircraft
Bituminous, Concrete
Not an Objective

Not an Objective

Full Parallel/High Speed Exit
Precision

Both Runway Ends
One Runway End

MIRL/HIRL
MITL/HITL

Desired Criteria

Yes

Yes

AWOS/ASOS

100% of Based Aircraft
100% of Daily Transient
Yes

Adequate

Perimeter

Small Handling Facility w/ Apron
Yes

Desired Criteria

100 LL & Jet A, 24-hour service
Full Service, 24-hour service
Rental Car, Taxi, or Other
Coffee Shop/Deli & Cold Foods
Yes

Yes w/ Weather Reporting Yes w/ Weather Reporting

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
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4.3 Economic Impact Analysis

The economic impact analysis of airports in Oregon was developed for each airport, measuring
economic impacts of airport facilities, within regions and throughout the state. Airports that are
part of the Port of Portland were not part of this study, except for the regional-based analysis of
aviation dependent businesses. This study used the five regions of ConnectOregon to measure
local/regional economic impacts of airports and for dependent non-aviation businesses. The
regions are shown by the accompanying map.

Total economic impacts are the sum of on-airport economic activities, off-airport spending by
visitors who arrive by air, and spin-off impacts (multiplier effect). Airport impacts are provided by
region and state to show the contribution of each airport to the regional and state economies. In
addition, aviation dependent impacts are provided by region to show the importance of airports in
each region to non-aviation businesses. All impacts reported represent a base year of 2005.
Each type of impact is defined in the following paragraphs.

On-Airport direct impacts represent economic activities that occur on airport grounds. By
separating aviation related activities from non-aviation activities, The OAP 2007 illustrates the
regional economic contribution of aviation by airport in the regional and state economies, as well
as the overall impact of each airport as a facility. Aviation related activities are those that would
not occur without the airport, such as airlines, fixed base operators (FBO), government, and other
tenants located at the airport or directly dependent on the airport. This category also includes
airport management and other individuals employed directly by the airport, as well as retail and
service operations for passengers, pilots, and other airport employees. In some cases, airports
provide land or building space for companies that are not affiliated with aviation. These tenants
are not related to the aviation mission of the airport, but are using the facility as a convenient and
affordable business or industrial parks.

Off-Airport visitor spending (Direct Impacts) are expenditures made by air travelers who are
visiting from outside the region, and occurs off the airport-in the regional economy. Visitor
spending includes lodging, food, entertainment, retail purchases and ground transportation (retail
purchases and on-airport car rentals are captured by on-airport impacts). Visitor spending is
analyzed for commercial passengers as well as for general aviation pilots and passengers.
Visitors flying into Oregon from another state or nation contribute to the airport’s regional
economy as well as to the state. However, passengers flying within Oregon, from one region to
another, contribute to the region of their destination airport, but are not bringing additional money
into Oregon. Therefore, in regions with air carrier airports, the direct impact of visitor spending for
the region is higher than the impact of visitor spending for the state.

Airport dependent impacts represent area businesses that are dependent on an airport for
incoming and outgoing, and for business travel. These businesses may relocate or suffer
substantial loss if the airport were not available. This impact is not included in traditional
economic impact methodology and is analyzed and reported by region for this study. Thus the
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economic dependence of a region on aviation represents the cumulative impacts of all airports
within a region. The analysis is provided as an indicator of the importance of airports to regional
economies.

Spin-off impacts (Multiplier Affect) are calculated using impact multipliers, which are used to
reflect the recycling of dollars through both the regional and state economy. A dollar spent in the
economy does not disappear; rather, it continues to move through the local economy in
successive rounds until it is incrementally exported from the community. As the expenditures
described above are released into the economy, they circulate among other industry sectors,
creating successive waves of additional economic benefit in the form of jobs, payroll, and output
(expenditures). These successive rounds of spending are known as spin-off impacts, and help to
represent the full impact of each dollar spent in a region. An example would be an airport
employee spending his or her salary for housing, food, and other services. Spending occurring
outside the area is considered economic leakage and is not reflected in the multiplier. Spin-off
impacts are often reported as indirect and induced impacts. Indirect impacts reflect the purchase
of goods and services by businesses. Induced impacts reflect worker making consumer
purchases.

The project team analyzed the economic contributions of 91 airports under the jurisdiction of the
Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA). In addition, the Port of Portland commissioned a separate
economic impact studies of Portland International Airport, Portland Hillsboro Airport and Portland
Troutdale Airport, which are administered by the Port. The sum of economic impacts derived from
the OAP 2007 and the Port of Portland studies account for economic impacts generated by all
public use airports in Oregon.

4.3.a Contribution of Airports to the Economy of Oregon

As shown in Table 4.1, Oregon public-use airports contributed a total economic impact of $8.3
billion to the state economy, including $3 billion from ODA airports and more than $5 billion from
Port of Portland airports. Following Table 4.1 is a summary entitled Airport Role in Economy,
which illustrates the individual airport economic impact.

Additional study highlights include:

e Oregon ODA public-use airports, including airport tenants, directly employ 7,000 people
for aviation related activities and expend $259 million in wages

¢ Oregon ODA public-use airport employees and tenants earned an average annual salary
of $36,000 per year for aviation activities and $35,000 per worker, when including non-
aviation jobs

e Off-airport visitor industry employees earn an average annual salary of $15,000 per year
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Table 4.1 Economic Contribution of Airports to the Oregon Economy

Jobs Wages Business Sales

Direct Effects of ODA On-Airport Aviation Activities and Visitor Spending
On-Airport, including FBO & air related

7,273 $262,147,000 $827,475,000

tenants
Off-Airport: visitor spending 6,762 $101,641,000 $324,097,000
Subtotal of Direct Effects From ODA Airports 14,035 $363,788,000 $1,151,572,000

ODA Spin-off Effects of Supplier and Income Re-spending

Due to On-Airport Aviation 12,029 $305,851,000 $883,988,000

Due to Visitor Spending 3,558 $94,459,000 $310,756,000
Subtotal of Spin-off Effects 15,587 $400,310,000 $1,194,744,000
Total ODA Airport Aviation Related Impacts 29,621 $764,098,000 $2,346,316,000

ODA Airport Generated Impacts of Non-Aviation Activities

On Airport Non-Aviation Activities 2,177 $67,294,000 $320,530,000
Spin-offs due to Non-Aviation Activities 3,374 $96,239,000 $332,084,000

Total ODA Airport Non-Aviation Impacts 5,551 $163,533,000 $652,614,000
ODA Airports Total Aviation and Non-Aviation Related 35,172 $927,631,000 $2,998,930,000

Port of Portland Totals*

Airport Generated 20,005 $941,244,000 $3,533,456,000
Visitor Generated 39,418 $907,718,000 $1,740,344,000
Total Impact Port of Portland Airports 59,423 $1,848,862,000 $5,273,800,000
Grand Total — All Airports 94,595 $2,776,493,000 $8,272,630,000

Source: Airport and Tenant Surveys, EDR Group and Mead & Hunt Analyses, IMPLAN econometric package.

Note: Numbers may not add due to rounding.

*Port of Portland Airports include Portland International Airport, ,Portland Hillsboro Airport and Portland Troutdale Airport. Data
for the Port of Portland airports was provided by the Port.
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Airport Role in Economy

Airport: Aurora State
Airport Code: KUAO

County: Marion

Region: Willamette Valley and Coast

On-going Contribution to the Regional and State Economies

Local
Direct Effects of On Airport Activities and Visitor Spending
1. On Airport (incl. FBO and air related tenants) 781
2. Off-Airport: Visitor Spending 179
Total Direct 960
Spin-off Effects: Supplier and Income Re-spending
3. Due to On Airport Aviation 1,288
4. Due to Visitor Spending 84
Total Spin-off 1,372
Total Airport Aviation Related Impacts 2,332
Total Airport Generated Impacts - Not Aviation
5. On Airport Non-aviation Activities 39
6. Spin-offs due to Non-aviation Activities 32
Total Airport Non-aviation Impacts 71
Total Aviation and Non-aviation Related 2,403

Regional Off-Airport Aviation Dependent Business Activity

7. Direct Business Activity 8,061
8. Spin-offs due to Dependent Activity 14,509
Total Off-airport Aviation Dependent Activity 22,570

Jobs
State

781
179

960

1,334
96

1,430
2,390

39
40

79
2,469

8,061
17,423

25,484

Exhibit 4
Page 469 of 862

Evaluated for Year:

Activity Data
Total Commercial Operations:
Total Commercial Emplanements:

Total Commercial Visitors:

Local

$22,305,000
$2,659,000

$24,964,000

$23,432,000
$2,166,000

$25,598,000
$50,562,000

$958,000
$827,000

$1,785,000
$52,347,000

$368,349,000
$425,253,000

$793,602,000

Total GA Operations:
Total GA Passengers:
Total GA Visitors:

Total Military Operations:

Run Date: 1/4/2008 2

Wages
State

$22,305,000
$2,659,000

$24,964,000

$29,938,000
$2,460,000

$32,398,000
$57,362,000

$958,000
$1,006,000

$1,964,000
$59,326,000

$368,349,000
$518,828,000

$887,177,000

2005

73,895
221,685
59,213

:17:52 PM

Business Sales

Local

$62,654,000
$8,483,000

$71,137,000

$50,205,000
$6,932,000

$57,137,000
$128,274,000

$3,946,000
$2,607,000

$6,553,000
$134,827,000

$2,142,913,000
$1,468,166,000

$3,611,079,000

Note: Regional Off-airport Aviation Dependent Business Activities account for business activity in the region that rely on aviation for

business travel and cargo, and do not reflect a specific airport.

State

$62,654,000
$8,483,000

$71,137,000

$61,293,000
$8,232,000

$69,525,000
$140,662,000

$3,946,000
$3,254,000

$7,200,000
$147,862,000

$2,142,913,000
$1,788,387,000

$3,931,300,000
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PAC COMMENTS

COMPILATION

Airport Master Plan Update

Aurora State Airport



Comment # Page #

Comments on Scope of

Work
01 3-18, task
1.2
0.2 5-18, task
2D
03 6-18, task
2F
6-18, task
0.4 !
2.4
7-18, task
0.5 !
3.2
9-18, task
0.6
4.2
0.7 13-18, task
0.8 14-18, task
7.2

Comments on Meeting

Documents
0.9 4-6
0.10 5-6
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Aurora State Airport Master Plan Update - Comments Received on Miscellaneous Items

Comments received from: Nick Kaiser

Significant growth doesn't mean that the runway should be extended. There is
no mention of a tower.

Add proximity to Aurora's city limits.

Need to collect actual data for airport operations and use ODA noise study.
Include city of Aurora land use data (vision for airport and off airport land use).
Include Aurora comp plan and county UGB agreement (area of mutual
concern).

Need to have firm data on projected critical aircraft. Why not have constraints

on projected aircraft types? Current actual operations data should be used for
airport demand/capacity not estimated operations.

Why not look at an airport design that fits within the current constraints of the
airport?

(land use and noise contour drawing) Look at city zoning boundaries and noise
study.

Who will guarantee the bonds?

Comments received from: Nick Kaiser

Airport operations for 2002-2003 were 62,926 (actual count).

The last master plan had a notation on the airport layout that evaluated
adjacent property.

WHPacific Response

A runway extension is not assumed, it is just one element to be studied in the
Plan.

No changes to Scope of Work will be made. Location of Airport, in relation to
Aurora, is mentioned in the Plan.

All available data is used in the Plan, as well as information from the noise
study.

Scope indicates land use documents from local government will be obtained.
This comment is more applicable to Chapter Two, and this information will be
supplemented in that chapter at the appropriate location(s).

See response to #3.1. All data available at the time of the study has been used
to develop the forecasts.

The Facility Requirements only outlines infrastructure needed to meet the
forecasted demand. The next task - Airport Alternatives - is where the Plan
studies the No Build alternative, which would be a design that fits within the
airport's current constraints, as well as other possible layouts.

Noted, the City's zoning boundary will be evaluated, as appropriate. Traffic
patterns, which at Aurora State are based on the noise study, are always a
consideration in developing the noise contours.

The issue of bonds, including if they are appropriate, will be discussed in
Chapter Seven as stated in the Scope of Work.

The RENS acoustical counting program reported 62,926 operations for that
reporting cycle. However, that number is an estimate, based on seasonal
samples. Itis not an "actual" count.

It stated the area would be acceptable for airport-related development under
private ownership.
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0.11 6-6

Meeting #1

0.12 2-7

0.13 5-7

General

0.14 -

0.15 -

0.16 -

0.17 -

0.18 -

0.19 -

The last master plan was not adopted by the county but the CIP was
completed anyway?

Comments received from: Nick Kaiser

(parameters) Will not do land use evaluations. If expansion occurs livability
concerns from the local community needs to be considered.

Aurora airport should not be a reliever airport for PDX.

Comments received from: Tony Holt and City of Aurora

Tony Holt

Chapters 1-3 have been written prior to any discussion of a vision, goals and
objectives or assumptions with the PAC. This leaves a clear impression that
there is an attempt to lead the discussion in a predetermined direction.

The process is being rushed and there is not sufficient time allocated, nor
enthusiasm by the Consultant and ODA, to make sure all questions are
answered at PAC meetings, that the PAC fully understands the assumptions
being made and knows the sources of the data being used.

There are obvious constraints to development and expansion of this airport
(only one runway, bordered by roads on four sides, limited remaining areas for
development within the footprint). Yet there is no discussion of constraints.

ODA has already picked a preferred activity level forecast prior to any
discussion with the PAC.

Throughout the document many general statements mention that were
collected from individuals or organizations but there is no proper attribution.
There should be.

City of Aurora
Has ODA hired a planning consultant for this update like in 2000 and if so, who
isit?
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Elements of the CIP that were implemented went through the appropriate
conditional use approvals with the County, since they were not approved
outright through adoption of the Plan.

If any deficiencies are noted the Plan will consider a variety of issues, including
those that impact livability.

As stated in Chapter 1, the Airport should continue to fulfill its role as an Urban
General Aviation Airport.

There is no predetermined direction for this Plan. Goals and issues were a
significant portion of the PAC #1 discussion, as well as the Kick-Off Meeting.

This planning process includes six PAC meetings, five open houses, and one
kick-off meeting, which allows all interested parties an opportunity to review
and comment on the Plan. ODA and WHPacific are attempting to address all
questions and comments from the PAC; however, the meetings are designed
to be working sessions and some questions must be answered off-line. These
questions are being addressed in this spreadsheet and are available to the PAC
and public.

Chapter Five, Airport Development Alternatives , will address these constraints -
as well as others.

ODA's draft preferred forecast was submitted to the PAC and FAA in mid-
September. Based on comments received, some changes will be made to the
forecast chapter before final publication, but we do not see a need to
substantially change the activity levels forecast.

Sources will be added, as appropriate. However, some sources were given a
promise of confidentiality, see response to #3.29.

Yes, ODA has retained WHPacific, Inc. to undertake the Master Plan Update.

20f32



Exhibit 4
Page 473 of 862

Is there an Aviation System Plan adopted by ODA or Marion County as Yes, the Oregon Aviation Plan was published in 2007. Please refer to ODA's

0.20 -
required by OAR 660? website.

Text: Mutually beneficial to city and airport to have services provided by a
utility and not under separate properties; the City of Aurora’s future industrial
0.21 - and commercial lands will be impacted by expansion of the airport and they = References will be made, as appropriate, within the plan.
have mutually beneficial/reciprocal relationships; reference Aurora
Comprehensive Plan goals and policies;
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Comment #

11

1.2

13

1.4

1.5

1.6

1.7

1.8

1.9

1.10
1.11

1.12

1.13

1.14

Page #

1-2

1-4

1-5

1-6

1-2

1-2

1-3

1-3

Aurora State Airport Master Plan Update - Comments Received on Draft Chapter One

Comments received from: Nick Kaiser, Susie Stevens, Tony Holt, Clackamas
County, and City of Aurora

Nick Kaiser
Enhance safety/noise - Need to complete VFR update of preferred traffic
patterns.

Goal 2 - Livability of surrounding communities should also impact future

growth of airport.

Runway extension would disrupt the area's livability and encourage the
growth of bigger and louder aircraft. Airport growth needs constraints so
that the surrounding areas are not negatively impacted.

Keep runway 35 as the calm wind runway for noise abatement. Instrument
approach on 17 needs to have written training guidelines for calm wind use.

If the airport is changed from Bl to CIl will the runway have to be extended?

Airport use from survey - inadequate runway length is an issue for only 8% of
the respondents that don't keep their planes at Aurora.

Chart error - Il should be Il
What is length of Salem airport? Troutdale is a reliever airport for PDX and
has an ARC of BIl. What is its runway length?

Airport role - conclusions and recommendations. Need 3rd alternative -
grow within the current (physical) constraints of the airport.

Susie Stevens
4th bullet - add "and cite sources."

Goal 2 - Add physical constraints to feasibility.

Note: This paragraph should address physical constraints as well: one
runway, adjacent roads, airport footprint, etc.
1st bullet - Remove "evaluate" and insert "involve."

5th bullet - Conduct proper noise study.

WHPacific Response

Noted, this will be added to the paragraph.

Livability of surrounding communities is a consideration for both
environmental and political feasibility, which is why it wasn't mentioned
outright.

Impacts of any development will be discussed with the PAC when airport
development alternatives are presented in Chapter Five.

Noted. Chapter Four discusses this issue in more detail.

C-ll is a classification for aircraft based on approach speed, tail height and
wingspan. It does not relate directly to runway length.

The survey is only used anecdotally; it was not intended to be a
representative sample of all airport users. Data on runway usage, in relation
to runway length, was aquired by other sources in addition to this survey.

Noted, chart will be revised accordingly.
As noted in Table 1A, the length of Salem's runway is 5,811 and Troutdale's is
5,399.

This alternative will be evaluated in Chapter Five. This recommendation
states the airport should continue to fulfull its role as an Urban General
Aviation Activity Airport; it makes no reference to expansion.

Noted, text will be revised.
Physical constraints are a component of the financial feasibility,
environmental feasibility, and political feasibility.

This will be discussed in Chapters Four and Five.

Noted, text will be revised.

A noise study was conducted in 2002 and noise contours will be prepared as
part of this Plan. No other noise study will be conducted as part of this
project.
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Will revisions to
Chapter 1 be made

based on
comment?

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

No
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1.15

1.16

1.17

1.18

1.19

1.20

1.21

1.22

1.23

1-3

1-3

1-4

1-4

1-7

Could the appendices please be included with the next draft chapters or
posted to the website?

Please cite the sources for the statements made in this paragraph (runway
extension). Include the survey in the appendices.

Air traffic control tower section: Please cite sources for these comments.

1st full paragraph, revise to read "...rural character [, quality of life,] and
natural..."

Other Airport Improvements section: Most important to have the survey
and interview data to make this paragraph credible.

Survey paragraph: Please note that there was no random or other
conventional method survey. Who received the survey? Who did not?
What was the percent returned of those sent out?

2nd paragraph: This number does not appear to tied in with graph on 3-10.

Troutdale airport is in Multnomah County.
Clackamas County

Last bullet top of page. The PAC requested a vision at the beginning of the
process.
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The appendices were mailed to all PAC members in hard copy form. For

future mailings, they will also be posted on the website (note, they were

later added). The appendices were not included in the initial PAC emailing, Yes
because of their filesize. However, if future appendices have smaller

filseizes, they too will be included in the initial PAC emailing.

Copies of the user surveys will be included as an appendix. Yes
Sources will be added, as appropriate. Yes
Noted, text will be revised. Yes
See response to #1.16. Yes

We will clarify the survey was not intended to be a statistical representation

of airport users, along with a list of where the survey was distributed. The

rate of return is difficult to account for, since the survey was also available Yes
online and copies may have been made to those that we distributed;

however, we will attempt to quantify a firm number.

We bought IFR data from 2 different providers. The 14,186 IFR ops for Oct.
2007-Oct. 2009 came from FlightAware. Addresses in that database were
easy to sort, which helped to mail surveys & analyze service area. Later, the
master plan was put on hold for several months. When the project started
up again, we needed more up-to-date data for forecasting. We subscribed to
GCR'’s less expensive Airport IQ Data Center to obtain IFR data used in
Chapter 3. In comparing calendar year 2008, FlightAware shows 3,606
arrivals and 3,664 departures, or 7,270 operations. For the same period, GCR
information shows 3,226 arrivals and 2,462 departures, or 5,688 operations.
Perhaps FlightAware is capturing more of the flight plans filed after
departure and those cancelled before landing. We will add a source
(FlightAware) to the reference in Chapter 1 & change the estimate of IFR ops
at the top of page 3-10 from “5% to 7% of total traffic” to “5% to 10% of total
traffic.” This does not affect the forecasts summarized on 3-32.

Yes

Noted, text will be revised. Yes

Yes, however, the Plan initially did not include a vision statement at all (see
PAC #1 summary: "The Plan will not: ... develop a vision statement for the No
Airport.") This was a compromise.
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1.24

1.25

1.26

1.27

1.28

1.29

1.32

1-2

1-3

1-3

1-4

1-5

1-6

1-15& 1-
16

1-2

Goal 2 - 1st sentence. This is not an accurate statement. Not all the PAC
members stated this as a concern. Some PAC members share the
community's concern.

Runway Extension - entire paragraph. This statement is based on 2009
survey? Survey responses should be available on webpage for review.

Air Traffic Control Tower - last sentence. What is meant by "slowed down?"

Other Airport Improvements. The survey responses should be available on
wepage and to the PAC.

Aurora State Airport's Regional Role. Is the reference to "spin-off"
addressing off site businesses the airport serves?

5th paragraph. Implies that there is a possibility that Airport will become a
reliever. Is that really the intent here, especially when it is concluded on
page 1-15 that commercial service is not an appropriate future role for the
Aurora Airport. Consultant clarified reliever airport during meeting - does
not include commercial aircraft but does include business aircraft that meets
the standards in chapter 1, page 11.

Bullet at top of page. See comment for page 1-6.

4th paragraph, last paragraph 1-16. What would be the "trigger" to
designate the Aurora Airport as a reliever airport, and why Aurora when it
was stated above the Salem [airport] is the better choice? What is the
process?

Tony Holt

Goal 2 Heading says “as feasible” Several areas of feasibility are listed.
However, this section needs to recognize the physical constraints to airport
expansion such as one runway, bordered by roads on four sides, limited
areas remaining available for development within the footprint, etc.

Exhibit 4
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It is our recollection the PAC members who are airport users expressed this
opinion. However, text will be revised to state "Some PAC members who are
airport users fear ..."

See response to #1.16.

The FAA and ODA have postponed some critical decision-making points in
the ATCT process to include information from the Plan once it becomes
available.

See response to #1.16.

From the 2007 OAP: "Spin-off impacts are calculated using impact
multipliers, which are used to reflect the recycling of dollars through both
the regional and state economy... Spin-off impacts are often reported as
indirect and induced impacts."

Correct, reliever airports do not provide commercial (airline) service.

See response to #1.29.

The "trigger" points are generally those described in the bullets on pages 1-
15 and 1-16. However, each airport is reviewed on a case-by-case basis.
Most likely, at Aurora State, the trigger would be if any of the three entities
(ODA, Port of Portland, or FAA) initiated an individual review.

See responses to #1.11 and 1.12.

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

6 of 32



1.33

1.34

1.35

1.36

1.37
1.38

1.39

1.40

141

1.42

1.43

1.44

1-4

1-5

1-7

1-14
14-Jan

First bullet, change word “evaluate” to properly describe the meaning of this
bullet (it is meaningless currently)---including assessing the effect of any
proposed changes on the livability of airport neighbors. Add bullet-Perform
noise study (to measure potential impacts of proposed developments).
Runway Extension paragraph-- Please provide proper attribution to the
many statements loosely made in this paragraph such as ‘Some Airport users
and businesses favor a runway extension of up to 1,500 feet’—which?.
‘Airport neighbors are concerned that a runway extension would unduly
disrupt the area and encourage more and louder aircraft’ --who stated that?

Air Traffic Control Tower paragraph—again, need proper attribution for
statements made.

nd

2 para “Airport neighbors are----“. Add to this sentence ‘and their quality of

life’. Calm Wind Runway Change section Need to explain this move has
never lessened the noise over Charbonneau so to revert to 17 is not a major
concern. Other Airport Improvements for complete transparency, need a list
of individuals interviewed and those given survey with an explanation of how
they were chosen, either here or in a table.

2" Section, first sentence. How has Aurora Airport suddenly changed from a
rural GA airport to an urban GA airport? Note: the Oregon ‘Through the
Fence’ Bill only applies to rural airports.

2" para the 14,186 IFR operations does not seem to tie to the graph on page
3-10

Page 1-14 6™ para-error-Troutdale is not in Washington County.

Para 7-again refers to Aurora as an urban airport.

4" para- refers to 79,953 operations at Aurora on a 10 year average. This
calculation needs to be carefully explained to the PAC.

--“PAC members who are airport users fear community concerns will unduly
constrain growth.”

