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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: :
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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 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




Exhibit 4
Page 539 of 862

Appendix J:
TRAFFIC ANALYSIS

Airport Master Plan Update

Aurora State Airport
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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
SERVICES

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
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T503.224.9560 | F 503,228.1285 | www.grpmack.com
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G R TRANSPORTATION

N Z I£ ' IMPACT ANALYSIS

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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“MACKENZIE

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




Exhibit 4
\Paqeﬁ 572 of 862 .

iR

‘H?;KEHZlE;'

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:

HAPROJECTSNZG2004000\ WPNDROS27-TIA dloc 4
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oDoT ,
. 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.
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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
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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
City of Wilsonville 5 P08015-009-000
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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



Exhibit 4
Page 599 of 862

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 various comparative elements within the alternatives:

e Airport Reference Code (ARC)

e Runway length and strength

e Instrument approach capability

e Hangar/tiedown locations

e (Cargo apron location

e Fuel tank location

e Ajr traffic control tower (ATCT)

e Aurora Rural Fire Protection District Facility

Approximately 40 developable acres are needed to meet the forecasted demand for the activity at
Aurora. Currently ODA has about 9 acres of developable land. Development necessary for precision
approach path indicators, a cargo apron, helicopter parking, vehicle parking and some additional
hangars would be built on state-owned property. In all of the build alternatives, the adjacent church
camp property (16 acres) is shown to be suitable for hangars and related development.

e No-build Alternative: The no-build alternative is ARC B-1l. An air traffic control tower (ATCT) will
still be constructed in this option, but a location has not yet been identified. The runway length
would remain at its current length of (5,004 feet). Instrument approach capability does not
change. The approach criteria minimums remain not lower than 1 statute mile. (The Runway
Protection Zone (RPZ) at the end of each runway correlates to the approach minima). The
pavement strength would remain the same (45,000 pounds dual-wheel gear).

While the no-build alternative is essentially a do nothing option, it does not mean that there
would be no financial impact to the airport. Most prominently, there would still be a cost
associated with maintaining the current pavement and facilities.

e Build Alternative 1: — Alternative 1 is also ARC B-Il and includes a 600 foot runway extension.
The southern RPZ would extend south of Keil Road and an aviation easement would be sought.
The northern RPZ would encroach into Columbia helicopters. The majority of state-owned
property would be developed as hangars in this option. The state has identified three various
alternatives for the location of the air traffic control tower. This alternative includes a fire
station facility near the control tower. The air traffic control tower would be located midfield on
the