--“Some airport users report there are times that they must lessen their
airplanes weight in order to depart---“

--“Some Airport users and businesses favor a runway extension of up to
1,500 feet.” (but not mentioned in the survey)

--“Airport neighbors are concerned that a runway extension would unduly
disrupt the area and encourage more and louder aircraft.”

--Re changing calm wind runway back to 17, “noise impact would move with
traffic, a concern for Airport neighbors.”
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See responses to #1.13, 1.14, 1.16, and 1.17. Sources will be added for
statements regarding airport neighbors and noise, as well.

See responses to #1.18, 1.27, and 3.29. The calm wind runway section will be
supplemented.

Aurora State has always been defined as an Urban GA Airport, as it lies on
the southern extents of the Portland-Vancouver-Beaverton Metropolitan
Statistical Area (MSA) and is within the Salem MSA. It was included in SB 680
explicitly as an exception to the rural airport requirement.

See response to #1.21.

See response to #1.22.

See response to #1.35.

The footnote on p. 1-16 mistakenly says it is a ten-year average, when in fact
1998-2008 is 11 years. That footnote will be corrected to say 11 instead of
ten. Using averages instead of individual years discredit year-to-year
fluctuations. 79,953 is the average of the 1998-2008 total operations in
Table 3K, p. 3-23.

See response to #1.33.

See response to #1.33.

See response to #1.33.

See response to #1.33.

See response to #1.34.

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes
No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
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One goal is “evaluate all communities and jurisdictions in the Airport’s
1.45 - . & W . ! P See response to #1.33. Yes
influence area.” Meaning?

When did A Ai tgof bei lassified Rural G | Aviati
1.46 ) / en did Aurora Airport go ro.m. elngca55| ied as a Rural General Aviation See response to #1.35. No
Airport to an Urban General Aviation Airport.

1.47 - -You want to “determine” Airport’s future role rather than predict it. There is no predetermined direction for this Plan. No

1.48 ) -No discu?sion of possible constra.ints to growth such as one runway, See responses to #1.11 and 1.12. No
hemmed in by roads, current zoning, etc.

1.49 - -No mention of livability of airport neighbors as goal. See response to #1.2 No

1.50 - -An MP goal should be to predict demand as accurately as possible. Itis, see bullet #4 on page 1.2. No

. ) - These are included as Goal #3, "Consider all the off-airport impacts of Airport
-An MP goal should be to evaluate potential noise and traffic impacts for any " . . .
1.51 - development." Impacts to ground transportation are cited specifically, and No

new development.
P noise contours will be developed as part of the Plan.

1.52 - -Should show a list which individuals/organizations responded to the survey? See response to #1.16. Yes

Sources will be added, as appropriate. However, some sources were given a

Y
promise of confidentiality, see response to #3.29. e

1.53 - -Should show a list of which individuals/organizations were interviewed?

154 ) -How do the Oct 2007 to Oct 2009 IFR numbers on page 1-7 fit with Exhibit See response to #1.21. Yes
3D, page 3-10?

See response to #1.39. Average operations at both Aurora and PDX were
used to perform the calculations associated with the reliever designation.
Using averages instead of individual years discredit year-to-year fluctuations.
The reliever calculations help assess the role of the Airport. In the past,
reliever airports received set-aside funding in the Airport Improvement

155 116 Says the average operations at Aurora from 1998-2008 were 79,953 Program (AIP). This is not the case with the current (expired) legislation Yes
operations; how calculated and isn’t this meaningless? covering the AIP, although reliever airports receive higher priority than
general aviation airports for some discretionary funding, according to the AIP
Handbook. Because the authorizing legislation for the FAA has expired and
the content of new legislation is unknown, we were hesitant to go into much
detail. We will summarize this information and add it to the chapter so that
it seems more meaningful.
City of Aurora
Goal 3 has good Ianguage that needs t? be referred to oft.en in other parts of All goals are used to evaluate the proposed preferred alternative in Chapter
1.56 1-2 the plan update, “Consider all the off-airport impacts of Airport No

L Lo .. e 5, and are used in the decision-making process.
development; minimize negative impacts and maximize positive impacts” ! ep
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1.57

1.58

“For example, the lack of sewer service is a major constraint for having a
restaurant at the Airport...” Add text: “While Oregon Department of Aviation
recognizes the complexities of Oregon’s land use system and potential need

for upgrades to City of Aurora utilities prior to annexation, ODA is generally  Noted, text will be revised.

supportive of annexation of the Aurora Airport by the City of Aurora due to
the economic growth potential for the airport if it were connected to city
services”.

Page 1-12 under Aurora State Airport heading, add text: “Located less than a

See response to #2.1.
quarter mile from the City of Aurora” P
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Yes

Yes
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Comment #

2.1

2.2

23

24

2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

2.10

2.11

2.12

2.13

2.14

Page #

2-1

2-7

2-8

2-9

2-9

2-14

2-7

Aurora State Airport Master Plan Update - Comments Received on Draft Chapter Twa

Comments received from: Nick Kaiser, Susie Stevens, Tony Holt, Clackamas
County, and City of Aurora

Nick Kaiser
Airport location - correction - airport is 1/3 mile from the city limits.

Airspace - Need written guidelines for IFR on 17 when calm wind runway 35
is used during VFR conditions.

Use noise study
Land use - Airport is public Zone - If airport becomes an airport zone what
changes other than outright uses will be allowed?

RPZ - How will this change with runway extension?

Human factors - consultants indicate there are currently 87,000 operations
and the plan projects there will be 100,000 by the end of 2010? Does no
make sense? There continues to be noise sensitive issues because of flight
over populated areas.

Golf course is on Airport Road. (correct)

Social impact - If the state has to acquire land and business and homes are
relocated, that is beyond constraint.

Farmland - What happens during the process of coordinating with NRCS?

Wetlands - Are they not jurisdictional?

Controversy - Not correct - There are opinions that the airport should exist
but growth should have some constraints to insure livability in the
community.

Terminal area forecast of operations at 87,345 is shown as "actual data."
How is this measured?

Fuel fees - 2010 down 12% from 2009 and down 8% from 2008. This is
indication that airport activity is going down.

Susie Stevens
Other Support Facilities: Please add Wilsonville to this paragraph.

WHPacific Response

Noted, text will be revised.

Chapter Two reports existing conditions. ODA is working with FAA to create
procedures to reduce the noise impact to surrounding communities.

A detailed discussion of the noise study is in Chapter Four.
No other changes would occur.

Chapter Five discusses alternative Airport Layouts, along with design
standards.

See response to #3.19. 87,345 is the number for 2008 from the Terminal
Area Forecast. 100,224 is the number estimated by multiplying 2010 based

aircraft (432) by average operations per based aircraft (232). Will revise p. 2-

9 to be more clear.

Noted, text will be revised.

This is a general statement, quantifying what would be considered a "social
impact" per the National Environmental Policy Act definition. Any proposed
land acquisition would undergo NEPA review and the impact would be
further assessed.

NRCS coordination is conducted by FAA per NEPA requirements, once a
project is identified and if the project includes a taking of farmland. Through
consultation, the NRCS would need to be shown there's no feasible and
prudent alternative to taking farmland for the use.

A wetland delineation was not conducted, so this is unknown. A delineation
would be prepared if any development action could affect the areas in
question.

Noted, text will be revised.

See response to #3.13. We will change the word "actual" to "estimated."

See response to #3.3. Not all fees were paid on time.

Wilsonville will be added.
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Will revisions to

Yes

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Chapter 2 be made
based on
comment?
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2.15

2.16

2.17

2.18

2.19

2.20

2.21

2.22

2.23

2.24

2.25

2-7

2-2

2-2

2-8

2-8

2-8

2-9

Airspace: Note - From the City of Aurora only, but not to the north. What is
the source of this sentence?

Farmland: Please add information from the Oregon Department of
Agriculture on the designation of Foundation farmland.

Other Issues: Add a paragraph on (vehicular) traffic.

Regarding the Terminal Area Forecast: It would be more informative to have
a couple sentences explaining how this forecast is determined.

Clackamas County

Area Topography. Incorrect: Not part of Mt. Hood National Forest

Community and Airport History. Why not include when tower was 1st put on
ALP? This will provide clarification on all structures planned.

Airfield Facilities. How often is runway rated? What type of aircraft does
runway support - commercial, business? Is there a limitation on runway
strength and future strength?

3rd paragraph. Unclear sentence, please restate for clarity. Are you saying
that allowed uses on adjacent lands must be compatible with the airport
imaginary surface overlays?

Surrounding Area Land Use. This statement gives the impression that
adjacent lands are RRFF5 and the golf course. Restate as "... further north of
the airport are RRFF-5 zoned lands and a golf course."

Surrounding Area Land Use. Did not address local, regional or state land use
laws and regulations. As long as there is not a proposal to expand the airport
runway or locate a facility off of the ALP boundaries the MP does not have to
address these regulations, however any expansion will require addressing
local, regional and state laws to include an exception process. Then again
the FAA guidelines in accordance with the FPPA will prohibity the expansion
of the airport boundary on high value farm lands.

1st paragraph. Clackamas County's Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) 2006-
2008 Update shelved the Arndt Rd/99E (#267) in 02-23-05.

Overall complaints have been reduced and source will be given. Text will
clarify that overall complaints have reduced, but complaint levels from the
north have remained at a consistent level.

Information will be added.
Issues relating to vehicular traffic will be added to the environmental

conclusion section.

See response to #3.45.

Marion County reports the forest extends into Marion County, as does the
Clackamas River Ranger District Office.

Noted, this will be included.

The runway is rated every three years. The runway supports General
Aviation, which includes private and business operators but does not include
commercial (airline) operators. Discussions relating to runway limitations
are provided in Chapters Four and Five.

Statement will be clarified. The FAA does require that airport sponsors - to

the extent of their ability - restrict zoning on adjacent lands and lands within
an airport's immediate vicinity to compatible land uses.

Statement will be clarified.

This chapter presents the existing conditions. Any actions proposed in this
Plan - in subsequent chapters - will address local, regional and state land use
laws and regulations.

Noted, text will be revised.
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Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes
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2.26

2.27

2.28

2.29

2.30

231

2.32

2.33

2.34

2.35

2.36

2-9

2-14

2-7

2-9

2-14

2-14

2nd to last sentence. Is this an FAA requirement in response to PAC and
community's concerns relating to noise impacts?

1st paragraph. In the 2002 noise mitigation study, where was the noise
redirected with the implementation of use of Runway 35? Need to see this
runway on a map to know where it is.

4th paragraph. This implies that extension of the airport lands cannot be
achieved. The surrounding farmlands are considered high value farmland
according to the 1985 soil survey of Clackamas County Area, Oregon, that
identifies surrounding soils as type #3 Amity silt loam and #88 Willamette silt
loam. Other high value soils surrounding the airport property include #68
and #69 Newberg loam.

Conclusion. The Master Plan goals stated in the beginning of this document
also commit the MP to include"... evaluation and minimum impacts of airport
growth to include transportation."”

Tony Holt

4‘“ para, second last sentence-“complaints from neighboring Aurora have
dropped---“should note that they have not dropped at Charbonneau which is
now suffering the wide spectrum of take-off noise.

last para-the PAC needs to properly understand how the current annual
operations number quoted of 87,345 was arrived at. Also, the sentence
‘Because the majority of the adjacent land is in agricultural use, the number
of noise sensitive uses is minimal’ is ludicrous given the adjacent residential
areas of Aurora and Charbonneau

§rd para should also quote the Oregon Department of Agriculture study
classifying areas as either Foundation or Important or Conflicted farmland.
The area around the Airport is classified as Foundation farmland the D of A’s
top rated classification.

g"d para who are the community members who ‘desire closure of the
Airport’? 3¢ para- under “Other Issues” traffic impacts should be mentioned.

Table 2D Operational Records. The PAC needs to know how this was
developed. It is fundamental to the key forecasts.

Page 2-14, “There are some members of the community who are against
airport growth and desire closure of the Airport and release of the land to
other uses.” Who are they??

“An accurate inventory helps produce an aviation demand forecast---“

No, this is a standard planning requirement for airports. Occasionally FAA
will waive this requirement for smaller airports. It has always been in the
Scope of Work for this project.

Please refer to the exhibits for a visual of Runway 17/35. Aircraft landing
Runway 35 are approaching from the south.

Any proposed improvement off airport would undergo NEPA review, in
which this concern would be addressed. See response to #2.9.

See response to #2.17.

See response to #2.15.

See response to #3.45. When compared to other urban airports, there are
fewer noise sensitive land uses. However, that statement does not negate
the impacts at Aurora State.

See response to #2.16.

See response to #2.17. Source will be added.

See response to #3.45.

Source will be added.
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2.37

2.38

2.39

2.40

2.41

2.42

2.43

2.44

2-7

2-9

2-14

2-1

2-6

2-6

2-8

“Complaints from neighboring Aurora have dropped since this designation
(calm wind 35) was enacted.” Maybe, but not from Charbonneau.

Under ‘Human Factors’ and ‘Noise’ talks about noise sensitive land uses and

says “the number of noise sensitive land uses is minimal’ because the See response to #2.31.

majority of the adjacent land is in agricultural use.

Under ‘Farm Preservation’ should also reference the Oregon Department of
Agriculture study.
‘Conclusion’ “Beyond controversy over noise and airport expansion, there do

not appear to be any significant environmental issues on the Airport or in the See response to #2.17.

airport vicinity.” What about traffic??

City of Aurora

Page 2-1 under Airport Location and Access hearing: “The city of Aurora is

. . . ” See response to #2.1.
located approximately ere one-quarter mile southeast of the Airport”.

Page 2-6 under Airport Support Facilities heading: Add text: “Surrounding
communities have expressed concerns that additional growth at the airport
and the potential for airport expansion will have negative impacts upon their
water supplies and/or water quality. Advanced planning and feasibility
assessments regarding the airport’s ability to meet water, sewer, and fire

protection needs for development and expansion are of concerns. While not Noted, text will be added.

required as part of the Airport Master Plan Update and not included in this
document, the ODA recognizes the importance of completion of this work in
the future. ODA is supportive of pursuing funding options for such studies
and supports surrounding communities in their pursuit of funding for such
studies”.

Page 2-6 under Airport Support Facilities heading and Utilities subheading,
add text: “While Oregon Department of Aviation recognizes the complexities
of Oregon’s land use system and potential need for upgrades to the City of
Aurora utilities prior to annexation, ODA is generally supportive of
annexation of the Aurora Airport by the City of Aurora due to the economic
growth potential for the airport if it were connected to city services.”

Page 2-8 under the Surrounding Area Zoning and Land Use heading, please
make reference to the Urban Growth Boundary Coordination Agreement
with Marion County that has a section on the Airport and surrounding lands
as an Area of Mutual Concern, and the IGA signed between ODA, Marion
County and the City of Aurora. | can provide copies of these documents if
needed.

See response to #2.15.

See response to #2.16.

A reiteration of this point will be made. See response to #1.57.

Noted, text will be supplemented.
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2.45

Reference should be made to the following City of Aurora Comprehensive

Plan Goals and Policies (I can make a copy of the Comp Plan available if Noted, text will be supplemented.

needed):

Goal 14- Growth and Urbanization. Policy 4: The city will seek the funding to
evaluate the impacts of development of the industrial and commercial
properties at the Aurora Airport and on surrounding lands to determine the
role of the Aurora Airport in relationship to the Overall Objectives of the
Aurora Comprehensive Plan and to identify formal and informal relationships
needed to achieve mutually beneficial goals.

Goal 9- Economic Policies. Policy 1: The City will work closely with Marion
County, the Oregon Department of Aviation, and the Oregon Department of
Economic and Community Development to evaluate and balance the net
value (cost/benefit) of the industrial and commercial potential of the Aurora
Airport and surrounding lands. The City will strive to minimize potential land
use conflicts within the mutual planning area in an effort to maximize the
livability of the community.

Goal 11-Public Facilities. Policy 2 and 8: The City shall consider extension of a
sewer and water line to the Aurora Airport industrial district if it is
determined by the City and county that: a. The City is the most logical service
provider; and b. The extension benefits the City economically; and c.
Precautions prevent hook-ups to the line by property owners in the rural
area between the urban growth boundary and airport; and d. In full
compliance with applicable laws.
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Comment #

3.1

3.2

33

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

Page #

General

3-2

3-3

3-7

3-8

3-9

3-10

3-13
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Aurora State Airport Master Plan Update - Comments Received on Draft Chapter Three

Comments received from: Nick Kaiser, Susie Stevens, Tony Holt, and
Clackamas County

Nick Kaiser

Why are the projections unconstrained? There should be some parameters.
The last master plan one of the constraints was an ARC of BII.

"Critical Aircraft" current analysis is an unconstrained mix. Where do you
draw the line on size of plan?

2010 trend is still down so how can operations go up?

Need to label the charts 3A and 3B.

With the slight increase in US active aircraft and Oregon trending below that
how can we show such a large increase in base aircraft? How can you
conclude that operations will increase at the same rate as based aircraft?

Aviation gas dropped 47% in 2008 and the increase in 2009 and 2010 is mainly
jet fuel. Jets are a small portion of based aircraft so operations should have
not increased at levels indicated.

2002 & 2003 operaions were measured at 62,926. Chart 3C shows
approximately 78,0007

IFR operations in 2009 is approximately the same as 2002-2003. 2010
continues to be a bad year.

| don't see the correlation between the population growth in the core area and
licensed pilots.

Based Jet aircraft went from 33 in 2007 to 21 today.

Will revisions to
Chapter 3 be made
based on
comment?

WHPacific Response

Airport master plan forecasts of aviation demand are usually unconstrained. ODA did not
feel it necessary to constrain the forecasts, particularly since there is undeveloped land at
the Airport (ODA and private) for hangars, etc. ODA may elect to constrain the forecasts
later in the planning process, as happened in the 2000 master plan update. (During the
last master plan, ODA decided to constrain the forecasts by not meeting design standards
for Airport Reference Code C-Il.) Identifying how to constrain the future is much easier
when you have an idea what the unconstrained future might be. The FAA typically
produces unconstrained forecasts. The FAA’s annual Terminal Area Forecast (TAF)
(http://www.faa.gov/data_research/aviation/taf_reports/media/TAF%20Summary%20Rep
ort%20FY%202009%20-%202030.pdf) contains forecasts for over 3,000 airports. Page 3 of
the TAF report published December 2009 says, “The TAF assumes an unconstrained
demand for aviation services based upon local and national economic conditions as well as
conditions within the aviation industry. In other words, an airport’s forecast is developed
independent of the ability of the airport and the air traffic control system to furnish the
capacity required to meet demand.” This information will be added to Chapter Three to
more clearly indicate why the forecasts are unconstrained.

Decisions about the size of the plan will be made later. No

Nationwide aircraft shipments were down the first quarter of 2010, although billings were

up (p. 3-3). At Aurora, IFR traffic was up 22% for partial year 2010 (p. 3-10) and fuel No
flowage resumed growth in 2009 (p. 3-8).

Exhibits 3A and 3B have titles and sources, so the comment intent is not clear. No

Aurora's historical 2000-2009 growth is 7.0% annually (233 based aircraft in 2000 growing
to 427 in 2009), while the national increase for 2000-2009 is 0.6% annual (Table 3A on p. 3-
5). So, it is reasonable that Aurora's future growth is higher than the national forecast
(1.36% compared to 0.9%). Using a constant OPBA for forecasting future general aviation
operations is common in airport master plans. Historical info at Aurora shows operations
sometimes go down when based aircraft go up and vice versa.

No

Fuel is sold to transient as well as based aircraft. Jets have larger fuel tanks and on average
are flown more hours than other fixed wing aircraft. This explanation will be added.

See Table on p. 3-23 for the numbers in Exhibit 3C and see response to #3.13. No
See response to #3.3. IFR is growing in 2010. No
We did not specifically correlate population growth with pilot growth. No

Noted. However, the number in 2006 was only 6. We tried to look at trends over time. No
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3.13

3.14

3.15

3.16

3.17

3-22

3-23

3-25

3-26

3-27

Based aircraft increase is not following the socioeconomic trends.

Using preferred forecast 1.36% the based aircraft is too optimistic. It will not
follow population growth or other socioeconomic trends. For based aircraft to
increase at the forecasted rate there will need to be a lot more hangar space.
(constraint?)

The last actual operations recorded was 2002/2003 at 62,900. No actual data
was taken in 2008.

OPBA of 232 means there s little itinerant traffic (according to FAA guidelines).
Table shows heavy itinerant traffic? The OPBA from the survey doesn't make
sense?

Preferred forecast 1.9% - At 232 OPBA the itinerant will be lower so how do
you get to 1.9%/year?

Why large growth in itinerant from 51,000 to 85,000?

With 21 jets in 2010 what is the correct % of the jet capable airports.

With 21 based jets and 432 total based aircraft (5%) how do you get to 13% of
operations growing to 18%?

Exhibit 4

Page 486 of 862

Based aircraft forecast is 1.36% annual growth. Average annual population growth in
service area is 1.53% (p. 2-13). Metro forecasts for nonfarm employment are between
0.7% and 1.8% annual (p. 3-14).

See response to #3.11. Hangar space needed for forecasts will be in Chapter Four.

Acoustical counts in 2002/2003 were estimates based on samples (as reported on ODA's
website). We have not been able to account for the difference in operations reported
from acoustical sampling on ODA's website and the operations reported in the Terminal
Area Forecast, which the FAA says come from ODA. We will change the word "actual" to
"estimated".

We noted that FAA's OPBA guidance does not relate well with Aurora having considerable
itinerant traffic, hence the discussion on p. 3-23 and 3-24. The survey was a random
sample, but it did cover a wide range of aircraft types and convey average OPBA per fixed
wing aircraft similar to FAA's historical records of aircraft and operations.

In 2008, operations were 87,345 and the number of based aircraft was 422. The OPBA was
207, below the average of 232. 1.9% average annual growth is from 87,345 in 2008 to
131,312 in 2030.

Itinerant operations are those that are not local (touch and go training, primarily) and are
performed by both based and transient aircraft. The assumption is that training
operations will comprise a slightly lower portion of total operations in the future, which
often happens when airports grow busier. However, the growth in itinerant operations
(2.1% per year) is not much different than the growth rate for total operations.

We do not have 2010 information about the other airports, so cannot calculate that.

Business jet aircraft are used more often than piston aircraft. From Tables 3A and 3B,
compare national averages by aircraft type. Piston aircraft are flown 83 hours per year and
jet aircraft are flown 252 hours per year on average. Also, since it is jet capable, and most
of the 46 other airports in the service area are not, Aurora will be used more by transient
jet aircraft than most of the other airports. This explanation will be added.

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

Yes
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3.19

3.20

321

3.24

3.26

3.27

3.28

3-28

3-29

3-29

3-30

3-1

3-5

There is a sensitivity to using an inflated operations per year number. Just
going from 100,000 to 87,000 the peak hour operations goes from 40 to 34
and 80,000 gets you 32.

What % of the Aurora based jets is the runway design for?

Do we want to go to ARC C and open the door to much larger jets? What is
max weight of jets in C category?

How many planes listed in the Il category fit the weight restrictions (45,000
dual) currently at the airport? What increase would the runway weight
capability have to be to fit the critical aircraft?

| thought that the current ARC was BII?

What are the weight design specs fro ARC ClI? What are the weight design
specs for the Astra 1125 and Cessna Citation (X)? Is it 36,000# for both? Are
the dual wheel? Footnote shows that ARC Cl and CII have the same max
takeoff weight?

Since 2009 C category jet operations are low and if you used 2009 and 2010
you would probably be below the 500 critical operations.

What are the runway design specifications for ARC CII? What is the Runway
length specs for the Critical aircraft?

Susie Stevens
1st paragraph: Constrained projections should be part of the Master Plan if
there is the possibility that ODA may choose to not meet the unconstrained
projections.

Oil prices: This seems unrealistic; perhaps a couple of other sources will
provide credibility.
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This comment is one of several concerned with inaccurate or inflated numbers of aircraft
operations. The FAA uses aircraft operations estimates from airport owners to determine
the number of aircraft operations at non-towered facilities, and assesses them for their
reasonableness before publishing them in the Terminal Area Forecasts. See p. 3-22
through 3-24 for a discussion of different ways to measure operations at non-towered
airports, FAA guidance for ratios of operations per based aircraft, and analysis of Aurora’s
operations per based aircraft compared to other airports in the region. The FAA’s records
of aircraft operations at over 2,000 airports across the nation are estimates, so reliance on
estimates for planning is not unique to Aurora State. Here is how the number of aircraft
operations could affect the requirements in Chapter Four: . The capacity analysis uses
operations numbers. (However, the analysis will show that the runway has the capacity
for many more operations than are estimated to occur at the Airport now or in the 20-year
future.) Also, peak operations are used to project the amount of transient aircraft parking
apron needed in the future. These projections help in planning the future layout of the
Airport. However, neither ODA nor private entities will build more apron until actual need
is demonstrated.

No

Airports are designed for transient airplanes as well as based airplanes; this is not
something a master plan would normally calculate.

The standards for ARC C-Il will be spelled out in Chapter Four, along with weight
information about jets in C category that use the Airport. The decision about meeting No
those standards will be made later.

All or nearly all the current based aircraft have maximum takeoff weights below 45,000

pounds. The current and forecast critical aircraft mentioned on pages 3-30 and 3-31 weigh No
23,500 and 36,100.

The Airport is now designed to meet ARC B-Il standards. Operations at the Airport now

meet the threshold for the ARC to be C-II. No

ARC is based on approach speed, wingspan, and tail height, not weight. Aircraftin one ARC
can and do have different weights. More information about different weights of business No
jets will be in Chapter Four.

See p. 3-10. IFR Traffic is up 22% in 2010 compared to 2009, so that is probably not the
case.

No

This will be in Chapter Four. No

See response to #3.19. -

The oil price assumption is in the FAA’s forecast for aviation activity nationwide (FAA

Aerospace Forecasts Fiscal Years 2010-2030 , March 2010) and is based on Global Insight’s

October 2009 oil price forecast. This is simply part of the description of the FAA’s latest

national forecasts. We don't have sufficient data about Aurora activity to distinguish the No
effect of high fuel prices in 2008 from effects of the recession or other factors in 2008.

High fuel costs usually influence discretionary/recreational flying more than business

travel.
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3.29

3.30

3.33

3.34

3.35

3-10

3-12

3-22

3-23

3-29

Regarding business interviews: It would be helpful to know which businesses
provided this information.

| suggest a paragraph that notes that Marion County is the entity that
approves zoning and land use changes.

Last paragraph: It would be interesting to see, maybe in the appendix, the
Table 3l recalculated without Southend Airpark's growth. Sort of like
eliminating high and low numbers to get a better average.

Preferred Based Aircraft Forecast: | realize PAC members may feel like we are
going backwards, but this is such a critical paragraph. | suggest we discuss the
assumptions made in choosing the Preferred Forecasts.

It's frustrating that we can't get an accurate count. Using the estimated
forecast results in an operation every 6 minutes, 24 hours a day, 365 days per
year. This seems too high.

It would be good to note how the survey was done; how many sent, how many
returned, etc.

Last paragraph: It would be helpful to have a table showing the numbers of
piston and turboprop aircraft operations, even if they are estimates. This
relates to the ideas expressed at the first PAC meeting of a "vision" for the
airport - what do the majority of users want. In 2000, ODA decided to
constrain the forecast by keeping the ARC Bl (pg 3-28). We should discuss this
idea.

With over 70% of the projected operations by piston or helicopter for the next
20 years, improvements should be geared to serve the majority of users.

We promised those businesses confidentiality because they compete with each other. If
there are any businesses at the Airport that believe this paragraph misrepresents their
activity or projections for the future, we will delete the paragraph.

See Chapter Two, page 2-9: "The entire Airport is zoned ... in the Marion County Zoning
Code. Marion County is the planning and building permit authority for the Airport."

We may have mistakenly implied that the Southend Airpark was the only cause of the
market shift and will revise the text to mention that the development and removal of
hangars at other airports in the region may have contributed to the shift in market share.
For example, the privately owned Evergreen Field in Vancouver with up to 165 aircraft
closed in 2006 (http://www.airfields-
freeman.com/WA/Airfields_WA_SW.html#evergreen). Several other private airports in
the region closed between 1998 and 2007. In 2008, Portland International Airport
removed 18 hangars for a road improvement project.

Noted for Dec. 9 meeting.

See response to #3.19.

See Appendix C. It is difficult to estimate how many questionnaires were distributed, but
we'll try to quantify this more. See response to #1.20.

See Table 3M, p. 3-27. For a response to the comment about vision, see the response to
comment #1.23.

Chapter Four will address the needs of piston and helicopter users. Following FAA
guidance, airfield design is for the most demanding aircraft in regular use and then the
airfield is adequate for all the less demanding aircraft.
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Probably not. The obligation to improve the Airport to meet demand is not in the 39
assurances that ODA makes when accepting Federal Airport Improvement Program grants.
However, it is possible that the FAA will not fund a future airfield project if does not meet
the design standards for the ARC. The FAA’s guiding principles for investing in airports
include: “Airports should be safe and efficient, located at optimum sites, and developed
and maintained to appropriate standards,” and “Airports should be flexible and

In reference to the data and text on pages 3-28 through 3-31, is a designation expandable, and able to meet increased demand and to accommodate new aircraft types.”

of ARC C-Il mandatory? On the other hand, cost beneficial investing is another guiding principle for the FAA, along
with “Airports should be compatible with surrounding communities, maintaining a balance
between the needs of aviation and the requirements of residents in neighboring areas.”
We believe the best time for deciding whether or not it is feasible to meet ARC C-Il
standards is after we know the impact of meeting those standards, later in the process.
(The guiding principles are in the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS) 2011-
2015, p. 3, http://www.faa.gov/airports/planning_capacity/npias/.)

Clackamas County

Forecast Growth Rate for Jets. ... It would seem that the linear trend would
not be a valid predictor of future growth. Is there any factual basis for
predicting that the rapid growth that resulted from the opening of the

We agree that growth in based jet aircraft will not continue at the 5.9% historical growth
rate. The 4.5% growth rate for based jets is substantially less than the historical rate, but
comparable to the 4.3% annual growth from 2010 to 2030 that the FAA projects for jets

3.38 - Southend Airpark will or can continue? Is there room within the existing R . . . No
X R L i K . . nationwide (Table 3A). The forecasts are unconstrained. Evaluating the amount of land
airport boundaries or sufficient land available outside the airport? Zoning R R R R . L X
- . available will be in Chapter Four. If any change in zoning is contemplated, it will be later in
maps indicate that there is not. Is the ODA aware of any plans to change the .
. R the planning process.
surrounding zoning?
The prevalent or predominant jet aircraft is the model that uses the Airport the most. This
discussion just expands on what Table 3P shows. The most used aircraft is not the critical
Critical Aircraft. Is there any reason why the "critical aircraft" is different than aircraft. The critical aircraft is the most demanding that regularly uses the Airport. The
3.39 - the predominant aircraft of last year? How does this meet the "regularly" or  predominant jets in 2007 and 2009 were Airport Reference Code (ARC) B-I and B-Il. ARC C- Yes
"substantially" standards set forth on page 3-28? Il has more demanding design standards (generally larger safety clearances) than ARC B-I
or B-Il, as Chapter Four will show. We will try to explain the distinction between
predominant and critical for better clarity.
Tony Holt
1% para, 3" sentence-“These projections are unconstrained and assume ODA
or others will be able to develop the various facilities necessary to
3.40 3-1  accommodate based aircraft and future aircraft operations.” This is a fatal ~ See response to #3.1. -
flaw in the conclusions so far. Constraints to growth must be considered in
producing any accurate operations forecast(s).
last para, the statement that oil prices will not exceed $100 before 2025 is
3.41 3-5 ridiculous given the limited supply of new sources of petroleum and increases See response to #3.28. -
in demand once the current worldwide recession is over. What is the source?
Exhibit 3C Historical Aircraft Operations at Aurora State Airport. On the . . . .
N . N . X . We will add that the airport owners estimate the operations they report to the FAA.
following page it is admitted that this is an estimate so Exhibit 3C should show Airport operators report estimated operations on periodically updated
3.42 3-9 that. How were these data it compiled? Sentence above Exhibit 3C says’ The P P P R P R P v up . - . Yes
. X X , http://www.gcrl.com/5010web/airport.cfm?Site=UAO) and the FAA Airport District Office
FAA keeps records of airport operations reported by airport owners’. Please X
explain this in Seattle reports numbers to Headquarters annually.
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We realize from our line-by-line analysis of jet IFR operations that quite a few IFR
operations are not documented in the IFR records from GCR (http://www.airportiq.com/)
because flight plans are filed after takeoff or cancelled before landing. We documented
those unrecorded jet operations to identify the appropriate airport reference code, but
jets account for less than half of the IFR records. When charting the IFR operations trend
Exhibit 3D It is hard to believe that out of supposedly 90,000 total operations in Ethibit 3D, we ﬂ?lt using the data fexactly as provided‘by GCR would be the best course
3.43 3-10 . . . =2,SE 108 Operations. of action. We are increasing the estimate of IFR operations to up to 10% of total Yes
at Aurora in 2009 only 5,000 were IFR!! Please confirm and supply source K . . .
operations to account for unrecorded operations. 36% of operations are classified local
(touch-and-go) operations that are nearly all VFR. Underestimating or overestimating the
IFR operations proportion of total operations has no impact on the facility requirements in
Chapter Four, although the FAA might consider IFR operations numbers when
contemplating new or different instrument approaches in the future. The consequences of
underestimating or overestimating total operations is described in the response to #3.19.

Based Aircraft Forecast-explain how various forecast models were developed

3.44 3-15
and the preferred one selected.

The explanation is in the chapter and can be discussed more at the meeting Dec. 9. -

The Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) is the FAA’s annual forecasting for terminal control
centers and for the approximately 3,300 individual airports that are in the National Plan of
Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS). According to the Terminal Area Forecast Summary,
Fiscal Years 2009 — 2030, p. 3, “The TAF is prepared to assist the FAA in meeting its
planning, budgeting, and staffing requirements. In addition, state aviation authorities and
other aviation planners use the TAF as a basis for planning airport improvements.” The
TAF provides a benchmark for individual master plan forecasts. The FAA may modify or

3" para- the FAA’s Terminal Forecast is mentioned frequently. What is it, how update the TAF based on an approved master plan forecasts. If an airport master plan

is it developed and explain how it is relevant. forecast for operations exceeds the TAF by more than 10% in the first five years, they are
sent to FAA Headquarters for review. According to Par. 428.a, FAA Order 5100.38C, AIP
Handbook, the lack of FAA acceptance of forecasts may delay any further planning or
capital improvements depending on them. See Appendix H for the comparison of Aurora’s
master plan forecasts and the TAF. We will add this explanation to the chapter. For more
information about the TAF, see
http://www.faa.gov/data_research/aviation/taf_reports/media/TAF%20Summary%20Rep
ort%20FY%202009%20-%202030.pdf.

3.45 3-22 Yes

There are at least 500 operations for Aircraft Approach Category C and at least 500
operations for Airplane Design Group Il, hence the ARC is C-Il. Table 3P shows the number
of Aircraft Approach Category C operations in FY 2007 and FY 2009 (665 and 377)—these
include Airport Reference Code (ARC) C-I, C-Il, and C-lll. The average of these two years is

last para-“The airport has now passed the 500 operations threshold for 521. We consider this average a fair representation of activity because within the last ten

3.46 3-29  Aircraft Approach Category C”. How do we know? Where is it documented years, 2007 was the peak year and 2009 was the valley year. To get these numbers, we No

and by whom? But there are not 500 operations for ARC C Il. counted individual jet operations in IFR records, adding VFR arrivals and departures as
required. Here’s an example of the backup for Table 3P. The table lists 293 ARC C-I
operations in FY2007. These ops are: BAE 125-122, Israel 1124-15, Learjet 36-2, Learjet 45-
4, Learjet 55-2, Learjet 31/31A-12, Learjet 35A-14, and Hawker 400/400A-122. A sample
from the IFR data is copied below these comment responses.

3.47 - All activity forecasts presented are unconstrained; that is unrealistic. See response to #3.1. -
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3.48

3.49

3.50

The oil price prediction needs references as to source/basis. The prediction is

3-5 L
totally unrealistic.

Exhibits 3C and 3D indicate that of an estimated 88,000 operations at Aurora

3-10
in 2008, only some 5,800, or 7% were IFR. That seems unrealistic.

How do we know “the airport has now passed the 500 operations threshold for
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See response to #3.28. -

See response to #3.10. -

3-29  Aircraft Approach Category C, so the current ARC should be C-1I"? What proof? See response to #3.46. -

Why C 11 ?

ADDITIONAL INFO FOR DOCUMENTATION OF ARC

Exhibit 3D on page 3-10 lists IFR operations for all types of aircraft, piston and turboprop as well as jet aircraft. Table 3P is only jet aircraft.
The jet operations in Table 3P result from reviewing IFR records line-by-line and adding additional arrivals and departures as needed.
See the footnote on p. 3-29. Here is an example of an IFR record:

Aircraft - N60OST Make and Model CESSNA 550 Class JET

ROBERTS FIELD to AURORA STATE - 02/13/2007 at 08:01 AM

REDDING MUNI to AURORA STATE - 02/13/2007 at 03:55 PM
ROBERTS FIELD to AURORA STATE - 03/07/2007 at 07:44 AM
AURORA STATE to ROBERTS FIELD - 03/07/2007 at 08:19 AM
ROBERTS FIELD to AURORA STATE - 03/07/2007 at 02:45 PM
AURORA STATE to ROBERTS FIELD - 03/07/2007 at 03:12 PM
ROBERTS FIELD to AURORA STATE - 06/11/2007 at 09:25 AM
AURORA STATE to REDDING MUNI - 06/11/2007 at 10:28 AM
SACRAMENTO MATHER to AURORA STATE - 06/11/2007 at 06:59 PM

BOEING FIELD/KING COUNTY INTL to AURORA STATE - 07/18/2007 at 12:19 PM

AURORA STATE to ROBERTS FIELD - 07/18/2007 at 04:18 PM
Total Operations 11

Operations need to be added to get the airplane from Aurora to Redding Muni on 2/13, from Aurora to Roberts Field between 2/13 and 3/7, and from Aurora to Boeing Field between 6/11 and 7/18.

3.51

3.52

Nick Kaiser (submitted March 24, 2011)

1.36% growth in based aircraft will be dependent on what facilities are
3-22  available at Aurora vs. other airports. What data other than population and
Employment shows that Aurora will get this kind of growth?

According to the FAA guidelines having 240 OPBA indicates little itinerant
3-24  traffic but according to the Aurora airport operations chart over half of the
operations are itinerant?

It is an unconstrained forecast that assumes capacity will be built to meet demand.
Chapter Three discusses historical growth at the airport, national and state aviation trends,
other forecasts for the airport, and anecdotal projections by some businesses at the
Airport.

No

The FAA uses two different meanings for the word "itinerant". Itinerant operations are

those travelling more than 20 miles to/from the airport, and are performed by aircraft

based at the airport and by aircraft based at other airports. Operations that are not

“itinerant” are “local”. Local operations are mostly touch-and-go and other training

operations that stay within 20 miles of the airport. Local operations are also performed by No
both based and visiting aircraft. By saying that 250 OPBA is typical at a rural GA airport

with little itinerant traffic, the FAA means little activity by aircraft based at another airport.

Aurora State Airport’s activity is not consistent with this guidance regarding OPBA, as

discussed on pages 3-24 and 3-25 of Chapter Three.
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Comment #

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

Page #

General

General

General

General

Aurora State Airport Master Plan Update - Comments Received on Draft Chapter Four

Comments received from: Tony Holt, Nick Kaiser, Bruce Bennett, Roger Kaye, and
City of Aurora

Tony Holt

Repeating a question | asked at the last meeting, to ensure a response: Current
runway length is 5004ft. What is the current length of the required ‘safety zones’
(sz) at the north end and the south end? What is the distance from the ends of the
current safety zones to the airport fence (F) at the north end and the south end? For
example, what are the following distances:

runway |----52----| F

L |---52----|

If the runway was lengthened as much as possible without expanding outside the
current airport fence, what would be the new runway length and how long would
the new ‘safety zones’ be?

Chapter 5 of the FAA Advisory Circular on Airport Master Plans talks about
‘Environmental Considerations’ and spends considerable time talking about noise
pollution. It mentions noise levels as one of the three most common environmental
concerns, talks about a noise compatibility planning program and noise overlay
zones. When will this master planning exercise talk about noise? Hopefully it will be
before a choice of “possible development alternatives” is made since that must
surely be a factor in basing a decision.

Regarding the survey, it is interesting that of the 61 respondents only 10, or 16%,
would publicly say that they have constrained operations. It is interesting also that
these 10 operators are content to use KUAO, rather than move to Hillsboro or
elsewhere, even though they claim to be constrained. It is also interesting that one
operator claims to be about to purchase a new Citation X even though he knows
that aircraft may be constrained. It makes one wonder why considerable taxpayer
money may be expended to make these already happy operators even happier.

WHPacific Response

Safety zones are referred to as Runway Protection Zones (RPZs) per FAA
Advisory Circular 150/15300-13. Table 4C (page 4-8) shows the RPZ
dimensions for the existing condition (ARC B-Il with approach minima greater
than 1 statute mile), as well as for ARC C-Il (all approach minimums). The
dimensions you requested are shown below, along with the Runway Safety
Area (RSA) lengths (Runway 17 end is to the north, and Runway 35 end is to
the south):

RPZ length beyond Runway 17: 1,200'

RPZ length beyond Runway 35: 1,200'

Runway 17 RPZ end to fence: 847"

Runway 35 RPZ end to fence: -154 (RPZ extends south of Keil Rd)

RSA length beyond Runway 17: 300'

RSA length beyond Runway 35: 300'

Runway 17 RSA end to fence: 1,747

Runway 35 RSA end to fence: 746'

Draft Chapter 5 shows an alternative that extends the runway, while keeping
within the current Airport footprint. The appropriate RPZs and RSAs are
shown in each alternative.

Per the Scope of Work, noise contours are developed for Draft Chapter 5.
Within Chapter 5 each alternative, including the no build alternative, will be
shown with the noise contours. The FAA's Integrated Noise Modeling (INM)
program is used to develop the contours. Additionally, an environmental
overview for each alternative is given in Draft Chapter 5, wherein noise is an
important component for analysis. The noise contours and subsequent
analysis will assist decision-making for the "Preferred Alternative."

Two surveys were distributed for this planning project: Airport User Survey
and Runway Length Survey. The responses you reference are from the
Airport User Survey. This survey was distributed at FBOs on Airport and at
nearby airports, and on the project website. Many of the respondents were
operators of single engine, piston-driven aircraft that have vastly different
needs than business jet users. The Runway Length Survey (Appendix I) was
distributed to a targeted group identified by IFR flight records that would
likely be constrained due to runway length. The runway length analysis
identified 358 constrained annual operations based on those survey returns
(this number will likely change, as more surveys continue to be returned), see
page 4-13. Many factors are used by operators to determine where they
base their aircraft - or operate in and out of - in addition to runway length
(i.e., location, hangar availability, etc.).

Exhibit 4
Page 492 of 862

Will revisions to
Chapter 4 be made
based on comment?

No. Chapter 5
addresses these
issues.

No. Chapter 5
addresses these
issues.

No. Chapter 5
addresses these
issues.
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4.5

4.6

4.7

4-14

1st paragraph, talks again about the ARC being C-II. This claim is based on arbitrarily
picking two years (2007 and 2009) and averaging them with the defense that one is
the decade’s highest activity year and 2009 is apparently the decade’s lowest year.
That is not a robust enough analysis to justify big changes in airport facilities at
KUAO. And while we’re on that topic, the fact that one operator talks about buying
a Citation X surely cannot justify announcing it as the new, official, ‘critical aircraft’.

The table at the bottom of the page, | presume the hourly capacities mentioned for
VFR and IFR are either /or, not additive? It is interesting that one respondent to
your questionnaire says “---we have only a single runway which under normal
economic conditions is close to the maximum traffic possible now."

Runway Pavement Strength---currently 45,000Ibs for dual wheel and taxiway
currently 60,000Ibs, so if mtow of ARC Cll aircraft is more than 45,000lbs and they
are using the runway, why is “the current strength rating adequate for the current
runway length and using aircraft”?

Exhibit 4
Page 493 of 862

The averaging of two years was a reasonable way to account for the
extraordinary impact of the recession. We did not examine more than two
years because tallying this information is very labor intensive. There are
airports that upgrade their ARC based on forecasts only, without having
already surpassed the 500 operations threshold as Aurora has. The ARC
represents a family of aircraft and the representative aircraft chosen as the
critical aircraft is the one in that ARC that uses Aurora the most. Since the
forecast chapter was prepared, an Astra aircraft (ARC C-I1) has based at
Aurora. (The Astra was listed as the current critical aircraft in the forecast
chapter, due to operations by transient aircraft.) Astras were introduced in
the mid-1980s. The Citation X is a newer business jet model in ARC C-Il and
so is likely to remain in the business jet fleet longer than the Astra. If the
Aurora tenant purchases a Citation X, the number of Citation X operations will
increase considerably in the future from the number occurring now. The
Citation X is neither the heaviest airplane using the airport nor the one
needing the longest runway, as shown in Table 4E. Consequently, there is no
need to fear that future airport design will be focused on that one aircraft.
ODA has not yet decided to upgrade the airport from ARC B-Il to ARC C-Il and
will not before considering the development alternatives that show both
ARCs.

No

Yes, the capacities are not additive, because weather is either visual or

instrument. One user may feel the runway is close to maximum traffic, but

examples of busier airports with one runway include McClellan-Palomar No
(Carlsbad, CA) with over 170,000 annual ops and Scottsdale with over

190,000 annual ops.

As shown in Table 4E, not all ARC C-Il aircraft have a maximum takeoff weight

(MTOW) greater than 45,000 Ibs (seven aircraft are shown to have MTOW's

greater than 45,000 lbs, regardless of ARC). While this list is not all inclusive

of business jets, it is representative of the common business jet fleet, which

shows MTOWs can vary greatly. Rarely do aircraft operate at MTOW, due to  Yes, clarification will

constraints such as runway length or high ambient temperatures, nor do be added as to why
operators fill the fuel tanks completely if the flight does not require it for safe the current strength
operations. As such, it is our analysis that because of constraints, such as rating is adequate for
runway length limitations, few operators will be able to take off with weights  the existing runway
greater than 45,000 lbs. ODA, in some instances, has issued waivers for length and aircraft
heavier aircraft to operate at the Airport. If the runway were extended, fleet.

however, operators would be less constrained and more likely to put on more
fuel, for instance, thus increasing the aircraft's weight and the need for the
pavement strength to be increased. Even with increased pavement strength,
operators are not likely to operate at MTOW.
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4.8

4.9

4.10

4.12

1st bullet, if FAA approves this additional departure procedure will it (and a 90-

4-17
degree left turn) become mandatory, even without a tower?
4-17  3rd bullet, please explain “allow a back course approach”.
Nick Kaiser
In the 2000 master plan update it was noted that the operations acoustical counts
General for 1997 were not totally accurate but the procedures would be improved for 1998.
Were there acoustical counts taken in 1998 or beyond?
How does the C Il design standards affect land use outside the airport boundary if
47 the RSA requirements goes from 300’ to 1000’ and the RPZ goes from 1000’ to
1700’? What can be built in the RSA and RPZ? Where do you start the
measurement for the increased RSA and RPZ requirements?
4-10 Is there a category of mid size airplanes that could be applied to table 4D?

Exhibit 4
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Departure procedures, unless flying under instrument flight rules (IFR), are
not mandatory for aircraft operators. An air traffic control tower (ATCT)
would be able to direct both IFR and visual flight rules (VFR) traffic on the
departure procedures. The purpose of an ATCT is to provide aircraft
separation and sequencing. Without an ATCT it is solely the pilot's discretion
on how to operate safely.

Yes, clarification will
be given.

Runway 17 has a localizer approach. A "back course" approach would utilize
the Runway 17 localizer to give approach guidance for Runway 35. See the
drawing below. The hatched chevrons show the localizer, while the solid
chevron represents the back course approach. Tracking the back course
approach inbound gives reverse sensing unless the aircraft has an HSI
(horizontal situation indicator) installed; meaning if the indicator shows
course deflection to the left, the pilot would actually correct to the right to
get back on the localizer course. For this to work at Aurora State, the
distance measuring equipment (DME) associated with the localizer would
require an upgrade. Utilizing a back course approach to Runway 35 would
reduce the conflict of flight students practicing the Runway 17 localizer
approach during calm wind conditions (Runway 35 is the preferred calm wind
runway).

Yes, clarification will
be given.

17 35

According to ODA records
(http://www.aviation.state.or.us/Aviation/docs/RENSSummary94-02.pdf),

four counts have occurred since the 1997 cycle. The results were: 1998-99 =

74,056 ops; 1999-2000 = 57,823 ops; 2001-02 = 58,479 ops; and 2002-03 = No
62,926 ops. The RENS counts are estimates, based on seasonal acoustical

samples. While procedures were improved, flaws with the RENS program are

inherent (i.e., aircraft noise not "triggering" the system, false-positives, etc).

If the RPZ extends off airport, the FAA recommends ODA acquire the
property; however, in some cases avigation easements would be allowed.
Regardless of ARC, the RPZ begins 200' beyond the runway end. While it is
desirable to clear all objects from the RPZ some uses are permitted, provided
they do not attract wildlife, are outside of the Runway object free area (OFA),
do not allow assembly of people, do not allow bulk fuel storage, and do not
interfere with navigational aids. If the RSA extends off airport, ODA would
acquire the property. Table 4C shows the RSA length beyond runway end for
ARCs B-Il and C-Il. The RSA must remain free of objects, except for objects
that need to be located in the RSA because of

their function (those objects higher than 3 inches above

runway grade should be constructed on frangible mounted

structures).

No. Chapter 5
addresses these
issues.

No. These are the categories included in FAA's design program. No
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4.13

4.15

4.16

4.17

4.18

4.19

4-18

General

General

General

4-11

4-16

Will wastewater land requirements be considered when the final land needs are
identified for the various airport designs?

(land use planning) The city of Aurora’s comprehensive plan and vision plan have
references to current and future airport opportunities and issues and should be
reviewed in the master planning process. Also the City has an Urban Growth
Boundary Coordination Agreement with Marion County that has a section on the
Airport and surrounding lands as an Area of Mutual Concern.

Bruce Bennett
Should the current weight restrictions of both based and visiting aircraft be
mentioned in the length sections?

Please be advised a 27,400 pound Hawker 800A s/n 2580055 (federal registration
N855BC pending) has flown into Aurora and is based here until eventual sale, it is
not now flyable but will be when registration is complete and US Airworthiness
established and issued.

| request the addition of the attachment to the master plan; this follows up on my
comments at the last meeting and on my attempt to keep things in perspective.
(attachment shown below)

Table 4E. JHRD does base their Citation CJ3 at UAO.

We do have precision instrument approaches (GPS 17 & 35) although with high (1
mile) visibility.

Wastewater land requirements for development needs on state-owned
property will be identified in Chapter 5.

These planning documents will be reviewed and included, as appropriate.

See response to 4.7.

Noted.

The information will be included in an appendix of the Final Draft Master Plan
Update.

Noted, table will be corrected.
The Airport has LPV (localizer performance with vertical guidance)
approaches, which are considered nonprecision.

Exhibit 4
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No. Chapter 5
addresses these
issues.

Yes. Documents cited
in Chapter 2.

No

No

No

Yes

No
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4.21

4.22

4.23

4.24

4-24

4-25

4-25

45

Roger Kaye (asked at the PAC #3 meeting)

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.

The zoning/planning discussion should be deferred to Chapter 5. If were to remain
in Chapter 4, there could be conflicting data.

Nick Kaiser (submitted March 24, 2011)

Constraints have increased from 358 to 473 and at the last PAC meeting it was said Names, phone numbers, addresses, N numbers, and aircraft types can be
that it was now even higher. Does ODA have a way to verify these constraints? verified through public records.

City of Aurora

Add text to the effect that public services/facilities should be planned in accordance Chapter Four identifies facilities that would be required to meet the
with needs and capacities rather than be forced to respond to development as it forecasted demand. Planning and the phasing of specific projects, including
occeurs. utilities, is more appropriate in later chapters of the Plan.

Under Utilities subheading, add text, “The City of Aurora has express concerns that

additional groundwater wells or expansion of water facilities at the Aurora State

Airport will have negative impacts upon the City’s current water supply. Drinking

water quality is also a concern for the City. Continued development and/or Noted, text will be supplemented.
potential expansion of airport facilities without proper advanced planning and

feasibility assessments regarding the airport’s ability to meet water, sewer, and fire

protection needs concerns the City.

Under Utilities subheading, add text, “While it is not within the scope of the Airport

Master Plan Update to collect data on surrounding properties and potential

expansion of the airport boundary and whether expansion of the airport boundary

would be able to provide adequate water or sanitary sewer service (septic or

otherwise), the City has requested that the Master Plan Update provide additional  This request is outside of the Plan's Scope of Work. Issues relating to utilities
documentation as to the adequacy of water, sewer, and other proposed utilities of  will be addressed, as specific projects are identified.

existing facilities and within the existing airport boundary prior to adoption of the

plan document. It is the City’s position that adequate consideration of impacts to

public facilities and services such as water, sanitary sewer, storm water, and traffic

should be given as part of the Plan Update”.

Under Airfield Capacity: Reference should be made to the Airport Planning Rule

here and the requirement that land use applicants should show that the proposed This section is relating to runway capacity; therefore, this addition would not
increased capacity and projections for flight growth/need cannot be reasonably be appropriate.

accommodated in the existing airport boundary.

No

Yes
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Comment #

5.1

5.2

53

5.4

5.5

5.6
5.7

5.8

5.9

5.12

5.13

Page #

General

General

General

General

General

General

5-2

General

General

General

General

General

General

Aurora State Airport Master Plan Update - Comments Received on Draft Chapter Five

Comments received from: Fred Netter, Dan Riches, Nick Kaiser, Tony Holt, City of

WHPacific R
Wilsonville, City of Aurora, Marion County, and Dave Waggoner acilic Response

Fred Netter
Since our role is safety and we strive to be "the safety experts", we place this as
our number one concern. We support any proposals that enhance safety as well
as protecting the other patrons of our district from economic hardship or undo
inconvenience.

Noted.

After evaluating all of the proposals, we concluded that a fire facility consisting of
two apparatus bays should be included in any plan, even the "no build". We
believe this facility should be located by the airport water supply facility along
Airport Rd. This location best serves ARFPD for accessibility and eliminates the
problem of security. Since this facility is necessitated by airport use and business,
it should be paid for by airport generated funding.

We would support the expansion of the runway both north and south as long it
does not impinge on the use of private property, both farm and non farm, or
result in increased response times or call volume for ARFPD without funding

Noted, the Preferred Alternative will reserve land for a facility in the location
supported by the ARFPD. Funding sources will be identified at a later time.
As an Airport Rescue and Fire Fighting facility is not required at the Airport,
funding from FAA or ODA is unlikely.

A runway extension has been shown to be infeasible at this time.

increases.
Necessary changes in area intersections and roadways must be part of any plan  Traffic impacts of proposed development will be evaluated as projects are
with a focus on safety. defined.

Dan Riches

Columbia Helicopters supports modernization and possible extension of the ...
Airport runway to provide for a safer operating environment ... however, it cannot See response to #5.3.
support any proposal that would restrict business development of our property.

Nick Kaiser
Need to correct the calm wind runway in chapter 5 pages 9, 15, 20. Yes, these errors will be corrected.
ODA and FAA will establish departure procedures for both runway 35 and 17 to
avoid flight over noise sensitive areas.
| still feel that the number of actual operations used, as base data in this study is
too high. There should be an actual count made over the various seasons of the  See response to #3.19.
year to validate the number and type of operations.

Runway 17 will be included in the text.

The number of operations for critical aircraft that exceeded 500 is still borderline. See response to #3.25.

Constrained operations need to be further validated. The timing of implementing

any alternative that is based on constrained operations should be looked at again See response to #4.21.
after further study.

There should be a category of airplanes that is used in the study that is medium
size not just small and large. The study mix that includes medium size might show
a better fit.

The preferred alternative should not extend past the current airport boundary,
including the RPZ.

The aircraft called "large jets" in the noise input are actually medium-sized
according to the industry (see Table 4A in Chapter Four).

Noted.

The weather is below 1 mile visibility a small % of the time so having an approach

. . - - . Noted.
that is usable in lower visibility minimums might not be necessary.
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Will revisions to
Chapter 5 be made
based on comment?

No

No

Yes

Yes

No
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5.14
5.15

5.16

5.17

5.19

5.20

5.21

5.22

5.23

5.24

General

General

General

General

General

General

General

General

General

General

General

Calm Wind runway 35 has worked to help abate noise over populated areas and

should be continued. Agreed. See response to #5.6.

Having a control tower will help with Safety and Noise. Noted.
In the short term no change in the airport (except for a run-up area for runway 17)

. ) Noted.
is needed and should be adequate to accommodate planned business growth.

A longer-term look could accommodate a build alternative like number 1 and still Noted

stay within the boundaries of the airport.

All livability issues from the surrounding communities need to be considered when
Airport development changes are planned and all long-term impacts are not
thoroughly understood.

The planning team has tried to consider these needs, as outlined in the
Goals and Issues section of the Master Plan.

The 2002 noise data was utilized to determine the model aircraft type and
the percentage of operations in a given group (i.e. turboprop, small prop,
large prop, jets, and heli). The operations data from this older study was not
used to determine the number of operations — just the group makeup. The
same group composition (percents and aircraft) was used for each
alternative, with the only change the operation numbers between existing
conditions and the future conditions.

How did you use the noise data from the 2002 noise study to help develop the
noise contours for each alternative?

Tony Holt

Constrained Operations: Given the proviso that the FAA requires airport sponsors

to document at least 500 annual itinerant aircraft operations before considering

funding of a runway extension (Chapter 4, page 4-11), it is vitally important that

proper and accurate documentation be provided by operators demonstrating past

constrained operations. Simply sending surveys to based aircraft operators and a

wide selection of non-based operators, including some aircraft brokers in See response to #4.21. The mailing list for the questionnaire was compiled
California, and asking them how many constrained operations they estimate they from IFR records of aircraft that operated frequently at the Airport.
have had (or even would have) at Aurora Airport, is insufficient and can lead to

possible manipulation of the data. There needs to be a more rigorous attempt at

accurate documentation from logbooks or other records. Given that more surveys

were returned and mentioned at the last PAC meeting | believe this is a valid topic

for Chapter 5.

Predicted Noise Contours: It is notable that the maps shown as Exhibits SE-5H

have predicted (after a tower is installed and new departure rules are approved by

the FAA) noise contours that stop short of Wilsonville City Limits. Clearly, the noise The FAA requires noise contours to the 65 dBA line be shown, we have
does not stop at the 55 dBA contour. The contours should continue northward to  shown contours to the 55 dBA line. The contours show an averaging of
show what noise level is experienced over the City of Wilsonville, including that noise exposure and we acknowledge there may be noise events of the City
caused by landings on runway 17. The noise analysis was poorly explained at the  of Wilsonville that exceed the average contour line.

last PAC meeting, in my view, and more time should be spent discussing the basis

for the conclusions.

City of Wilsonville
The Wilsonville City Council recognizes the Oregon Department of Aviation master
planning obligations, and supports an Aurora State Airport Master Plan alternative
that achieves the following outcomes:

Improves management of aircraft approaching and departing Aurora State Airport

Noted.
that results in minimized noise and enhanced safety to the City of Wilsonville;

Eliminates the need to expand the runway to the North in a way that impacts

- Noted.
current facilities;
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5.25

5.26

5.27

5.28

5.3

531

5.32

5.34

General

General

General

5-3

5-3

5-4

5-4

Preserves foundation farmland by restricting future airport development to the

property suitable for airport use and bounded by the Hubbard Cutoff to the West, Noted.

Airport Road to the East, and Arndt Road to the North;

Supports concurrency by recognizing surface transportation impacts on Airport
Road resulting from future development and allowing for cooperation with
Clackamas and Marion Counties on the scope and funding of any future
improvements that may be required;

Recognizes a preference for preserving the existing use of Keil Road.

City of Aurora

When addressing demand, please specify whether land is public or private or a

combination of both to meet hangar demand, aprons and aircraft parking, cargo

apron, fuel tanks, etc. (bullets under “Landside Requirements”)

It is my understanding that the Aurora Rural Fire Protection District has not yet

identified the site for their new facilities and this was confirmed with the fire chief.
While the fire district may have identified the need to park a vehicle at the airport,

this distinction needs to be made. Also, please specify how much land is being
dedicated/set aside for the fire district under Landside Requirements.

3 bullet from the top re: Airport Road. Improvements to Airport Road will occur
as improvements occur and will require Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) from Marion
County. This bullet should be completely removed as it is not a statement of fact.
ODA and private owners WILL BE required to work with Marion County and City of

Aurora as improvements to Airport Road are REQUIRED as a result of
development. Funding for improvements are based upon traffic impacts of

development. | can provide suggested language from Marion County if requested.

2" to last paragraph, please clarify whether the needs for 40 developable acres to
meet demand includes: ODA land, private land, or a combination or both. This is

clarified later in the text (pages 5-4) but it should be made clear from the
beginning. Also include information regarding whether the 40 acres includes
needs for water and sewer to accommodate this growth (i.e. Septic fields)

2" to last paragraph- Again, the Aurora Fire District has not identified a site for
their new facility. Please remove reference to the Fire District facility.

Includes the following statement, “Combining 9 acres of undeveloped State-

owned property and 26 acres of undeveloped private property currently zoned for
airport use this is a shortfall of approx. 5 acres... over the next 20 years...adjacent

property is shown to be suitable for airport-related development. This area
incorporates approximately 16 acres. This land, now used as a church camp...”

Please explain how the adjacent lands cannot meet the need for 5 additional acres

over the next 20 years.

“Development of private property, adjacent to the Airport, would be permitted-

consistent with local and State regulations”. This sentence does not provide an

appropriate explanation of the land use constraints associated with rezoning EFU
land to Public including application to Marion County for Oregon Planning Goal 3

exception. Language from Marion County should be requested and submitted
here.

Noted.

Noted.

As shown in the alternatives, the allocation of these items vary by
alternative. Therefore, it would be inappropriate to allocate specific
acreages.

The acreage allocation will be added. ODA and the District acknowledge a
specific site has yet to be determined. The alternative merely show areas
that would be suitable.

Noted, section will be revised as appropriate.

This paragraph states ODA only has nine developable acres, implying
development will be a combination of private and public lands. The 40 acres
includes allowances of 3 to 4 times the building floor or individual
vehicle/aircraft parking area, to account for circulation, fire separation,
inefficiency in layout, etc. Depending on how many facilities have plumbing,
the land allowance may not be enough for septic fields.

See response to #5.29.

We project a need for 40 acres of landside development over the next 20
years and 35 acres are available for development on either state-owned
land or privately owned land that is zoned appropriately for airport use. To
provide for the 5-acre shortfall, the church camp is the most suitable for
converting to airport development, given its location. The explanation of
our 40-acre projection begins on p. 4-18 of Chapter Four.

This statement is referring to the adjacent private property on-airport
currently zoned as Public, which would be consistent with zoning.
Clarification will be given that the No Build Alternative is only a no build for
the state, private property (i.e. , Southend Airpark, Columbia Helicopter, etc)
could still be developed. For the church camp property, a statement will be
included to detail the Planning Goal exception.

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

No
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535

5.36

5.37

5.38

5.39

5.40

5.41

5.42

5.43

5.44

5.45

5-5

5-9

5-15

5-16

General

General

General

General

General

General

General

“The runway extension would accommodate... Keil Road would be dead-ended”.

Please specify whether this Alternative would result in the loss of road Information will be added to text.
access/frontage for any property owners along Keil Road.

Alternative 2 Noise Contours should acknowledge that by moving closer to the City
of Aurora and its surrounding communities would result in a significantly higher
impact as the number of residential impacts is much higher than any other
alternative since the City of Aurora is primarily residential in nature in the NW end
of the city limits and UGB.

Text will include a statement that the 65 dBA contour line would incorporate
more residential properties than the other build alternatives.

1% paragraph: Remove reference to the No Build Alternative not presenting noise

concerns. The document has acknowledged that the No Build Alternative would ~ This statement relates to FAA thresholds of noise impact. A statement will
still result in growth at the Airport, simply within the current land use boundary. As be added that surrounding communities are concerned of the increased
such, growth at the Airport will continue to have noise concerns/impacts of noise expected at the airport due to the increase in operations.

growth upon surrounding communities.

Please provide clarification on why avigation easements will be sought on
residential lands but agricultural use lands will require acquisition. All lands south
of the airport are EFU, some of which include residential uses along with their EFU
zone. If the ODA is to pursue acquisition of some lands and only avigation
easements over others, this needs to be explained in more detail. In addition, the
document later references (on page 5-17) that the FAA may allow continuation of
agricultural practices in the RPZ based upon the commodity produced. Whether or
not property owners with EFU lands can pursue avigation easements rather than
acquisition needs to be explained.

Please refer to the Preferred Alternative and the proposed plan for
acquisition/easement within the RPZ.

Marion County - Patti Milne
An air traffic control tower at the airport can improve safety and reduce the
impact of air traffic over residential properties in the area.
A fire facility at the airport is necessary... Noted.

Noted.

Based on information provided throught the planning process, we favor an
extension of the length of the runway and an increase in it's weight-dearing Noted.
capacity to support safe and economically efficient airport operations.

Marion County would support instrument upgrades that improve safety through
improved technology.

Marion County supports ODA's efforts to design departure procedures and
designate a calm-wind runway...

Marion County recognizes that Aurora State Airport is different from many
airports in the state... Marion County encourages ODA as well as property owners
in the Public Zone at the airport to continue working collaboratively with Marion  Noted.
County on landside development, zoning issues, and traffic impacts in the area

outside the airport property.

Noted.

Noted.

Dave Waggoner

Displaced thresholds and the use of "declared distances" (different runway
lengths for different components of takeoff/landing) are not recommended
Modify Build Alternative 1 (600' runway extension to the north) by adding a 400"  at this Airport and they are not supported by the FAA for Aurora. Declared
Displaced Threshold. distances must be approved by the FAA. The FAA would rather invest in
pavement that can be used for both landing and taking off, otherwise they
are only getting half of the utility from their investment.
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Yes

No

No

30 of 32



Exhibit 4
Page 501 of 862

Aurora State Airport Master Plan Update - Comments Received at the Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) #4 Meeting

Comments received from PAC Members and the Audience that warrant further
response/clarification

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?

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.

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

What does it take to become a C-Il Airport?

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

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?

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

WHPacific Response

The highway would not be relocated. ODA would request the FAA to approve
modifying the ROFA standard to allow the highway to remain. Recent
conversations with the FAA indicate the request would likely be approved.

Yes, surrounding communities have been considered, including Aurora. The City of
Aurora also has a seat on the PAC. As for the extension question, please refer to
Appendix I.

The flight pattern and noise abatement procedures are recommended, not
required in most situations. The air traffic control tower will allow for better
oversight of operations and sequencing of traffic.

While there may be unused capacity at Salem, users prefer to operate at Aurora.

For the most part, the Airport already meets C-Il design standards. Notable
changes would be the increased runway object free area (ROFA) width and
increased runway protection zone (RPZ) size.

Yes, however, the ROFA, RPZ, and runway safety area (RSA) would have to increase
in size.

We do not know. ODA could not obtain a grant from the FAA to pay for such a
facility, since the Airport does not have airline service (therefore a fire facility is not
required). Consequently, ODA would not be able to fund construction of the
facility. ODA could lease land for the facility, however.

Yes, see first response above.

A more precise approach allows landing in lower visibility conditions. Larger safety
clearances increase the margin of safety - they account for the fact a pilot cannot
see as far as in clear weather.

ODOT has reviewed the alternatives, and has expressed concern over the possiblity
of closing Keil Road.

Efforts to educate pilots would continue and the air traffic control tower could
provide oversight of operations.
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Where is the money/funding for the project coming from?

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

Who enforces the noise abatement procedures?

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

What will be done to mitigate noise from maintenance on jet engines?
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No specific projects have been defined yet. For those projects eligible for FAA
funding, the FAA could fund up to 95% of the project costs. The remaining
responsibility would fall on the state or private developers (depending on the
project).

We see no appreciable difference in the alternatives regarding jet fumes. An
environmental assessment for a runway improvement would look at air quality in
more detail.

There is no enforcement; they are recommendations.

We do not know. The FAA and airport owners encourage local governments to
make zoning around airports consistent with the FAA's aircraft noise/land use
compatibility guidance. According to FAA guidance, any land use is normally
compatible outside the 65 DNL noise contour. Guidance for land use compatibility
inside the 65 DNL contour is in FAA Advisory Circular 150/5020-1, Noise Control
and Compatibility Planning for Airports, Appendix 1.

No mitigation is proposed at this time.
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Appendix H:
FAA Terminal Area

Forecast (TAF)
Worksheet

Airport Master Plan Update

Aurora State Airport
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Comparison of Airport Planning and FAA TAF Forecasts

AIRPORT NAME/LOCATION ID:

Date:

Passenger Enplanements
Base yr.
Base yr. + Syrs.

Base yr. + 10yrs.
Base yr. + 15yrs.

Commercial Operations
Base yr.
Base yr. + Syrs.

Base yr. + 10yrs.
Base yr. + 15yrs.

Total Operations
Base yr.
Base yr. + Syrs.

Base yr. + 10yrs.
Base yr. + 15yrs.

8/27/2010

Airport
Year Forecast
2010 0
2015 0
2020 0
2025 0
2010 11,025
2015 11,795
2020 12,619
2025 13,501
2010 100,224
2015 107,227
2020 114,720
2025 122,736

Aurora State Airport / UAO

FAA AF/TAF
TAF (% Difference)

0 #DIV/0!

0 #DIV/0!

0 #DIV/0!

0 #DIV/0!
9,920 11.1%
10,579 11.5%
11,237 12.3%
11,896 13.5%
91,645 9.4%
102,396 4.7%
113,144 1.4%
123,895 -0.9%

NOTE: TAF data is on a U.S. Government fiscal year basis



Exhibit 4
Page 505 of 862

Summary of Documention for Airport Planning Forecast

AIRPORT NAME/LOCATION ID:  Aurora State Airport / UAO

Date: 8/27/2010
A. Forecast Levels and Growth Rates
Base year: 2010
Average Annual Compound Growth Rates
2010 2011 2015 2020 2025 2011 2015 2020 2025
Passenger Enplanements
Air Carrier 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Commuter 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0  #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Operations
Itinerant
Air carrier 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Commuter/air taxi 11,025 11,175 11,795 12,619 13,501 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4%
Total Commercial Operations 11,025 11,175 11,795 12,619 13,501 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4%
General aviation 53,370 54,097 57,109 61,110 65,391 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4%
Military 250 250 250 250 250 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Local
General aviation 35,580 36,065 38,073 40,740 43,594 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4%
Military 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
TOTAL OPERATIONS 100,224 101,587 107,227 114,720 122,736 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4%
Instrument Operations 6,013 6,298 7,506 9,178 10,432 4.7% 4.5% 4.3% 3.7%
Peak Hour Operations 40 40 43 46 49 0.0% 1.5% 1.4% 1.4%
Cargo/mail (enplaned+deplaned tons) 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Based Aircraft
Single Engine (Nonjet) 312 316 333 344 360 1.3% 1.3% 1.0% 1.0%
Multi Engine (Nonjet) 40 40 40 41 43 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.5%
Jet Engine (Turbofan & Turboprop) 40 41 50 59 70 2.5% 4.6% 4.0% 3.8%
Helicopter 35 36 37 45 51 2.9% 1.1% 2.5% 2.5%
Other 5 5 5 5 5 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
TOTAL 432 438 465 494 529 1.4% 1.5% 1.3% 1.4%
B. Operational Factors
2010 2011 2015 2020 2025
Average aircraft size (seats)
Air carrier 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Commuter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0]Note: Show base plus one year if forecast was done.
Average enplaning load factor If planning effort did not include all forecast years shown
Air carrier 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%|interpolate years as needed, using average annual compound
Commuter 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%| 2O th rates.

GA operations per based aircraft 206 206 205 206 206,
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Appendix I:
RUNWAY LENGTH

SURVEY

Airport Master Plan Update

Aurora State Airport
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5 Oregon

Theodore R. Kulongoski, Govemor

3040 25th Street SE ¢ Salem, OR 97302-1125
" Phone: (503) 378-4880 « Toll Free: (800) 874-0102
Fax : (503) 373-1688

Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1. Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport, along with the
aircraft's tail number:

Pl G WEINLDD
O X N Ry A

A%l AN

2. Whatis the typical stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?

R 2/ N B L 1 LoD

LG i A R e
3. What is the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?
== (200 ne-
R = A[OD nu

4. If aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i.e., reduced payload for takeoff),
identify those constraints:

ggwmmgo, m jO\,\c\) JMIA_(‘J/\ Mz@“{\ﬁd 0((75

5. Identify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway extension
(this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircraft, if you have a

fleet of various aircraft): . ,
20~Y0

6. Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations? Yes )é No

a. [f you responded Yes to #6, please provide a letter from your insurance company stating the
minimum runway length requirement.

7. Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? é _Yes No
a. If youresponded No to #7, can you assure that your company intends on operating at the
Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criteria is constructed?
Yes No

Are there any other comments/suggestions you have for improving the Aurora State Airport?
Caganml —ourt—

Optional - Pigase provide your contact information, in the event we have follow-up questions for you:
Name: Company: W"m A — A:!’P
Phone: . E-Mail: _~_ o, . .

U B A5 B A T )
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Oregon

Thaemdore R Rulongosk Governoy

S:h Street SF e Salerm OR &
1880 e Toll Frser (8005
Fax 0303y 372.1688

‘Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1. Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport, along with the
aircraft’s tail number:

ceseoxt NSCImMe . Pen/yze N 5oamw
C-/72 __N943SP -

2. What is the typical stage length for each of the aircraft listed above? /\lm= I\/MA/,"ICA.Q« pule g
cEStoxl - [B0s AM (2071 smd SM: Stakate M.es
PcC- 12~ Roo Nwm (qzo s»‘)

3. What is the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?
CE SboXv 900 am
pPe-1r 1Sue  NM

4. If aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i.e., reduced payload for takeoff),

identify those constraints:

wa\ﬁ +k¢- Sumwméer oA Hb‘)’ ’QWS we avs L'W\lftéQ to less than 4

W avese plesawt Take o5k becanse 05 Foo Shert 0§ A cunuery, Also uinter
+hs canfe us to opera¥e ouwt of Portland, 0L bocanse'of l’uv\do-’ P08 Sho ¥

5. ldentify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway extension

(this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operatlons of multiple aircraft, if you have a

fleet of various aircraft):

H‘O b,ﬂ‘—(‘b""&n < Co-*é»mﬂ

6. Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations? Yes_X_ No

a. If you responded Yes to #6, please provide a letter from your insurance company stating the
minimum runway length requirement.

7. Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? X _Yes No

a. If you responded No to #7, can you assure that your company intends on operating at the
Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criteria is constructed?
Yes No

8. Are there any other comments/suggestions you have for improving the Aurora State Airport?
5 msb‘a— Cowirs) %Wer HZ Jengthean (wnujm, fo 65060 F4
—’#5) 1Astall _an  TILS p(e.msrcn aqforba-c,bs

Ple,as‘z, oédr:.-} hes, fare qlb contact wme. wul'kawm_.,/ 5&€—I¢2;n3-

Optional - Please provide your contact information, in the event we have follow-up questions for you:
Name: Za,rry Bron S - Chief /J/p‘f’ Company: }/nm\aqewuz T l,je,s T
Phone: $03-/478.- /090 E- Mall.zarrgcﬂ muén qdq»zme,\rula.sf. comm
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DEPARTMENT OF

3040 25th Street SE ¢ Salem. OR 97302-1125
Phone: (503) 378-4880 o Toll Free: (§00) 874-0102
Fuox : (503) 373-1688

Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1. Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport, along with the
aircraft's tail number: -

CO3  NHIWW

2. Whatis the typical stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?
Lap M

3. What is the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?
L, Boo wm

4, If aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i.e., reduced payload for takeoff),
identify those constraints:

Durvﬂg, hoT wmmer deys we fave 7> bkt fess M el ot

v
Fomes __ncOrre o ; '\”bo/D.

5. Identify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Alrport that require a runway extension
(this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircraft, if you have a
fleet of various aircraft): _,_7_

6. Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations? Yes _X_No

a. If you responded Yes to #6, please provide a letter from your insurance company stating the
minimum runway length requirement.

7. Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? X Yes No
a. If you responded No to #7, can you assure that your company intends on operating at the

Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criteria is constructed?
Yes No

8. Are there any other comments/suggestions you have for improving the Aurora State Airport?
YW company s congelering HAWING o lainger awrc e & Fhe 7L
{ 7 7 7 7 /) 7
would bLene® I s:ﬁmap.vcauﬂ. vg:zm_%a%_ﬂ_éa%ﬂ' oM deat/
U 4 7

Optional - Please provide your contact information, in the event we have follow-up questions for you:

Name: Wanny Wiar tiner Company: ‘() HRD \nvest\mm*‘Y

Phone; S6=~95572-489/ E-Mall: _ ) RST . LASS C 1@ 11 SV V)
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3040 25th Street SE « Salepy, OR 97302-1125
Phonz: (503) 378-4280 » Tofl Free: (800) 874-0102
Pax : (503) 373-1688

Aurora State Alrport Runway Length Questlonnaire

1. Please liet tha aircraft currently operatad by your company Into the Aurora State Alrport, along with the
alrcraft’s tall number:

CcSS‘ha.. < %a?‘{tov\ CE-ISO /‘/5}76 /Q:}-:

2. What is the typlcal stage tengih for each of the aircraft listed above?
FOO P ey [ s

3. What (s the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft fisted above?
/\{OO A A ,-'(Ei Comefe X Om s & - ,o(v cc?‘ a.?L

A\J‘N‘DI"G"\. b R S UsAm e en C’v\nno#‘ f\/\Q o&? Lo/l f“f-/ilézz\x

4. [f aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (.e., reduced payload for takeoff),
dentify those consfraints;

e A< (‘uwy-‘ew“'[/y /:M.;th( O i, ‘7L/c’c o(:(f WL,;A/‘ o < 7“3

sumeoy [LewgJ4, This s m;ou;a//:. coiticef Jin Sommmer .

6. Identify the number of annual operations at the Aurara Stale Alrport that require a runway extension
(this can be a cumulative number based an constrained operations of muitipla an-craft, if you have a
fleet of various aircraft):

Jo T

6. Does your insurance company requlre a minimum nunway (ength for operations?

ves *C No

a. If you responded Yes to #6, please provide a letter from your Insurance company stating the
rnimum runway length requirement.

7. Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Alrpori? _A" _Yes No

a. If you respondad No to #7, can you sssura that your company intends on operating at the

Aurora Siate Airport, if a runway extension that meets your crlterla is constructed?
____Yea___  No

8. Are thara any other commentsfsuggestions you hava for improving the Aurcra State Alrport?
[ AT P el J:,'[‘ 5 /4‘51»\4‘){"’ cw’z «»'{UC 7!0 & et an
U g Ay leimg Ph . e Qe chamsime c\o'rgwuﬁ'?“ Ao =
/A‘:}f’»—/ Ma.«/;/ TThe A<y Mvev?ljfw'-‘// be ey Frteleal
Gt %Z\MA 7'-‘\-1 Cmrrt»\%" Q_-’—»QMA.Q/“\ 6u< W(‘.Lu/c/( é&
bl Ko opecate so ke /y e fh Ll Lve [/ at o Tooo
U A b \/ - 7
Optional - Please provide your contact information, in the event we have (ollow-up questions for you:
Name: “7 el (ooend s Company: AT 2 [/ 2 /vadllovx
Phone: . so 3-S5 F— ©g 7&K EMal:  Feooubs 2 € ursM, s

/a/ea‘;c:, 4-0,‘7/0.:7[ e 2 7“‘ 7’{;.f¢»c(ff\
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Lucas, Sarah

From: tod coombs [tcoombs2@msn.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 18, 2010 7:42 PM
To: Lucas, Sarah

Subject: Re: Aurora State Airport

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Sarah,

We are looking at a Citation X. We need to go non-stop to the east coast and Bahamas.

We are currently restricted with our current aircraft due to runway length requirements being to short for fuel loads required for the long
trips.

When we get the Citation X, we will be more restricted. This of course means wasted time for fuel stops and extra costs involved.

During the summer months we cannot take off from Aurora without making a fuel stop for any trip over two hours.

We conduct on average 12-15 operations per month. Figure about 150-175 operation as a minimum per year.

I hope this information helps. If you need anything else from me, just let me know.

Thank-you,

Tod Coombs

----- Original Message -----

From: Lucas, Sarah

To: tcoombs2@msn.com

Sent: Monday, August 16, 2010 11:36 PM
Subject: Aurora State Airport

Mr. Coombs,

I am writing this email as a follow-up to a survey you completed for the Aurora State Airport Master Plan Update last winter regarding runway length. Due to
financial constraints the project was put on hoid, but now we are proceeding once again.

In the survey response you mention that you are currently constrained in your operations at UAO, but that constrained operations would be increasing as the
company intends to purchase a more demanding aircraft. What type of aircraft is it that you are looking to purchase? What is your estimate for future
constraints with this new aircraft? Also, you mention that current constrained operations are 30+: how many total operations per year do you conduct at
UAQ?

If you could assist me with these follow-up questions | would be greatly appreciative.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.
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3040 25th Street SE o Salem, OR 97302-1125
"Phone: (503) 378-4880 ¢ Toll Free: (800) 874-0102
Fax : (503) 373-1688

Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1. Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport, along with the

aircraft’s tail number: Q‘@TQP{ JeT ! /JL‘\H\L

2. What is the typical stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?

booo Jerk of {uesart WS OF  500- 2000 M. #1

3. What is the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?

2500 M-\

4. If aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i.e., reduced payload for takeoff),
identify those constraints: '

00 DU PG L ool nead Yo dake wore huel Yo Re able o Fly hén%b@,
NOWeN, Nae {uawny 15 Y0 Shott rol Rull Suelx Juyloed

5. ldentify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway extension
(this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircraft, if you have a

fleet of various aircraft): - .
50 Take 0FFs & Jundioef

6. Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations? Yes X No

a. If you responded Yes to #6, please provide a letter from your insurance company stating the
minimum runway length requirement.

7. Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? _>Q_Yes No

a. If you responded No to #7, can you assure that your company intends on operating at the
Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criteria is constructed?
Yes No

8. Are there a'ny other comments/suggestions you have for improving the Aurora State Airport?
LONGEL Quiwer By ot fonek \epo feet. 1500 Jeet would
Le oo . { i

WX ueoe‘«\j \‘(o\{%{c G cori(ol ‘owes Would bo agroet ochbionl

Optional - Please provide your contact information, in the event we have follow-up questions for you;_
Name: W\T(j\(\a\\ @)0(‘\;, Company: Aage\\ws, S\\‘%\'@ ms dnc.
Phone: Yog -2\~ 14l E-Mail: Michol . by 1@ NORMM S (D,




: Oregon

Theodore R. Kulongosk:. Governor

3040 25th Street SE o Salem, OR 97302-1125
Phone: (5013) 378-4880 & Toll Free: (800} 874-0102
Fax : (503)373-1688

Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1.

Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport, along with the
aircraft’s tail number:

__N900TG___ Falcon900B

What is the typical stage length for each of the aircraft listed above? Average
1500miles.

What is the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above? 3400
miles

If aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i.e., reduced payload for takeoff),
identify those constraints: _ Reduced payload for longer flights. We have a 46,500 Ib max
takeoff weight. Limited to 45,000 dual wheel weight restriction for runway. We also run into
performance issues at the higher weights with runway length. An extra 1000 ft would help our
operation.

Identify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway extension
(this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircraft, if you have a
fleet of various aircraft):

5

Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations? Yes _ x__ No

a. |f youresponded Yes to #6, please provide a letter from your insurance company stating the
minimum runway length requirement.

Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? _x__ Yes No

a. If youresponded No to #7, can you assure that your company intends on operating at the
Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criteria is constructed?
Yes No

Are there any other comments/suggestions you have for improving the Aurora State Airport?
We are for the Control Tower for safety management with the increase in
operations particularly with the growing number of larger jet aircraft.

Optional - Please provide your contact information, in the event we have follow-up questions for you:
Name: Marlin Dumler Company: CSIMLLC
Phone: 503-516-5857 E-Mail: marlin@ csimllc.com
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3040 25th Street SE & Salem, OR 97302-1125
Phone: (503) 378-4880 ¢ Toll Free: (800) 874-0102
Fax : (503) 373-1688

Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1. Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport, along with the
aircraft’s tail number:

L AsTg N7778M , Cppvs N 76750

2. Whatis the typical stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?

O utvk . Dp T HOVES

3. What is the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?

Y SHUS , 2 -5 Hoves

4. [f aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i.e., reduced payload for takeoff),
identify those constraints:

2egreey FMW%MJZ& AP LD

5. ldentify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway extension
(this can be a cumuiative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircraft, if you have a

fleet of various aircraft): /S — 20 PEPIRTEES W _/’Z,LZ

6. Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations? Yes _%No

a. [f you responded Yes to #6, please provide a letter from your insurance company stating the
minimum runway length requirement.

7. Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? IX Yes No

a. If you responded No to #7, can you assure that your company intends on operating at the
Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criteria is constructed?
Yes No

8. Are there any other comments/suggestions you have for improving the Aurora State Airport?

LA FAN Y ALl Pif ZIL T, PP
2 - /G /1,{ LAy 2
= (P FRT R, Y b A< : //
i 2 e %5 P77 7 TV 7 W?”Z/S
— 7 ﬁW
Optlonme provid : 7 %

e youf contact information, in the event we have follow—up questions for you:

Name: QM MMZ_Z Company: ﬂmy/f/ﬂm@w@%}/ﬂ
Phone: /4*‘/ = 65’——74’;/0 E-Mail: _ sglppmBitaitds

S RGP ATHCHDIAT oM




: Oregon

Theodore R. Kulongoski, Governor

3040 25th Street SE ¢ Salem, OR 97302-1123
Phone: (503) 378-4880 o Toll Free: (800} §74-
Fax (5033 373.1488

Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1.

Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport, along with the
aircraft's tail number:  Hawker 800A N5S08MM (currently registered in Mexico) Pilatus PC-
12 N535PT & Beech A36 N349RP

What is the typical stage length for each of the aircraft listed above? 800 NM, 400 NM, & 60
NM

What is the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above? 2000 NM, 1500 NM, &
700 NM

If aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i.e., reduced payload for
takeoff), identify those constraints: _ Hawker reduced payload (fuel) for takeoff

Identify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway extension
(this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircraft, if you have a
fleet of various aircraft):

120

Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations?*__X__Yes _ X__No
*Not specifically, but it does (as I believe most do) require safe & legal operations which
includes balance field lengths.

a. Ifyou responded Yes to #6, please provide a letter from your insurance company stating the

minimum runway length requirement.
Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? _ X__ Yes No
a. If you responded No to #7, can you assure that your company intends on operating at the
Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criteria is constructed?
__X__Yes No

Are there any other comments/suggestions you have for improving the Aurora State Airport?

___The transient parking/ramp area on the state ramp (adjacent A2) needs work i.e. paving /
seal-coating and better lighting

Optional - Please provide your contact information, in the event we have follow-up questions for you:

Name: Bill Corn_ Company: W.A.C. Charter
Phone: 503-979-7499 E-Mail:
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regon

Theodore R. Kulongoski, Govemor

3040 25th Street SE ¢ Salem. OR 97302-1125
Phoune: (303) 378-4880 & Toll Free: (800) 874-0102
Fax : (303) 373-1688

Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1. Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport, along with the
aircraft’s tail number:

ENL- 135 B)  ALID, AUAS (L-25H L AeD I AT
NS3NA, NS4 3 LG, NsUdLEg, NiLSWE, NP, NG2W X
What is the typical stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?

Eols = 2600 Az90 = nle  geqsTe e PLsR 2 2900 Clto( 2dguo
th At ph el BLas AL é&ﬁ' . MW%\ i

N

w

What is the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above’7

Lmb— ng‘iﬁ—} Ao > M Achs M 14 s = S0 (Cuto) < gt
(ae pomies anc fi%.uﬂW&)

>

if aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i.e., reduced payload for takeoff),
identify those constraints:

d DOLeAa s MM MmeaTHS MO S8 oAk el ofC GoDAL 2T
U LEmbsTs Wi fone Davliond [Fole

5. ldentify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway extension
(this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircraft, if you have a
fleet of various aircraft): L

ST GuFss L T SO [ yfiad—

6. Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations? ____ Yes w‘y_:/No

a. If you responded Yes to #6, please provide a letter from your insurance company stating the
minimum runway length requirement,

7. Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? /Yes No
a. If youresponded No to #7, can you assure that your company intends on operating at the
Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criteria is constructed?
Yes No

8. Are there any other comments/suggestions you have for improving the Aurora State Airport?

N0aTed Ayt AL inhS

t/onal\,P!ease provide your contact information, in the event we haye follow-up questions for you:

Name: \Jin¢f HAMELI & Company: ﬂ{jﬁu Q‘l&,u,&/
Phone: SUL-LH40. 271 E-Mail: \ YaywniZiaak /';;,f%bmg, (o




3040 25th Street SE o Saleni. OR 97302-1125
Phone: {303 378-4880 ¢ Toll Free: (800) §74-0102
Fax : {5037 373-1688

Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1.

Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport, along with the
aircraft's tail number:  Global Express (N724AF), Gulfstream V (N531AF) and Twin Otter
(N711AF)

What is the typical stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?  Global Express — 4500NM,
GV - 4500NM and Twin Otter — 100NM

What is the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above? Global Express --
6200NM, GV — 6500NM and Twin Otter — 300NM

If aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i.e., reduced payload for takeoff),
identify those constraints: _In the two larger aircraft, we are constrained by maximum takeoff
weight and could also be constrained by runway length if a higher weight were allowed

Identify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway extension
(this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircraft, if you have a
fleet of various aircraft):

4-5 Operations

Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations? Yes _X_No

a. If youresponded Yes to #6, please provide a letter from your insurance company stating the
minimum runway length requirement.

Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? __ X Yes No

a. If youresponded No to #7, can you assure that your company intends on operating at the
Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criteria is constructed?
Yes No

Are there any other comments/suggestions you have for improving the Aurora State Airport?

Optional - Please provide your contact information, in the event we have follow-up questions for you:
Name:  Bruce Dunton Company:  Vulcan Flight
Phone: _ (206) 658-4928 E-Mail: bruced@vulcan.com




- "Oregon

Theodore R. Kulongoski. Governor
3040 25th Street SE o Salem, OR 97302-1125

Phone: {50331 378-4880 ¢ Toll Free: (SO0) 874-
Fax: (5037 2373-1688

Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1.

Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport, along with the
aircraft’s tail number: CL-604, CL-601, G200

What is the typical stage length for each of the aircraft listed above? 2 to 4
hours

What is the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above? 6—-8
hours

If aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i.e., reduced payload for takeoff),
identify those constraints: __reduced passenger load due to runway length, possible diversion
upon arrival if rain due to runway lenght

Identify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway extension
(this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of mulitiple aircraft, if you have a
fleet of various aircraft):

~___onceamonth

Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations? Yes _X No

a. If youresponded Yes to #6, please provide a letter from your insurance company stating the
minimum runway length requirement.

Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? _X___ Yes No

a. If you responded No to #7, can you assure that your company intends on operating at the
Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criteria is constructed?
Yes No

Are there any other comments/suggestions you have for improving the Aurora State Airport?

___Our policy manual and me the director of operations make restrictions that apply to this
shorter type runway. It also is very hard to plan for our executives since we never know if we
can land in UAO since the possibility of rain is high in Oregon. If we arrive into that area and
the runway is wet we would have to divert to PDX costing our passenegr a major delay and
possible missing the meetings they are flying out there for. One event like that and my orders
will be never to fly into there again. I know it sounds odd, but if I plan the drive from PDX
then the passneger will not miss the meeting. Don’t forget, the type passneger that is on this
airplane “IS” the reason for the meeting and many people are awaiting her arrival. DON’T
FORGET THE MAIN REASON YOU SHOULD DO THIS IS FOR INCREASED SAFETY
MARGIN FOR ALL!
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3040 25th Strect SE ¢ Salem, OR 97302-1125
Phone: (503) 378-4880 o Toll Free: (800) 874-0102
Fax : (503) 373-1688

Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1. Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport, along with the
aircraft’s tail number:

fur empany accemt ly does not operale from KuAe.

We do however ocuusm-gd opecale Grom Ko kDX aud KMFR
GLORAL EXPRESS, N88IWT “and GULFSTREAM S50, NEBSWT
2. What is the typical stage length for each of the aircraft listed above'?

Y500 NM

3. What is the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?
NEBI WT 5700 NM
NBESWT  [too AM

4. If aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i.e., reduced payload for takeoff),
identify those constraipts:

Fuel [imi T _g MAX ) MUl ﬁkeag\w&j:{rk‘fdﬂcwal)la o Kupo

5. Identify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway extension
(this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircraft, if you have a
fleet of various

We  curr g ?ﬂ) ade noT apend‘& Crom KUAD &ue_'ﬁ locatiom éw\oqmnwfj ‘y\\tff'{\

6. Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations? Yes g No

a. If you responded Yes to #6, please provide a letter from your insurance company stating the
minimum runway length requirement.

7. Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? Yes _X No

a. If you responded No to #7, can you assure that your company intends on operating at the
Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criterja is constructed’)
Yes No At~ gef™ con sidered. Wodd hav eraluali .

8. Are there any other comments/suggestions you have for improving the Aurora State Airport?
O *{"M‘ik j%a/r"f'mgz)f' h;; never OPEIT%T.‘% from Aurore Stafs /) pl
s 71\@. rdh Naq exlension were 7o agaa.//or %ce&:ﬁ The K& ,«-M% IZ/\?)
faciliTy , we would posslbiq con€ | der operai'.mi from KUAO
occassionally,

Optional - Please provide your contact information, in the event we have follow-up questions for you:
Name: harles Feedes Company: _Qu#l. comm
Phone: _8S 8 & 25 A33[ E-Mail: oresves @ 4ml<,omm . Cor
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3040 25th Street SE ¢ Salem, OR 97302-1125
Phone: (503) 378-4880 # Toll Free: (800) §74-0102
Fax : (503) 373-1688

Pag

Theodore R. Kulongoskt, Govemor

Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1. Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport, along with the
aircraft's tail number: )
0 G

2. What s the typical stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?

NI\

3. What is the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?

st N
IS A

4. |If aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i.e., reduced payload for takeoff),
identify those constraints: M A

5. ldentify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway extension
(this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircraft, if you have a

fleet of various aireraft): }& A

6. Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations? Yes X No

a. If you responded Yes to #6, please provide a letter from your insurance company staﬁng the
minimum runway length requirement.

7. Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? Yes X No
a. If you responded Ne to #7, can you assure that your company intends on operating at the
Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criteria is constructed?

Yes No

8. Are there any other comments/suggestions you have for improving the Aurora State Airport?

Optional - Please provid[e your contact information, in the event we have follow-up quqstion§ for you:
Name: . v\p %Dk (NS Company: 1) %’D Aﬁ\aA \ (O
Phone:  Rpi 832 o970 E-Mail: :




Exhibit 4

3040 25th Street SE + Salem, OR 97302-1125
Phone: (503) 378-4880 + Toll Free: (800) 874-0102
Fax : (503) 373-1688

Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1. Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport, along with the
aircraft’s tail pumber:

pc-\z /47 N8IZGES
O/ e N BILES

2. What is the ty, a‘ﬁal s fyge length for each of the aircraft Ilsted above?
\10 C o\H- /\ZJ.—P w300 i t{m

3. What is the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?
APV NYOR N u/m He is 900 milo

4. If aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i.e., reduced payload for takeoff),
~ identify those constraints:

Nea C@w<+ra\n‘\—< .

5. ldentify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway extension
(this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircraft, if you have a
fleet of various aircraft): CD :

6. Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations? Yes }(_ No

a. If you responded Yes to #8, please provide a letter from your insurance company stating the
minimum runway length requnrement

7. Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? X Yes No

a. If you responded No to #7, can you assure that your company intends on operating at the
.Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criteria is constructed?
Yes No

8. Are there any other comments/sugg tions you have for improving the Aurora Sfate Airport?.
In 4he  iein o ANGe LR e d a ole
o (4)0\_/ Kz cont hn /v&;.r~ Canstrac ?\L‘TQAA\ hes Couwnse 0{
A Chape (g Om,\-t- ara Y nn m(mcx +o ?iardx alrcratt

Optional - Please provide your contact information, in the event we have follow-up questtons for you:
Name: Gﬂ"\ l.un Company: LK. S}/S
Phone: 5&3-<93-2127] E-Mail: _SLNS [ ~d@ -1(5//‘L . COrn




= TRUY,

b0, ZUUYS YIU/AWM  W-0r Qepl oTr aviation DU3-B78BZ2107No, 2524Exﬁ.ib'i£t!°41

5040 25th Sreet SE o Saleny, OR 973021128
Phone: (503) 375~4880 o Toll Free: (800) §74-0102
Fox : (503) 373-1688

Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1. Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport, along with the
aircraft's tail number:

Corazieont Mo

2. What s the typicai stage length for each of the aircraft isted above?
2N MRS

3. What is the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?

xS MUWES.

4. If aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i.e., reduced payload for takeoff),
identify those constraints:
/A

5. ldentify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require & runway extension
(this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircraft, if you have a
fleet of various aircraft):

NQS.\.E_. :

6. Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations? ves ¥ No

a. If you responded Yes to #€, pleése provide a letter from your insurance company stating the
minimum runway length requirement.

7. Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? 54. Yes No
a. Ifyou responded No to #7, can you assure that your company intends on operating at the
Aurcra State Airport, if 2 runway extenslon that mests your criteria is constructed?
- Yes No

&. Are there any other comments/suggestions you have for improving the Aurora State Airport?

e Ans. 0oy Wil 1240 AN Deart TO
2B l4ERE. KOR AMAN 5} x!g&gé.

Optional - Please provide your contact mfon'natzon in the event we have follow-up questlons for you:
Name: (2ot M\ IASSDEN, Company: DUCTS
phone: (1O~ \ATS _ E-Mail:

Received Time Nov. 18, 2009 9:00AM No. 3832
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Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1.

Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport, along with the
aircraft’s tail number: C-152 N64942, C-172(s) N172JV & N2457X, PA-28R N425JV, C-
421(s) N513SJ, N2668A & N700MR, BE-200B N411KC

What is the typical stage length for each of the aircraft listed above? _ 40 NM, 60 NM, 110 NM,
200 NM, and 250 NM

What is the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above? 240 NM, 450 NM, 600
NM, 950 NM and 1200 NM

If aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i.e., reduced payload for takeoff),
identify those constraints: Yes, but not currently (see below)

Identify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway extension

(this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircraft, if you have a

fleet of various aircraft):
Approx. 500 (See below)

Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations? _ X__ Yes No

a. If you responded Yes to #6, please provide a letter from your insurance company stating the
minimum runway length requirement. Our Policy is voluminous but requires a balanced field

length.

Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? _ X__ Yes No

a. If you responded No to #7, can you assure that your company intends on operating at the
Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criteria is constructed?
_ X__Yes No

Are there any other comments/suggestions you have for improving the Aurora State Airport?

___We have operated off here since 1968 including Commercial Air-Carrier (‘“on call —charter
under FAR 135) since 1980, from 2003 to 2007 this included Jet Charter (RA-390, BE-400,
HS-125 & DA-900) which was constantly limited by runway length, resumption of this service
would be expedited by an improved runway. Our jet fuel sales are currently limited by runway
length and strength.____

Optional - Please provide your contact information, in the event we have follow-up questions for you:
Name: __ Bruce Bennett_ Company: ___ Aurora Aviation, Inc.
Phone: 503-678-1217 E-Mail: Bruce @ AuroraAviation.com



‘Oregon

Theodore R. Kulongosk:. Governor

A0 25th Steet SE o Saleni, OR 97502-1125
Phone: {503) 378-4880 » Toll Free: (S00) 8740102
Fax > (5033 373-1688

Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1. Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport, along with the
aircraft's tail number: We do not presently operate our Global Express into Aurora State Airport
since it only has 5,000 foot runway. N BLADF

2. What is the typical stage length for each of the aircraft listed above? 4,500
NM

3. What is the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above? 5,900
NM

4. If aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i.e., reduced payload for takeoff),
identify those constraints: With the runway at its present length. VWe wouid not be able to depart Aurora
State Airport with enough fuel to reach any destination in Europe or Asia. The minimum length would
we would need would be 6,000 feet.

5. Identify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway extension
(this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircraft, if you have a
fleet of various aircraft):

250

6. Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations? Yes _X__No

a. |If you responded Yes to #6, please provide a letter from your insurance company stating the
minimum runway length requirement.

7. Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? Yes _ X__ No

a. If you responded No to #7, can you assure that your company intends on operating at the
Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criteria is constructed?
X _Yes No

8. Are there any other comments/suggestions you have for improving the Aurora State Airport?

Optional - Please provide your contact information, in the event we have follow-up questions for you:
Name: Larry B Edeal Company: Y2K Aviation LLC
Phone: 503 6409518 E-Mail: __ledeal@y2kaviationllc.com
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5 Oregon

Tasedore R Kelongodk. Go

Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport along with the

aircraft's tan mb . e e
| aq‘ E\ % oy 1 M S LL & {’\)L_ \XQm\}{q»{\\jLC; t:‘:’\ _,ﬁ_\wy\_; Y

EN

2. What is the typical stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?

\oCE- 200>

3. What is the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?

I,

4. Hf aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i.e., reduced payload for takeoff),

iden those Constramts .
-~ e -
<0 LL (L-ng’* = /m—-) ?DL\?(ZATT (D % J&:"VV\ %\)

5 ldentify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway extension
(this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircraft, if you have a
fleet of various aircraft): A

b 20 (Sae Becpert )

6. Does your insurance company require a minimumn runway length for operations? ____ Yes A7 No

a. If you responded Yes to #6, please provide a letter from your insurance company stating the
minimum runway length requirement.

7. Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? b/Yes No

a. If you responded No to #7, can you assure that your company intends on operating at the
Aurora-State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criteria is constructedg?
Az Yes No

Are there any other comments/suggestions yc?ﬁ;hgve for improving the Aurora State Airport?
(el Aowee K

o - g = :
(> Nuovwne, EXTEASIEI  —
§
Optlona/ sSe prow your contact information. in the event we TX e follow-up un‘»thﬂ E‘orﬁ% - .
Name: i\fm\’\’l ; Company: _ 44NN ) P COVRTHC S
Phone: tj(/“ - "D)<;<\ {(:) \,[ E-Mail: \\ /ﬂ |
(RN iR @ s Lo
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= Oregon

Theadore X Kulingedk. Govema:

Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1. Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport, along with the
aircraft’'s tail number:

é“mw/%w W Are P ren. cor LonyTh. e o,

7
Cy,éwfu,/, . ~/’/é¢ﬁ( ZC g &3 (CC 4¢5 w«:// A s Y

rm
P e JEC

2. What is the typical stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?
S esed gy Sz b

3 What is the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?
/‘/66» /{ = Reverey Ay Al o0 = Y oee AMpw
N Goc 2O 2 e gy

4 {f aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i.e., reduced payload for takeoff),
identify those constraints:
[Reclcecl oo Tkl croveipdilc ttsudtins to comitd sk
AE\ILZ’;M/'P 7z r&f epsthne OE ‘_/;Q»,_;‘TK B @A/Afj &t mi‘»/m '7‘2*/)/ TR g:«:,/ﬁ'fs.r_’,w

P
M L i P \"‘L(
&

5. identify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway extension
(this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircraft. if you have &
fleet of various arcraft);

«'L/ rwW«/,7 S 7«&}4/%@( I el /X LS (274 Tt s . /; st s
£ #
6. Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations? Yes % No

a. If you responded Yes to #6. please provide a letter from your insurance company stating the
minimum runway length requirement.

7. Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? Yes K No

a. If you responded No to #7. can you assure that your company intends on operating at the
Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criteria is constructed?
Yes No

8. Are there any other comments/suggestions you have for improving the Aurora State Airport?

Opt/oncz_/;ﬁlgase provide our contaqt information, in the event we have fol:ow up gueshons fon YOu

- i .
Name' «L—eszves c \’ I~ d(e—f Company: hjk P (ww 77 Cﬂ
Phone: ;?g‘gcj/)“ -2"5/;;“: 5':2—:?) [ E-Mail: [:,,ZJM y é»-s'.{»((lé PR f v {"" &l 3.9/»*’»:/45"4_ & ety
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Thaeodore 2. Kulongasks, Goterpo:

Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1. Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company intc the Aurora State Airport aiong with the
aircraft’s tail number:

2. What is the typical stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?
G A

3. What is the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?

wds

4. If aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i.e., reduced payload for takeoff),
identify those constraints:

R R R N L N NN

5. ldentify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway extension
(this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircraft. if you have a
fleet of various aircraft):

6. Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations? L Yes _No

a. If you responded Yes to #6, please provide a letter from your insurance company stating the
minimum runway length requirement. | /. ., s
Lodi K ;If .1’,' :é.e ¥ ,e"\"" Lg e f ; = ‘ &L
7 Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? ! Yes No

a. If you responded No to #7, can you assure that your company intends on operamc at the
“Aurora State Airport. if a runway extension that meets your criteria i1s constructed
{  Yes No

8 Are thEFL any other comments/suggestlons you have for |mprovnng the Ausom SLaL@ Aupor‘ ”
A L 2 - - S ,-_ P " Pt R A TR oy r,(' o ’ o
YR A { MR [ £

- TR et
s e

Optional - Pleabe prov&de you1 contact information. in the event we have follow- up questxorls for you
Name: 2 oo e e i Company: <. |
Phone v & mespio~ o E-Mait oo o i
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Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1 Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport. along with the

arrcraft's tail number: Aé’TﬁA :YET H'Zg !/(\{L“ Au

2 What is the typical stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?

200 N A

3. What is the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?

2200 KM

4. f aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i.e., reduced payioad for takeoff)
identify those constraints:

g% able Yo -}oﬁg olf. Fuel« pPessergo s Ao some prssioq .4
 couge We arel e .ﬁﬁcwdﬁ&)(L w‘&i\c}m— V\Qﬁg.m_ D s sment® «fj@g,ij%@!

5 identify the number of annuai operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway extension
(this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircraft, if you have 2

fieet of various aircraft). L{ % k
lake ofd- eall . era ,
« |6 7

6 Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations? ____ Yes &” No

a If you responded Yes to #6, please provide a letter from your insurance company stating the
minimum runway length requirement.

7. Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? )< Yes No
a If you responded No to #7. can you assure that your company intends on operatng at the
Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criteria is constructed?
. Yes ___.No
8. Are there any other comments/suggestions you have for improving the Aurora State Airport”?

[ONGE & ZuNWAY _WOwLD BE Juwd ABOc Aied [
G

QOptional - Please provide your contact inic_irmation: in the event we have follow-up questions for you —
Name: ﬂ/ﬁ CHAL L be N Compgany. Novellug Syahoms Lnc.
Phone Y03 - FR\-si1al E-Mail___oichall o bom; (@ vovellus, 07y

N
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Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1. Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport. along with the
aircraft’s tail number:

(E 5¢o A/:,?yi,,«/ <

2. What is the typmal stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?
’//’/‘ S gt ‘{7", {l/,)

3. What is the maximum stage Iength for each of the aircraft listed above?
jjéﬁ‘ /9 4.’ Ao 5 J(f/../ e

4. | aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i.e., reduced payload for takeoff),
|dentnfy those. constramts

S Ao e 25 ¢ ] / e

5. identify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway extension
{this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircraft. if you have a
fleet of various aircraft):

2O

& Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations? Yes ¥ No

a. If you responded Yes to #6, please provide a letter from your insurance company stating the
minimum runway length requirement.

Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? /ﬁ Yes No

=~

a. If you responded No to #7, can you assure that your company intends on operating at the
Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criteria is constructed?
Yes No

8. Are there any other comments/suggestions you have for improving the Aurora State Airport?

fL.5 } .
o N - ) 4 ¢ J—
K/ STXT G ek S6O0 — oo  F7

} P L PRl B

Optional - Please prowde your contact information, in the event we have follow-up quest:ons fOF YO

\
Name: AL )m_@ s L Company s (LG AT L \
Phone: ;?V;Q e 9 _..."}/ ij // E-Mail: - J{»""v.." “‘A,ka.r’/A/ A.“?_,.« Py »

St F g e T
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Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1. Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport, along with the
aircraft’s tail number:

bt e SO T /\/ RV

2. What is the typical stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?
,_:’;d«-j’gj G A 1; et 3 j;g ALK

3. What is the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?
AETE T (o borm 3

4 If aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i e, reduced payload for takeoff).
identify those constraints: 3 s
_v/'“,«'?'/z/{ o~ B e - < ,// rﬂ{/{:’”““

5. lIdentify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway extension
(this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircraft, if you have a
fleet of various aircraft):

/’ {#»

6. Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations? Yes "“_ No

a. If you responded Yes to #6, please provide a fetter from your insurance company stating the
minimum runway length requirement.

ra
J’/“
7. Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? _},_ Yes __ No
/ a. If you responded No to #7. can you assure that your company intends on operating at the
?\j (ﬁ/ Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criteria is constructed?
: Yes No

3 Are/;nere any other comments/suggestions you have for improving the Aurara State Airport?
K g af e Aot X AL
/ zf-ﬁ\ﬁ.

e

WA n YR

Optional - Please provide your contact information. in the event we’?jave follow-up questions for you ..
—" o y i !
Name: ,L LA T STt n Companyi,.

Phone. JBe o - ¥2% 2207

P

L s . {
o I ;. - N .
A2 229 LT ol e T A e da P

E-Mail &y ?‘éf’«qw" ,,A.A( wa; S R TE s B o . G
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Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1. Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport, along with the
alrcraﬂ s, tail number:

*‘“;gﬁ-,i N,Z & A/ﬁf 743

2. What is the typical stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?
«F =~ & Lor < S0 g irn

3. What is the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?
S & for s AT T Y

4. If aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constramed {i.e., reduced payload for takeoctf),
identify ! those constramts

o ) s
/r, £t .3" S S L E;xf‘:)‘-/:" (" o /// /:vf //,@;'— x

o

5. ldentify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway axtension
(this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircraft, if you have a
fleet of various aircraft):

RO

2

o
v

6. Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations? %= Yes X No

-y

a. If youresponded Yes to #6, please provide a letter from your insurance company stating the
minimum runway length requirement.

~i

Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? 5 Yes No
/ A,a If you responded No to #7. can you assure that your company intends on operating at the
/ f Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criteria is constructed?

Yes No

8. Are there any other comments/suggestions you have for improving the Aurora State Airport?

.;‘, .v’:—— \—S
E YT b b EBplad Y STH D e p g ey o
T s e

Opr/ona/ Please provide your contact information, in the event we hav; follow-up :;ueatsor% o\ You .. 7
Name: f“’ LML S e ctj PNEW & gaS Company <5 Lz o AT F T by e 7 e
Phone. 2 . o.- ,é? S e LA E-Mail: & %7"14.,9"’:@&{ G L P T
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Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1 Please hst the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport. along with the
aircraft's taii number:

I

What is the maxnmum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?

4. If aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained {1 2.. reduced payload for taksoff
identify those constraints:

5. Identify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway extension
{this can be a cumulative number based on constrained cperations of multiple aircraft. if you nave a
fleet of various aircraft).

6 Does your insurance company require 2 minimum runway length for operations? _ Yes

a. If youresponded Yes to #6. please provide a letter from your insurance company stating ihe
minimum runway length requirement.

~4

Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? f\v" Yes ____No

a If you responded No to #7. can you assure that your company intends on operating at the
Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criteria is constructed”
Yes No

2 Are thers any other commenis/suggestions you have for improving the Aurara

Name @ i A Company
- ‘ E-Mail &
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Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1. Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport, along with the

aircraft’ S tail number: .
7 v )
5 : Rt A R i e a & '}/f}/
2. What is the typical stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?
‘;’(_.f [T e Iy S s ‘;’ . Q/ LL S

3 Whatis the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?

7

P v
e *; & g,z g A (/ it_f iy
7

4 |f aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i.e | raduced payload for iakeoff,
identify those constraints:

,x

'/,,...—--—w - ] o
‘m /{h ﬂ’ I'/ /:9 N l’;? (", i (T: aet’, (;") ‘\’: I}’A

5. ldentify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway exiension
(this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircraft, if you have a
fleet of various aircraft):

s 3
4

6. [Does your insurance company require a mintmum runway length for operations? Yes \_0 No

a. !f you responded Yes to #6, please provide a tetter from your insurance company stating the
minimum runway length requirement.

- -
7. Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? X YesZE  No

a. If you responded No to #7. can you assure that your company intends on operating at the
Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criteria is constructed?
Yes No

3 Are there any other comments/suggestions you have for impraving the Aurora State Airsort?
/ & f\) A \
Wy v - S0 — oo

) Uona/ Please provide your contact information. 0 the avent we have follow-u Lmat.on; 'or JOL
Y o] ;

<

Name ¢ s/ i D7 e s Company . 7%{ W el i Citnne 57 2 20 & g 5 s
. el . : T
Dhone " ,;‘A_/:? C} - /’ "‘IH T f:, s !/ }:'—I\‘/'a” P ‘~:"¢£‘9‘—'V’M— l'/ e Vo I L L B T2 Wi W oW



02-17-11;13:28 ;From:Glass Aviation, Inc To:150337316688 4082024876 EXhibit 4y 4,

‘Oregon

Theodore R, Kulongoski, Govemor

3040 25th Street SE # Salem. OR 9730241125
Phone: (503) 373-4380 @ Toll Free: (800) §74-0102
Fax: (503) 373-1688

Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1. Pleasa list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport, along with the
aircraft's tail number: CJ3 — N417C

2. What is the typical stage length for each of the aircraft listed above? 400 nm

3. What is the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above? 1700 nm

4. If aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i.e., reduced payload for takeoff),
identify those constraints: Shortened runway would affect balanced field length, which would affect
range and payload, Not good for us.

&a

ldentify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway extension
(this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircraft, if you have a
fleet of various aircraft); For us, 2

6. Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations? ____ Yes _X___No

a. If you responded Yes to #6, please provide a letter from your insurance company stating the
minimurmn runway length requirement.

7. Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? __X___ Yes No
a. If you responded No to #7, can you assure that your company intends on operating at the

Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criteria is constructed?
X _Yes_____No

8. Are there any other comments/suggestions you have for improving the Aurora State Airport? Not at
this time

9,
10. provide your contact information, in the event we have follow-up questions for you:
Name: Jeffrey .. Glass Company: Glass Aviation, Inc,

Phone; 408-292-3886 E-Mail: jglass@glassaviation.com
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Phone; (3041 3781880 ¢ Toll Free: (8007 874-0102
Fax 005053 3731088

Aurora State Airport Runway Length Questionnaire

1. Please list the aircraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Airport, along with the
aircraft's tail number: British Aerospace BAE 125 Series (Hawker) 800A N855BC

2. What is the typical stage length for each of the aircraft listed above? 900 NM,

3. What is the maximum stage length for each of the aircraft listed above? 2000 NM.

4. It aircraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i.e.. reduced payload for
takeof!). 1dentity those constraints: reduced payload (fuel, baggage or passengers) lor
takeoff due to runway length and balanced field safety requirements

5. Identify the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway extension
(this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircraft, if you have a
fleet of various aircraft):

~ 60/year

6. Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations?*_X__Yes___ No
*Not certain distance but does require legal operations which includes balance field lengths.
a. If youresponded Yes to #6, please provide a letter from your insurance company stating the
minimum runway length requirement. (on request)

7. Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? __ X__ Yes No

a. Ifyouresponded No to #7, can you assure that your company intends on operating at the
Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your criteria is constructed?
X _Yes ____No

8. Are there any other comments/suggestions you have for improving the Aurora State Airport?
________________ A Control Tower is very badly needed and the transient parking/ramp arca on the state
ramp (adjacent A2) needs work i.e. paving / seal-coating and better lighting_

Optional - Please provide your contact information, in the event we have follow-up questions for you:
Name: Bill Corn__ Company: PB Air Inc
Phone:  503-979-7499 E-Mail:
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gelke f wnway Length Questionnaira

Please hst the ancraft currently operated by your company into the Aurora State Arport, aiong with the
arcrafi s tail number

MBSO, MAoFwi_ |, MAAIHD |, NBBHMD | MBRSHLY
FA-A00  FR-F00EY., €N S0 - Fh 9o RS0

What is the typical stage length for each of the aircraft listed above?

h_ fg“m {4145 ~

If arcraft operations at the Aurora State Airport are constrained (i e . reduced payload for takeoff)
dentify those constraints:

ldenufy the number of annual operations at the Aurora State Airport that require a runway extension
{this can be a cumulative number based on constrained operations of multiple aircrait, i you have a
fleet of vanous aircraft):

Does your insurance company require a minimum runway length for operations? X Yes Mo

a. Ifyou responded Yes to #6, please provide a letter from your insurance company stating the
minimum runway length requirement,

Do you currently operate at the Aurora State Airport? X Yes _No

a  fyou responded No to #7. can you assure that your company intends on operating at the
Aurora State Airport, if a runway extension that meets your critena 1s constructed?
s Yes  No

Ara there any other comments/suggestions you have for improving the Aurora State Airport?

onil - Please provide your contact information. in the 2vent we have bllow-up questions i

for o

vame (adeew) Howaed Company “7he. Hapea. Deapet

ne 40 -%6Y- X L E-Mail
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Appendix J:
TRAFFIC ANALYSIS

Airport Master Plan Update

Aurora State Airport
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Appendix J Master Plan Update
TRAFFIC ANALYSIS Aurora State Airport

Contents

e Email memo from Don Crownover, ODOT, 11/15/10

e Transportation Development Division, TSM Unit, Aurora Airport Data Sheets
e  Marion County, AADT data sheets

e Clackamas County, AADT data sheets

e Marion County, Rural road functional classification

e Marion County, Average daily traffic volume

Marion County, Rural road functional classification characteristics
Clackamas County, Functional classification guidelines

Clackamas County, Access management plan, Appendix F

Helicopter Transport Services, Transportation Impact Study excerpts, Mackenzie Group (2009)
e Fred Meyer, Transportation Impact Study excerpts, DKS associates (2008)
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12/21/2005

Exhibit 4
CHAPTER 5 - FACILITY INVENTORO DO 18R

Rural Road Functional Classification Characteristics

Principal Arterial

Arterial

Continuous segnments with trip length and travel density indicative of statewide or interstate
fravel; and
Serve all of the large urban areas and most of the moderate sized cities.

Link cities, larger towns, and other major traffic generators; and provide interstate and inter-
county service: and

Spaced such that all developed areas of the region are within reasonable distance of an arterial;
and

Serve a higher travel density, trip length, and overall travel speed than collector and local
systems.

Major Collector

Provide service to larger towns not directly served by higher classed roads and to other traffic
generators of equivalent intra-county importance (including parks, tourist attractions, significant
resource areas, etc.); and

Link these places with nearby towns and cities, or routes of higher classification; and

Serve the more important intra-county travel corridors.

Minor Collector

Spaced at intervals to collect traffic from local roads and bring all developed areas within a
reasonable distance of a collector road; and

Provide service to any remaining smaller communities and traffic generators; and

Link locally important fraffic generators with their local constituents.

Primarily provide access to adjacent lands; and
Provide relatively short travel distances compared to higher classed facilities.

The original (1998) RTSP included a list of roadways and their functional classification. As part
of this 2005 Update, some changes are being made as shown in Table 5-2, which better reflect
the current and future function of each roadway.

MARION COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS
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Table V-3
Clackamas County

Exhibit 4

Page 564 of 862

Roadway Classifications and Guidelines (Continued)

Roadway Classifications and Guidelines (continued)
FUNCTIONAL NUMBER OF MINIMEM PAVED SIMEWALK/ | BIKWAYS | LANDSCAPE
CLASSIFICATION TRAFFIC RIGHT-OF-WAY WIDTH PATHWAY STRIP**
LANES WIDTH* {1/17/08)
Freeway/ 4108 Defer to Federat | Defer to No No Defer to
Expressway and State Federal and Federal and
Standards State State
Major Arterial 3 to 7 Urban 60°-125 36°-9%° Yes Yes Yes
2 to 4 Rural | More if needed In urban In urban
for terrain, turn areas only areas
lanes or heavy
volume
Minor Arterial 2to5 60’ —115° 36°—90" 1 Yes Yes Yes
In urban In wban
areas only areas
Collector 2to3 60° — 85’ 32°-61" | Yes Yes Yes
Less if volume In urban In urban
and land use areas only areas
density are low
and terrain
allows
Connector 2 55° 28’ -34° | Yes IfROW | Yes
Residential | Inurban allows In urban
areas only areas
28" - 40’
Industrial
Local 2 40" - 50° 28’ Yeg*#* No Yes
Inurban
areas
Alley 2 te’ 16’ No No No
* - Preferred dimensions are not adjusted for adjacent land uses; additional right-of-way may be required for
slope, sign, sidewalk and utility easements.
** - Required unless acquiring right-of-way is impractical due to wetlands, topographic conditions, resource
protection, or preexisting development paiterns.
*®* _ Sidewalks are required on all new streets within the Urban Growth Boundary and when
development or redevelopment oecurs on existing streets, (1/17/08)

Last Text Revision 1/17/08
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TRANSPORTATION

N Z ! E l IMPACT ANALYSIS

HELICOPTER
TRANSPORT
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Aurora, Oregon
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Helicopter Transport
Services LLC

Compieted On
May 27, 2009

Submittal To
Marion County

Project Number
2090040.00

GROUP MACKENTIE
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RiverEast Center | PO Box 14310 | Porlland, OR 27293
1515 5E Water Ave. Suite 100 § Porltand, OR 7214
T503.224.9560 | F 503,228.1285 | www.grpmack.com
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HELICOPTER
TRANSPORT
SERVICES

Aurora, Oregon

Prepared For
Helicopter Transport
Services LLC

Completed On
May 27, 2009

Submittal To
Marion County

Project Number
2090040.00

GROUP MACKENZIE
Since 1960

Rivertasl Center { PO Box 14310 | Porland, OR 97233
1515 SE Water Ave, Suite 100 | Porland, OR 97214
T503.224.9540 | F 503.228.1285 | www.grpmuack.com
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I, EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION

A zone change and conditions use application are required for development of the proposed
Helicopter Transport Services facility. The site is currently zoned Exclusive Farm Use
(EFU) and the proposed zone is Public (P). An airport use is a conditional use in the Public
zone. It has been determined the zone change from EFU to P does not result in an increase
in trip potential, so only the condition use application is addressed for conditions at
buildout of the site.

The Helicopter Transport Services facility is a repair station for the company’s helicopters.
The company’s helicopters are located around the world at different sites, and generally are
brought back to this maintenance facility once a year in the late fall for major overhaul and
repair during the winter months. After a several mnonth overhau! and repair, the helicopters,
pilot crews, mechanics, and fuel tank drivers, then return to service in the spring to
specific locations based on contract needs for firefighting services with the company’s
clients. Thus, the activities within the facility are all related to helicopter maintenance. In
addition, there is supporting administrative and management activities for the helicopter
maintenance operation.

During the fire season, which runs from May through October/November, only support
staff remain in the building, with an estimate of up to 30 employees working an §:00 am -
5:00 pm shift. During the off-season, running from November through April, employment
at the building will increase to up to 70 employees.

The site plan and access loeations are still in development. Access will be provided to Keil
Road, and will comply with Marion County access and spacing standards.

MAJOR FINDINGS

Trip generation estimates for the Helicopter Transport Services facility were prepared
using the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation, Land Use — 110 (General
Light Industrial) based on the anticipated peak seasonal 70 employees. A total of 211
daily, 34 AM peak hour and 36 PM peak hour trips are anticipated. Truck trips are
expected to be less than 30 per day.

The intersection of OR 551 with Ehlen Road does not currently meet ODOT standards of
vic 0.70, The addition of site trips does not decrease the v/c in the critical PM peak hour.
Improvements are planned, as noted in the Draft 2010-2013 STIP (key number 16121), to
include building teft turn lanes on Ehlen Road and a traffic separator to limit Boones Ferry
to right turns. The Marion County 2005 Rural Transportation Plan, Table 8-5 also
identifies improvements that are needed at the OR intersection.

The Airport Road/Ehlen Road intersection is expected to operate at a fevel of service “F”
in 2010 PM peak hour conditions regardless of site development, which is below Marion
County standards. AM peak hour operation would remain at leve] of service “C”. The City
of Aurora is considering adding a traffic signal at this intersection in their TSP.

HAPRC JECTS\ 2090040000\ WPNO90527-TIA dos 2
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Queuing calculations were prepared for the OR 551 intersections in accordance with ODOT
standards using SimTraffic software. The addition of trips from the proposed Helicopter
Transport Services facility has little impact on the anticipated queue lengths at the study
intersections. Long queues are currently experienced on the Ehlen Road ecastbound
approach to OR 551, cansed by the lack of a dedicated left turn lane. Both ODOT and
Marion County have identified the need for dedicated left turn lanes, which would address
the long queues currently occurring.

¥ Traffic signal warrants presented in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devises were
reviewed for the intersection of Ehlen Road with Airport Road, specifically Warrants 1 —
Eight Hour Vehicular Volume, 2 — Four Hour Vehicular Volume, and 3 — Peak Hour.
ODOT’s sixteen hour volumes were used as a basis for review of the eight and four hour
warrants. With the addition of site trips, Warrants 1 and 2 not met, and Warrant 3 is just
met. Based on this analysis, a traffic signal is not recommended at this time.

The need for right and Ieft turn lanes at the study area intersections was reviewed using
ODOT’s turn-lane criterion. Right turn volumes on OR 551 at Keil Road will not meet
ODOT’s Right Turn Lane Criterion for either AM or PM peak hours,.

No left turn lanes are provided on OR 551 at the intersection with Keil Road. Given the
high through volume on the highway, the left turn lane criterion is met with only 10 left
turns in an hour. The criterion is met with existing AM peak hour volumes, but not with
the PM peak hour volumes for the southbound left turn movement.

X~ The need for a left tnrn lane was also reviewed on Ehlen Road at the intersection with
Airport Road, where no turn lanes are currently provided. The ODOT left turn criterion is
met for both the Pre-Development AM and PM peak hour conditions.

A MITIGATION MEASURES PROPQOSED

With improvements already identified for the intersections of Ehlen Road with OR 551 and
Airport Road, and costs that would exceed the proportionate impacts of the Helicopter
Transport Services facility, it is recommended the project contribute a proportionate share
of planned improvements.

HAPROJECTSNZOR004000\WPNDPO527-TIA doc 3
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it. [NTRODUCTION

This transportation impact analysis has been prepared to support the proposed zone change
and Conditional Use Permit for the 126,000 square foot Helicopter Transport Services
facility in Aurora, Oregon. The site is currently zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) and the
proposed zone is Public (P). An airport use is a conditional use in the Public zone. The
subject area is bound by the Aurora Airport to the west, vacant land to the north, Keil
Road to the south, and Airport Road to the east. Figure 1 is a vicinity map indicating the
property location,

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The site is approximately 27,48 acres and is identified by Assessor’s Map Township 4
Range |W Section I1 Tax Lot 100 and Township 4 Range I W Section 12b Tax Lot 400.
There are currently two dwelling units on the property.

The Helicopter Transport Services facility is a repair station for the company’s helicopters.
The company’s helicopters are located around the world at different sites, and generally are
brought back to this maintenance facility once a year in the late fall (November) for major
overhaul and repair during the winter months. After a several month overhaul and repair,
the helicopters, pilot crews, mechanics, and fuel tank drivers, then return to service in the
spring {(April/May) to specific locations based on contract needs for firefighting services
with the company’s clients. Thus, the activities within the facility are all related to
helicopter maintenance. Such use generally includes airframe, rotor, engine, electronics,
and radio repair items. In addition, there is supporting administrative and management
activities for the helicopter maintenance operation.

During the fire season, which runs from May through October/November, only support
staff remain in the building, with an estimate of up to 30 employees working an 8:00 am -
5:00 pm shift, During the off-season, running from November through April, employment
at the building will increase to up to 70 employees.

Site access is proposed to Keil Road at several locations. The number and location of
access points will be refined based on site conditions and will comply with Marion County
access and spacing standards. Figure 2 attached is the preliminary site plan.

SCOPE OF REPORT

As identified in our March 17, 2009 scope letter to Marion County, the zone change from
EFU to P does not result in an increase in trip potential. For this reason, only the condition
use application is addressed for conditions at buildout of the site.

Due to the project location, both the Marion County and the Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT) have jurisdiction over certain study area intersections. Based on
the March 17, 2009 scope letter, May 14, 2000 trip generation letter and conversations
with County staff, the analysis study area includes the following intersections as well as
the site access to Keil Road:
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. OR 551/Keil Road
. OR 551/Ehlen Road

Marion County
. Airport Road/Keil Road
h Airport Road/Ehlen Road

Analysis was conducted for the AM and PM peak hour for the following scenarios:
. 2009 Existing

. 2010 Pre-Development

. 2010 Post-Development

All correspondence is included in the appendix.
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[tl, EXISTING CONDITIONS

TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES

The following summarizes the study area roadway classifications and descriptions:

TABLE 1 - ROADWAY CHARACTERISTICS
ODOTICit Posted | Travel | Bike | On-Street | ..
Roaduay CIassEﬂcaiiin Speed | Lanes | Lanes [ Parking Sidewalks
OR 551 Rural Arterial — Regional Hwy 50 2 No No No
Ehlen Road Arterial 35/55 2 No No No
Airport Road Maijor Collector 3565 | 2 No No - No
Keil Road Local Road 25 2 No No No

Currently, the OR 551/Ehlen Road intersection is signalized. The other mtersectlons are
stop controlled for the minor street approach.

Figure 3 illustrates study area intersection existing lane configurations and traffic controls.

EXISTING TRAFFIC COUNTS

Traffic volume data was either coliected at the study intersections between 7 AM - & AM
and 4 AM —~ 6 PM in April, 2009 or agency supplied. Sixteen hour counts for the
intersection of Ehlen Road/Airport Road were conducted by ODOT in 2008 and were used
in review of signal warrants for that intersection.

Turning movement counts for OR 551 were not conducted in the peak month (August);
therefore, a 3.2% seasonal volume adjustment was made using the 2008 Seasonal Trend
Table, in accordance with ODOT standards. Calculations and raw count data are included
in the appendix.

Figures 4A and 4B present 2009 intersection traffic volumes including the seasonally
adjusted volumes on QR 551,

PLANNED PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS

obor

The Draft 2010-2013 STIP (key number 16121) indicates improvements are scheduled to
begin in 2012 at the OR 551/Ehlen Road intersection. Identified improvements include
building left turn lanes on Ehlen Road and a traffic separator to limit Boones Ferry to right
turns.

Marion County

The Marion County 2005 Rural Transportation Plan, Table 8-5 also identifies
improvements are needed at the OR 551/Ehlen Road intersection. Potential improvements
may include “Left Turn Lane on Ehlen; possible realignment; possible naffzc signal at
Boones Ferry coordinated with State Hrghway signal”.
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City of Aurora

The City of Aurora is currently in the process of a TSP update with public hearings
scheduled for July 2009. According to City and County staff, a recommendation for a
signal at the Ehlen Road/Airport Road intersection is expected to be included in the TSP.

CRASH ANALYSIS

When evaluating relative intersection safety, consideration is given to the total number and
types of crashes occurring and the number of vehicles entering the intersection. This leads
to the concept known as “crash rate”, usually expressed in terms of the number of crashes
occurring per one million vehicles entering the intersection (mev). Intersections having a
crash rate less than 1.0/mev are generally considered relatively safe and with crash rates
higher than 1.0/mev, cons'iderati‘on may be given to correcting operational problems.

Crash data for the study area intersections were provided by the ODOT Crash Analysis and
Reporting Unit (CARU) for January 2003 through December 2007. The following table
represents calculated crash rates at the study intersections for the five-year data period.
Annual traffic entering the intersections was estimated by multiplying the average daily
traffic (ADT) entering the intersection by 365. ADT was estimated by multiplying the
intersection PM peak hour volumes by a factor of 10, which coincides with volumes found
in the 2007 Oregon State Flow Map.

TABLE 2 - CRASH DATA
Intersection 2004 1 2005 | 2006 { 2007 | 2008 | Total ; Crash Rate
OR 551/Keil. Road ‘ 2 5 1 4 1 13 0.72
OR 551/Ehlen Road 4 2 10 8 7 3 1.09
Airport Road/Keil Road 0 0 0 0 g 0 0.00
Airport Road/Ehlen Road 1 0 0 2 0 3 0.14

All study intersections have crash rates below the 1.0 mev threshold with the exception of
the OR 551/Ehlen Road intersection, with a crash rate of 1.09/MEV.

The OR 551/Ehlen Road intersection is currently listed in the ODOT Highway Safety
Improvement Program (HSIP) Top 5% Report. The report describes the problem as 43% of
crashes turning related, with angle and rear-end type crashes also. It noted the Boones
Ferry Road intersection approximately 260 feet to the west causing issues with back to
back left turns and traffic backing up through the highway. It lists potential remedies as
designated left turn lanes on Ehlen Road and a traffic separator restricting turn movements
to and from Boones Ferry Road. The Draft 2010-2013 STIP (key number 16121) indicates
improvements are scheduled to begin in 2012. A copy of the HSIP page is located in the
appendix.
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IV. PRE-DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS

IN-PROCESS TRAFFIC VOLUMES

In-process traffic volumes are generated by approved projects not yet complete at the time
of this analysis. County Staff has stated there are no significant in-process projects to be
included in the analysis.

BACKGROUND TRAFFIC GROWTH

Background growth is general traffic growth not related to-specific projects. These volumes
represent anticipated growth in the project area over the planning period. Individual
neighborhoods and streets may have higher growth rates in the short term, but the overall
growth rate is averaged over the planning period.

The background traffic growth rate was based on the Marion County Rural Transportation
Systems Plan (RTSP) and Automatic Traffic Recorder (ATR) 24-016 data. The RTSP,
Table 6-2, included in appendix, presents anticipated 2025 daily traffic volumes. Growth
rates for the study area roadways range from 1.8% to 2.5%.

ATR 24-016 is located 0.22 miles south of Ehlen Road on OR 551. Being near the study
area and on the major study area roadway, this ATR is a fair representation of traffic
growth in the area. The ATR data presents daily traffic volumes for years 1998-2007. The
10 year growth rate is 2.0% and the 5 year growth rate is 1.0%.

For the purposes of this study a conservative 2.5% growth rate was used for all future year
analyses. Figures 5SA and 5B illustrates one year of background traffic growth volumes for
the AM and PM peak hour.

PRE-DEVELOPMENT TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Pre-Development traffic volumes are the sum of existing traffic volumes and background
traffic growth, Figures 6 A and 6B presents the 2010 Pre-Development volumes in the AM
and PM peak hours.
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V. SITE DEVELOPMENT

TRIP GENERATION

The Helicopter Transport use is best categorized using Institute of Transportation
Engineers Trip Generation, Land Use — 110 (General Light Industrial). Based on the
anticipated operation for Helicopter Transport, it is more appropriate to estimate trips
based on employees than on building size. For purposes of this analysis, the higher winter
employee estimate has been used to provide a “worst case” scenario. Based on discussions
with County staff, average trip rates for the peak hour of the generator will be used in the
trip generation estimates. '

The anticipated trip generation is presented in the following table based on the number of
employees.

TABLE 3 - TRIP GENERATION -
Land Use {Code) | Employees | ADT AM Peak Hour | PM Peak Hour
Total | Enter | Exit | Total | Enter | Exit
Light Industrial (110} 70 2111 34 28 6 36 8 28

The proposed facility is anticipated to generate an additional 211 ADT, 34 AM and 36 PM
peak hour trips. Truck trips are expected to be less than 30 per day.

TRIP DISTRIBUTION AND TRAFFIC ASSIGNMENT

Trip distribution and traffic assignment were based on a review study arca traffic patterns
and engineering judgment. In general, 30% of site trips are anticipated to travel north on
OR 551, 10% south on OR 551, 20% both west and c¢ast on Ehlen Road, and 10% cast on
Arndt Road, Figures7A and 7B illustrate trip distribution and traffic assignment for the
AM and PM peak hours, respectively.

POST-DEVELOPMENT TRAFFIC VOLUMES
Post-Development traffic volumes are the sum of Pre-Development and proposed

development traffic volumes. Figures 8A and 8B illustrate the 2010 Post-Development
traffic volumes for the AM and PM peak hour, respectively.
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VI, INTERSECTION AND ROADWAY ANALYSIS

OPERATION ANALYSIS DESCRIPTION

Intersection operation characteristics are generally defined by two measurements: volume-
to-capacity (v/c) ratio and level-of-service (LOS). ODOT uses v/c ratio and the County
uses LOS and delay to determine intersection performance. Since both agencies have
' roadways within the project impact area, both measurements are included in the analysis.

V/¢ ratio is a measurement of capacity used by a given traffic movement for an entire
intersection, Tt is defined by the rate of traffic flow or traffic demand divided by the
theoretical capacity. Based on the 1999 Oregon Highway Plan (OHP), OR 551 is a Regional
Highway. The OHP requires a maximum v/c ratio of 0.70 be maintained on OR 551 at the
study area intersections.

LOS is a measure of the average control delay (in seconds) experienced by drivers at an
intersection and is described by a letter on the scale from ‘A’ to ‘F’. LOS ‘A’ represents
optimum operating conditions and minimum delay. LOS ‘F’ indicates over capacity
conditions causing unacceptable delay. LOS *D’ is considered the acceptable minimum by
Marion County (Marion County Department of Public Works Transportation Impact
Analysis (TIA) Requirements).

PEAK HOUR FACTOR

The peak hour factor (PHF) is used to determine the design hour flow rate and is defined as
the ratio of total hourly flow to the peak flow rate within the hour. For analyses contained
in this report, 15-minute time increments are used to measure intersection approach
volumes; therefore, the PHF is the total hourly volume of all approaches divided by 4 times
the peak 15-minute total approach volume. As roads approach capacity, their peak hour
factors approach 1.0.

PHFs were caleulated for all study area intersections. For the 2010 analysis year, PHFs
were assumed to remain consistent with existing 2009 PHFs, PHF calculations are included
on the volume summary sheet,

OPERATION ANALYSIS

Operation analysis was conducted for the AM and PM peak hours using Synchro software
and the Highway Capacity Manual Methodologies, and following ODOT’s Analysis
Procedures Manual. The following scenarios were analyzed:

» 2009 Existing
. 2010 Pre-Development
. 2010 Post-Development

In accordance with ODOT standards for areas outside the Portland MPO a saturation flow
rate of 1,750 passenger cars per hour of green per lane was used in the analysis. This is
consistent with Marion County’s standard of 1,800 unless justified by a measurement at
that location. :

Calculation results are summarized in the following tables. Calculation sheets from the
Synchro analysis are included in the appendix. '
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TABLE 4 - INTERSECTION OPERATIONS
Intersection Time Period E;ig,?i?xg PrE-Developmenztmlgost-Develo pment
OR 551Kl Roac B Toslonl o [srTos 5 [melom] <
OR 551/Ehen Roat |32 081 | o a1 083 0 |56 08|
pirport Road el Roat B 107 om | A Tios o] e [ttrTo1s A
pirpor RoadEflen Road (et 076 1 5o Faan |+ 560 0ot | 7
Kell Road/Site Access fﬁ\:\\j gg ggg AA

Signalized/Unsignalized Criteria: Delay-v/c-LOS (unsignalized vic reparted for the critical movement)

The Keil Road approach to OR 551 is anticipated to operate at a 0.36 v/c and a leve} of
service “E” with the addition of site trips. This is consistent with ODOT and Marion
County standards for an unsignalized intersection.

The OR 551/Ehlen Road intersection does not meet ODOT’s mobility standard of a 0.70
v/c, with an anticipated 0.83 in the PM peak hour pre-development scenario. The addition
of site trips does not change the v/c, so no mitigation is required with the project, Both
“ODOT and Marion County have identified that dedicated left turn lanes are needed at this
intersection to improve safety and capacity; identified on ODOT’s Draft 2010-2013 STIP .

The Airport Road/Keil Road intersection will continue to operate at a level of service “A”
with the addition of site trips.

The Airport Road/Ehlen Road intersection is expected to operate at a level of service “F”
in 2010 PM peak hour conditions regardiess of site development. AM peak hour operation
would remain at level of service “C”, The City of Aurora is considering adding a traffic
signal at this intersection in their TSP. The project is expected to add 15 PM peak hour
trips or a 1.3% increase over existing volumes.

For purposes of this analysis, one access was assumed to Keil Road. The number and
locations of site accesses has yet to be determined.

QUEUING ANALYSIS

Queuning calculations were prepared for the OR 551 intersections in accordance with ODOT
standards using SimTraffic software. The following table presents the queuing resulis at
each of the study intersections.
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TABLE 5 - QUEUE LENGTHS (FEET)

2009 2010

Intersection | Approach | Movement | Existing | Pre-Development | Post-Development
AM | PM AM PM AM PM

: EB L ThRt | 75 | 50 50 50 75 75
OR 551/ WB Lt Th,Rt | 25 | 75 50 75 50° 75
Keit Road NB Lt, ThyRt | 26 | 25 25 25 50 25
SB Lt 50 | 25 50 25 75 25

EB Lt Th,Rt | 975 | 2100 ] 1500 | 2025 1300 2150
wWB Lt Th, Rt | 375 | 300 550 300 300 275

Lt 125 ] 100 | 125 75 125 75

OR 551/ NB Th 350 | 275 | 375 575 425 275
Ehlen Road Rt 50 | 25 75 25 50 25

Lt 100 | 325 75 325 75 300

SB Th 1751 675 | 175 750 175 625

Rt 100 ] 200 | 100 200 100 200

Airport Road/ EB Lt, Rt 25 | 50 25 50 50 50
Keil Road NB Lt 25 0 0 0 0 0
Airport Road/ EB Th, Rt 75 | 75 75 50 100 75

Ehien Road SB | L4Rt 50 | 175 | 75 175 75 175

The addition of trips from the proposed Helicopter Transport Services facility has little
impact on the anticipated queue lengths at the study intersections. Long queues are
currently experienced on the Ehlen Road eastbound approach to OR 551, caused by the
lack of a dedicated left turn lane. Both ODOT and Marion County have identified the need
for dedicated Ieft turn lanes, which would address the long queues currently occurring.

SIGNAL WARRANT ANALYSIS

The City of Aurora is currently considering including a traffic signal at the intersection of
Ehlen Road with Airport Road in their TSP. Traffic signal warrants presented in the
Manual on Uniform Traffic Contro] Devises were reviewed for this intersection with the
post-development traffic volumes. Specifically, Warrants 1 — Eight Hour Vehicular
Volume, 2 — Four-Hour Vehicular Volume, and 3 — Peak Hour were reviewed.

For Warrant 1 — Eight Hour Vehicular Volume, ODOT’s 16 hour counts were used in the
review. The count was conducted in 2008, so two years of background growth were added
to the hourly volumes to estimate conditions in 2010, and 10 trips were added to both the
minor and major streets (this is a worst case estimate as only 15 PM peak hour trips are
added). The volume threshold is only met for three hours for both conditions A and B of
the warrant. This warrant is not met, as eight hours must meet the volume thresholds.

Warrant 2 - Four-Hour Vehicular Volume was also reviewed using ODOT’s 16 hour counts

and the addition of background growth and site traffic, As shown on the warrant figure in
the appendix, only three of the hours meet the volume standards. This warrant is not met.

HAPROJECTS\ 20704000 WPNORO527-TIA o ' 12




" Exhibit 4
599%581 of 862

The peak hour warrant was reviewed using PM peak hour volumes for the post-development
scenario. The warrant is just met as shown in the attached figure.

With Warrants 1 and 2 not met with development of the site trips, and Warrant 3 just met,
a signal is not recommended at this time.

Copies of the warrant worksheets and volume summaries are included in the appendix.

TURN LANE WARRANT ANALYSIS

The need for right and left turn lanes at the study area intersections was reviewed using
ODOT’s turn-lane criterion.

No right turn lane is currently provided on OR 551 at Keil Road northbound. With
development of the site, volumes will not meet ODOT’s Right Turn Lane Criterion for
either AM or PM peak hours. ODOT’s right turn figure is included in the appendix.

No left turn lanes are provided on OR 551 at the intersection with Keil Road. Given the
high through volume on the highway (over 900 AM and 1200 PM vehicles per hour in both
directions), the left turn lane criterion is met with only 10 left turns in an hour. Pre-
development conditions include 23 AM peak hour. The addition of site trips increases the
AM left turn volume to 29 trips. The PM volumes are only 6 left turns in the pre-
development scenario, and 8 feft turns with the addition of site trips. Only the AM peak
hour volume meets the L.eft Turn Lane Criterion.

The need for a léft turn lane was also reviewed on Ehlen Road at the intersection with
Airport Road, where no turn lanes are currently provided. The ODOT left turn criterion is
met for both the pre-development AM and PM peak'hour conditions.

PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE

None of the roadways within the study area have striped bike lanes or sidewalks. A paved
shoulder is currently provided on Ehlen Road.
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VIl. MITIGATION

The intersections of Bhlen Road with OR 551 and Airport Road currently do not meet
operating standards even without the proposed Helicopter Transport Services facility. The
project will add less than 2% to these intersections and have little impact above the pre-
development conditions. Both intersections have improvements identified, including a
traffic signal at Airport Road and dedicated left turn lanes at Ehlen Road. A warrant
analysis indicates a traffic signal is not needed with the addition of site trips.

Existing traffic volumes at the intersection of OR 551 meet ODOT’s teft turn criterion for
the AM peak hour. The site will add to the southbourd left turn movement increasing from
the existing 22 to 29 left turns.

Costs for all of the identified future improvements would 1iké1y exceed the proportionate

~impacts of the Helicopter Transport Services facility. Therefore, it is recommended that the
project contribute a proportionate share of planned improvements.
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VIIL SUMMARY

This transportation impact analysis has been prepared to support the proposed zone change
and Conditional Use Permit for the 126,000 square foot Helicopter Transport Services
facility in Aurora, Oregon. The site is currently zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) and the
proposed zone is Public (P). An airport use is a conditional use in the Public zone. The
27.48 acre site is bound by the Aurora Airport to the west, vacant land to the north, Keil
Road to the south, and Airport Road to the east. There are currently two dwelling units on
the property. ‘

As identified in our March 17, 2009 scope letter to Marion County, the zone change from
ETXU to P does not result in an increase in trip potential. For this reason, only the condition
use application is addressed for conditions at buildout of the site. Both Marion County and
the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) have jurisdiction over study area
intersections. This analysis addresses requirements of both jurisdictions. Analysis was
conducted for the AM and PM peak hour for the 2009 Existing, 2010 Pre-Development and
2010 Post-Development.

The Helicopter Transport Services facility is a repair station for the company’s helicopters.
The company’s helicopters are located around the world at different sites, and generally are
brought back to this maintenance facility once a year in the late fall for major overhaul and
repair during the winter months. After a several month overhaul and repair, the helicopters,
pilot crews, mechanics, and fuel tank drivers, then return to service in the spring to
specific locations based on contract needs for firefighting services with the company’s
clients. Thus, the activities within the facility are all related to helicopter maintenance. In -
addition, there is supporting administrative and management activities for the helicopter
maintenance operation, '

During the fire season which runs from May through October/November, only support staff
remain in the building, with an estimate of up to 30 employees working an 8:00 AM -5:00
PM shift. During the off-season, running from November through April, employment at the
building will increase to up to 70 employees.

The site plan and access locations are still in development. Access will be provided to Keil
Road, and will comply with Marion County access and spacing standards.

Traffic volume data was either collected at the study intersections between 7 AM —~ 9 AM
and 4 AM - 6 PM in April 2009, and sixteen hour counts for the intersection of Ehlen
Road/Airport Road were conducted by ODOT in 2008. A seasonal volume adjustment was
made to OR 551 volumes using the 2008 Seasonal Trend Table, in accordance with ODOT
standards. '

Improvements are planned at the OR 551/Ehlen Road intersection, as noted in the Draft

2010-2013 STIP (key number 16121), to include building left turn lanes on Ehlen Road and

a traffic separator to limit Boones Ferry to right turns. The Marion County 2005 Rural

Transportation Plan, Table 8-5 also identifies improvements are needed at the OR

551/Ehlen Road intersection. Potential improvements may include “Left Turn Lane on
Ehlen; possible realignment; possible traffic signal at Boones Ferry coordinated with

State Highway signal”. '

The City of Aurora is currently in the process of a TSP update with public hearings
scheduled for July 2009. According to City and County staff, a recommendation for a
signal at the Ehlen Road/Airport Road intersection is expected to be included in the TSP.
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Crash data for the study area intersections were reviewed to determine crash rates. Only the
intersection of OR 551 with Ehlen Road has a crash rate above 1.0 crashes per million
entering vehicles, as has been noted in the ODOT Highway Safety Improvement Program
(HSIP) Top 5% Report. The planned left turn improvements are expected to address the
high crash rate. '

Pre-deveiopment traffic conditions were estimated by adding one year of 2.5% background
growth to existing volumes. County staff has stated there are no significant in-process
projects to be included in the analysis.

Trip- generation estimates for the Helicopter Transport Services facility were prepared
using Institute of Transportation Engineers 7rip Generation, Land Use — 110 (General
Light Industrial) based on the anticipated peak seasonal 70 employees.

Based on discussions with County staff, average trip rates for the peak hour of the
generator will be used. A total of 211 daily, 34 AM peak hour and 36 PM peak hour trips
are anticipated. Truck trips are expected to be less than 30 per day.

Capacity calculations were prepared in accordance with ODOT standards using Synchro
software, which follows the Highway Capacity Manual methodologies.

The intersection of OR 551 with Ehlen Road does not currently meet ODOT standards of
.v/e 0.70, and the addition of site trips does not decrease the v/c in the critical PM peak
hour. Improvements have been identified for this intersection to include left turn lanes on
Ehlen Road.

The Airport Road/Ehlen Road intersection is expected to operate at a level of serviee “F”
in 2010 PM peak hour conditions regardless of site development, which is below Marion
County standards. AM peak hour operation would remain at level of service “C”. The City
of Aurora is considering adding a traffic signal at this intersection in their TSP,

Queuing calculations were prepared for the OR 551 intersections in accordance with ODOT
standards using SimTraffic software. The addition of trips from the proposed Helicopter
Transport Services facility has little impact on the anticipated queue lengths at the study
intersections. Long queues are currently experienced on the Ehlen Road eastbound
approach to OR 551, caused by the lack of a dedicated left turn lane. Both ODOT and
Marion County have identified the need for dedicated left turn lanes, which would address
the long queues currently occurring.

Traffic signal warrants presented in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devises were
reviewed for the intersection of Ehlen Road with Airport Road, specifically Warrants [ —
Eight Hour Vehicular Volume, 2 — Four-Hour Vehicular Volume, and 3 - Peak Hour.
ODOT’s sixteen hour volumes were used as a basis for review of the eight and four hour
warrants. With the addition of site trips, Warrants 1 and 2 not met, and Warrant 3 is just
met. Based on this analysis, a traffic signal is not recommended at this time,

The need for right and left turn lanes at the study area intersections was reviewed using

ODOT’s turn-lane criterion. Right turn volumes on OR 551 at Keil Road will not meet
ODOT’s Right Turn Lane Criterion for either AM or PM peak hours.
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No left turn lanes are provided on OR 551 at the intersection with Keil Road. Given the
high through volume on the highway, the left turn lane criterion is met with only 10 left
turns in an hour. The criterion is met with existing AM peak hour volumes, but not with
the PM peak hour volumes for the southbound left turn movement,

The need for a left turn lane was also reviewed on Ehlen Road at the intersection with
Airport Road, where no turn lanes are currently provided. The ODOT left turn criterion is
met for both the pre-development AM and PM peak hour conditions.

With improvements already identified for the intersections of Ehlen Road with OR 551 and
Airport Road, and costs that would exceed the proportionate impacts of the Helicopter
Transport Services facility, it is recommended the project contribute a proportionate share
of planned improvements.
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iX. APPENDIX
A. Figures
B. Traffic Count Summaries
C. Crash Data
D. Background Growth
E. Capacity Calculations

F.  Queuing Calculations
G. Warrant Analysis
H. Marion County and ODOT Scoping
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TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

This study evaluates the transportation impacts for the proposed Fred Meyer development located on the
northeast corner of Boones Ferry Road and Bailey Street in the City of Wilsonville, Oregon. It also
recommends mitigation measures to offset the impacts.

The currently proposed development includes a 155,881 square-foot Fred Meyer building (which includes
the Fred Meyer store as well as 10,100 square feet of additional tenant space’), six other buildings (which
include 50,879 square feet of retail/office use and a 3,316 square-foot restaurant), and 60 residential
apartment units.” The site has four access points to the public street system: two on SW Boones Ferry
Road and two on SW Bailey Street.

The study area for the project is shown in Figure I and was determined based on discussions with City
staff. Within the study area, there are seven study intersections where traffic operations are analyzed:

o Boones Feiry Road/Wilsonville Road

¢ I-5 Southbound Ramps/Wilsonville Road

e [-5 Northbound Ramps/Wilsonville Road

s Town Center Loop West/Wilsonville Road

» Boones Ferry Road/Fred Meyer notth access
¢ Boones Ferry Road/Fred Meyer south access

¢ Boones Ferry Road/Bailey Street

Project traffic impacts were evaluated at the study intersections for the weekday PM peak hour. The
impact analysis includes trip generation, trip distribution, PM peak hour project trips through the two City
of Wilsonville I-5 interchange areas, and future traffic operating conditions. The analysis also accounts
for developments in the area that have Stage Il approval, including those under construction but not yet
occupied. Recommended mitigations are then described and analyzed. Included in the mitigations section
of Chapter 3 is a conceptual cross-section layout for Boones Ferry Road between Bailey Road and
Wilsonville Road (see Figure 5). '

Other issues addressed in this report include Saturday peak hour safety analysis and a project site
evaluation (which addresses access location and spacing), sight distance, project frontage adjustments,
traffic signal warrants, internal circulation, and parking. At the end of the report, a summary is presented
of the recommended transportation mitigation measures that are expected to offset the negative
transportation impacts of future traffic growth,

Table 1 lists important characteristics of the study area and proposed project.

! “Fenant space within a Fred Meyer building is typicatly occupicd by businesses providing additional goods or services, such as
coffee shops or banks.
2 Enail from Christine McKelvey, Group Mackenzic, July 2, 2008.

Fred Meyer Transportation Impact Study August 2008
City of Wilsonville 1 P08§015-009-000




Exhibit 4

Page 588 of 862

WILSONVILLE RD )
=
-q‘:
5 S
o
Lowrles =
Markeiplace
-]
3
g
g e
g BAILEY ST
0y
o
& S
5TH_ ST iy
%) = o
g4 g o
S 3 &
[F Iy
@ S
LEGEND DKS Associates

1 0 - Study [ntersection & Number
=~===== - Proposed Fred Meyer Driveway
——-— - Existing Lowries Driveway

==t - Existing Oriveway to be Removed

TRANSPORTATION S0iUTIAKS

D

NOSCALE

STUDY AREA




Exhibit 4
Page 589 of 862



Exhibit 4
Page 590 of 862

DKS Associates

TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS

The study intersection operating conditions (assuming the existing roadway network) for the “Existing,”
“Existing plus Stage II,” and “Existing plus Project plus Stage II” scenarios are listed in Table 2. Under
existing conditions, all study intersections meet the City of Wilsonville LOS “D” standard and the Oregon
Department of Traasportation (ODOT) 0.99 volume-to-capacity (V/C) standard during the PM peak hour.
With the addition of stage II traffic, both northbound and southbound ramps exceed operating standards.
When project traffic is also added, all four study intersections on Wilsonville Road exceed operating
standards. In addition, the two Fred Meyer development accesses on Boones Ferry Road operate below
desired levels,

TABLE 2: Study Intersection Operating Conditions (PM Peak Hour

Signalized
Boones Ferry Rd / LOSD 36.0 D 0.77 | 44.5 D 0.89 | >80 E >1.0
Wilsonville Rd
[-5 SB Ramps / LOS D, 36.1 D 0.90 { 791 E >1.0 | >80 E >1.0
Wilsonville Rd 0.99VIC
[-5 NB Ramps / LOS D, 37.2 D 091 | 70.9 E >1, >80 E >1.0
Wilsonville Rd 0.99VIC
Town Center Loop W/ LOSD 377 D 0.80 | 51.2 D 0.94 | 56.2 E 0.97
Wilsonvitle Rd
Unsignalized
Boones Ferry Rd / - 127 AB 013 | 139 AB 018 | =50 AF >1.0
North Project Access
Boones Ferry Rd / - 119 AB 014 | 124 AB 015 | »50 AF 071
South Project Accass
Boones Ferry Rd / LOSD 109 AB 006|118 AB 006 | 138 AB 012
Bailey St
Signalized intersections: Unsignalized intersections:
Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle {sec) Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) at
for All Movements Worst Movement
LOS = Level of Service of Intersection LOS = Level of Service of Major Street/Minor Street
VIC = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of Intersection V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of Worst Movement
Bold Underlined values do not meet standards. Bold Underlined values do not meet standards.

Planned Wilsonville Road Improvements

Due to capacity constraints at the [-5/Wilsonville Road interchange, improvements are planned that will
provide additional capacity along Wilsonville Road between Boones Ferry Road and Town Center Loop
West. Recently, the City has signed an intergovernmental agreement to construct the first phase of
improvements, which will consist of a Wilsonville Road 6-lane enhanced alternative that focuses on ramp
improveinents and on adjustments to intersection lane configurations.

For the four study intersections on the Wilsonville Road cotridor, a Synchro™ model of the improved
Wilsonville Road cross-section was used to analyze intersection operating conditions for each of the three

Fred Meyer Transportation Impact Study August 2008
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future PM peak hour traffic scenarios (i.c., “Existing plus Project”, “Existing plus Stage 2”, and “Existing
plus Project plus Stage 2”). The results of the analysis are listed in Table 3. As shown in the table, all four
study intersections on Wilsonville Road comply with the City of Wilsonville LOS D operating standard
for each of the three scenarios. The two I-5 ramps also meet the Oregon Department of Transportation
(ODOT) 0.99 volume-to-capacity (V/C} standard.

TABLE 3: Future Operating Conditions of Wilsonville Road Intersections with Six-Lane
Enhanced Alternative Improvements (PM Peak Hour)

ti -8
Signalized
Boones Ferry Rd / LOSD 377 D 066 | 31.1 C 0.67 | 393 D 0.75
Wilsonville Rd
I-56 SB Ramps / LOS D 206 C 064 | 22.0 C 072 | 227 C 0.76
Wilsonville Rd
I-5 NB Ramps / LOS D 229 C 0.64 | 236 C 0.74 | 247 c 0.78
Wilsonvilie Rd
Town Center Loop W/ LOS D 357 D 065 | 40.3 D 075 | 43.2 D 0.78
Wilsonviile Rd
Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) VIC = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of Intersection
LOS = Level of Service of Intersection Bold Underlined values do not meet standards.

Project Impact Mitigations

To mitigate impacts at the north and south project accesses onto Boones Ferry Road, three Boones Ferry
Road site frontage improvements are needed (these are in addition to the planned improvements to
Boones Ferry Road that are shown on the Fred Meyer site plan):

» At the north Fred Meyer access, install a median along Boones Ferry Road to restrict movements
to right-in/right-out for both the Lowries Marketplace and Fred Meyer developments; this will
increase safety by removing turn lane needs at this access and will provide for better traffic flow
(i.e. queuing spillback that impact Wilsonville Road). It will also accommodate turn lane
placement and storage needs for the Boones Ferry Road/Wilsonville Road intersection’s
northbound approach traffic. Also, if desired, the north Fred Meyer access may be converted to a
right-out only driveway and narrowed to one lane, which would allow additional space on the
project site that could be used to increase a building pad size, the number of parking stalls, etc.

¢ Between the north and south Fred Meyer accesses, extend the second northbound through lane
(which becomes a right turn lane at the Wilsonville Road intersection} to ensure approximately
600 feet of storage is provided for the northbound right turn lane at Wilsonville Road. This
distance meets the short-term Fred Meyer needs and the long-term 20-year Wilsonville Road
Interchange design needs.

¢ At the south Fred Meyer access, install a traffic signal to facilitate egress movements from the

Lowries and Fred Meyer developments. There should also be two egress lanes (i.e., a right turn
lane and a through-left lane). It is expected that warrants will be met in the near future due to the

Fred Meyer Transportation Inpact Study August 2008
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addition of nearby developments. Installing the traffic signal with the Boones Ferry Road
improvements will assure continuity between the improvements and the traffic signal
construction. The signal should be coordinated with the Boones Ferry Road/Wilsonville Road
signal. To enable the coordination, interconnect conduit and cable will need to be instalied

between the signals.

A conceptual layout of Boones Ferry Road that shows all improvements and mitigations is presented in
Figure 5, which can be found in Chapter 3: Impact Analysis. The mitigated analysis results are listed in
Table 4 for the north Fred Meyer access and the Boones Ferry Road/Bailey Street intersection and in
Table 5 for both traffic control options at the south access (i.e., a traffic signal and four-way stop controf).
As shown in the tables, the three intersections have good operation levels and the two traffic control
options for the south access are comparable to one another. The main benefits from the installation of the
traffic signal are the ability to service platoon flow from the Boones Ferry Road/Wilsonville Road
intersection and increased future capacity that will be available.

TABLE 4: Boones Ferry Road Mitigated Future Operating Conditions (PM Peak Hour)

tage [i + Miti

Unsignalized — Two-way Stop Control
Boones Ferry Rd / North Project Access -

LOSD

Boones Ferry Rd / Bailey St

0.41
0.15

A/B
A/C

13.8
17.0

Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) at
Worst Movement
LOS = Levet of Service of Major Street/Minor Street

V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of Worst Movement
Bold Underlined values do not meet standards.

TABLE 5: South Project Access Mitigated Future Operating Conditions (PM Peak Hour)

ing it

Signalized (Option 1)
Four-way Stop Control {Option 2)

0.49
0.75

22.0 Cc
20.1 c

Delay = Average Stopped Detfay per Vehicle {(sec)
for All Movements
LOS = Level of Service of Intersection

VIC = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of intersection
Bold Underlined values do not meet standards.

Additional Project Oriented Transportation Mitigations
In addition to the Boones Ferry Road itigations, the following project related measures would typically
be required as conditions of approval if the project were approved:

Fred Meyer Transportation Impact Study
City of Wilsonville 6
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Site Accesses

¢ The south Fred Meyer access on Boones Ferry Road should be aligned with the south Lowries
Marketplace driveway (i.e., near Albertsons). In addition, regarding the Fred Meyer accesses on
Bailey Street, the east access should be aligned with the driveway on the south side of the street
and the west access should be located in a manner that it does not create conflicting turn
movements with any nearby driveways on the south side of the street.

e The radius for the right-out movement at the north access on Boones Ferry Road should be
designed to allow trucks to perform a right turn without encroaching on neighboring lanes,

Intersection Alignment

s Improvements to the Boones Ferry Road/Bailey Street intersection should be constructed to
ensure that the east and west legs of Bailey Street are properly aligned {these legs currently are
offset).

Sight Distance

e Ali proposed site driveways should meet American Association of State Highway and
Transpottation Officials (AASHTO) sight distance requirements®, and prior to occupancy, sight
distance at the access points will need to be verified, documented, and stamped by a registered
professional Civil or Traffic Engineer licensed in the State of Oregon.

e The sight triangle at each driveway should be clear of objects (large signs, landscaping, parked
cars, etc.) that could potentially limit vehicle sight distance.

Boones Ferry Road Adjustments

o The Fred Meyer development site frontage will require adjustments to accormnodate the
increased cross-section on Boones Ferry Road (as shown in Figure 5, which is found in Chapter
3: Impact Analysis). Adjustments at the southwest corner of the site may also be needed to ensure
that the east and west legs of the Boones Ferry Road/Bailey Street intersection are properly
aligned (currently, these legs are offset). Because the site plan does not show the curb locations
on the west side of Boones Ferry Road or south side of Bailey Street, it is not clear what exact
adjustments are nceded.

Internal Circulation

e Site plan changes are recommended to convert the south access into the main access, One
optional method for making the conversion is presented in Figure 8 (found in Chapter 5: Site
Evaluation), which shows two conceptual changes: (1) realigning the internal roadways so that
priority is given to vehicles coming and going to the south access and (2) installing four-way
stop-control at the internal intersection near the south access.

¢ The site plan is not clear in the vicinity of the buildings, but it appears that the site would provide
adequate pedestrian circulation. It should be ensured that the site indeed provides pedestrian
access to the buildings and to the nearby crosswalks and paths (in particular, to the paths on the
north side of the site that connect to Wilsonville Road).

¢ Allsidewalks within the site should conform to ADA requirements.”

* Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, AASHTO, 2004; Case B1, p. 661.
* ADA Accessibility Guidelines for Buildings and Facilities, Department of Justice, January 1998,

Fred Meyer Transportation Impact Study August 2008
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Traffic Signal Warrants

+ Though signal warrants are not met at any unsignalized study intersection for the “Existing plus
Project plus Stage II” scenario, it was determined that the peak hour warrant will be met in the
near future at the south Fred Meyer access; therefore, a traffic signal should be installed in
conjunction with the Fred Meyer development. This will assure continuity between the Boones
Feriy Road improvements and the traffic signal construction. The signal should be coordinated
with the Boones Ferry Road/Wilsonville Road signal. To enable the coordination, interconnect
conduit and cable will need to be instailed between the signals.

Parking

o The proposed site provides only 885 parking stalls. This is not sufficient to meet City of
Wilsonville code requirements, which specifies that a minimum of 962 stalls should be provided
(based on the types of uses and the total building square footage of each use). During peak
parking periods (such as holiday shopping periods), not meeting code requirements may cause
parking demaad to exceed the number of available stalls and oblige vehicles to park in adjacent
commercial and/or residential areas; therefore, either 962 parking stails should be provided to
reduce potential off site parking impacts or a parking management plan should be prepared
outlining how peak parking demand needs shall be met.

e The 138 bicycle parking spaces meet City code requirements and should be distributed
throughout the development and should be located near building entrances in order to provide
convenient access to each building.

Fred Meyer Transportation Impact Study August 2008
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PFB15. Sidewalks and pedestrian linkages shall be in compliance with the ADA Accessibility
Guidelines (ADAAGQG), as amended in 2004, and the 2005 Draft Public Rights-of-Way
Accessibility Guidelines,

PFB16. Prior to the City issuing a construction permit, the applicant shall submit the sanitary sewer
construction plans to the Department of Environmental Quality for review and approval.

PFB17. No surcharging of sanitary or storm water manholes is allowed.

PEB18. The project shall connect to an existing manhole or instail a manhole at each connection point
' to the public storm system and sanitary sewer system,

PFB19. A City approved energy dissipation device shali be mstalled at all proposed storm system
outfalls. Storm outfall facilitics shall be designed and constructed in conformance with the
Public Works Standards,

PFB20. The applicant shall provide a ‘stamped’ engineering plan and supporting information that
shows the proposed street light locations meet the appropriate AASHTO lighting standards
for all proposed streets and pedestrian alleyways.

PFB21. All required pavement markings, in conformance with the Transportation Systeins Plan and
the Bike and Pedestrian Master Plan, shall be completed in conjunction with any conditioned
street improvements.

PFB22. The proposed site plan and tandscape plan shali depict adequate sight distance at all project
driveways. The applicant shall maintain all landscaping to ensure that it does not interfere
with adequate sight distance requirements at any project driveway.

PFB23. Access requirements, including sight distance, shall conform to the City's Transportation
Systems Plan (TSP) and be approved by the City Engineer.

PFB24. Applicant shall design interior streets and aisles to meet specifications of Tualatin Valley
Fire & Rescue, Allied Waste Management (United Disposal) and South Metro Area Regional
Transit (SMART) for access and use of their vehicles.

Specific Comments:

PFB25. At the request of Staff, DKS Associates completed a Transportation Impact Study (TIS)
dated November 22, 2004, This study looked at a 166,887 s.f. Fred Meyer store with
additional 9,000 s.f, of retail pads and a 6,000 s.f. restaurant; total proposed development of
182,000 s.f.. At the request of staff, a new TIS was completed by DKS dated August 19,
2008. This new study looked at a 165,981 s.f. Fred Meyer building with an additional 51,879
s.L. of retail/office pads, a 3,316 s.f. restaurant and 60 residential apartment units; total
proposed development of 221,176 s.f. plus 60 residential apartments. The applicant's traffic
consultant has suggested a different methodology for calculating trips. Pursuant to the DKS
study, the project is estimated to generate the following traffic impacts.

Estimated Weekday PM Peak Hour Trips 1,255
Estimated Weekday PM Peak Hour Trips 768
Through Wilsonville Road Interchange Area

Allowing for grandfathered trips from U.S. Bank and the demolished gas station, as well as
accounting for pass-by trips and internal frips, the project is hereby limited to no more than
the following impacts. :

Estimated Net New Weekday PM Peak Hour Trips 728
Estimated Weekday Net New PM Peak Hour Trips 612
Through Wilsonville Road Interchange Area

PFB26. Applicant shall dedicate to the City sufficient rights-of-way along frontage on Boones Ferry
Road to allow construction of the roadway sections as shown in Figure 5 of the DKS TIS

Wilsonvilie Fred Meyer Old Town Square Adopted Conditions of Approval - . Page 5 0f 20
Ordinance No. 657 and Resolution No. 157
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report and from material submitted by the Old Town Square development team, specifically:

From Wiisonville Road to north access driveway: 5-lane section (12-ft travel lanes and 14-fi
northbound left turn lane with minimum 5-ft landscape inedian/pedestrian refuge) with two
5-ft bike lanes and on east side from back of rainwater flow-through planter a minimum 10-ft
sidewalk/landscape area,

From north access driveway to south access driveway: 4-lane section (12-ft travel lanes and
14-ft southbound left turn lane with minimum 5-ft landscape median/pedestrian refuge), with
two 5-ft bike lanes, and on east side from back of ramwater flow-tlirough planter a minimumn
10-ft sidewalk/landscape area.

From south access driveway to Bailey Street: 3-lane section (12-foot travel lanes with 14-ft
northbound and southbound left turn lanes with minimum 5-ft landscape median/ pedestrian
refuge), with two 5-ft bike lanes, and on east side from back of curb a 10-ft
sidewalk/landscape area. '

PFB27.

Applicant shall dedicate to ODOT/City of Wilsonville sufficient rights-of-way along
frontage on Wilsonville Road to allow construction of a second westbound 14-ft lefi turn
lane and a third eastbound 12-ft travel lane, and froin back of curb a 12-ft wide
sidewalk/landscape area.

PFB28,

Applicant shall dedicate to the City sufficient rights-of-way along frontage on Bailey Street
to allow construction of the roadway section as shown in material submitfed by the Old
Town Square development team and from back of curb a 5-ft wide sidewalk area,

PFB29,

On Bailey Street, left turn pockets shall meet recommended lengths as determined by DKS
Associates and approved by the City. Center lane areas not required for queue lengths shail
be constructed as landscape medians,

PFB30.

Applicant shall provide sufficient PUE to allow the franchise utilities to construct necessary
iinprovements, including installation of vaults, peds, conduit, and/or other facilities needed.
Applicant shall coordinate on-site fandscaping and pedestrian areas to incorporate the
franchise utility improvements, The City will allow PGE to have conduit and cable in the
easternmost 4 feet of the proposed Boones Ferry Road right-of-way.

PFB31.

Access to public rights-of-way shall be limited to the two proposed driveways on Boones
Ferry Road and the two proposed driveways on Bailey Street. Proposed southern access
driveway to Boones Ferry Road shall align centerlines with driveway on opposite side of
roadway. Proposed eastern driveway to Bailey Street shall align centerlines with driveway
on opposite side of the roadway.

PFB32.

The northern access driveway to Boones Ferry Road shall be limited to right-in / right out
traffic movement only. The other three proposed driveways are allowed to have full turning
ACCess.

PFB33.

Applicant shall place adequate signage at the north and south access driveways on Boones
Ferry Road to indicate the truck turning movements and prohibited movements as shown on -
submitted material. -

PFB34,

The northiern access driveway to Boones Ferry Road shail be desighed with a sufficient radius
to allow egress by WB65 trucks with limited impact on the middle travel lane and no impact
on adjacent pedestrian sidewalks.

PFB35.

At the eastern access driveway to Bailey Street, material submitted indicates ingress tuming
movements for WB-65 trucks and.buses are made from the through travel lane and not the
left turn lane, and even so the movements are shown to conflict with the egress left turn Iane.
Applicant shall redesign this entrance so as to eliminate these conflicts and turning
movements are made in a legal manner consistent with the Oregon Vehicular Code,

Wilsonviltle Fred Meyer Old Town Square Adopted Conditions of Approval Page 6 of 20
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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.

Aurora State Airport - Master Plan Update
PAC Meeting #3 & Public Workshop Summary Page |1
March 10, 2011
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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 |-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.

Aurora State Airport - Master Plan Update
PAC Meeting #3 & Public Workshop Summary Page [2
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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:

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

e Comments received from the PAC previously were addressed

e 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.

Aurora State Airport - Master Plan Update
PAC Meeting #3 & Public Workshop Summary

March 10, 2011
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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 v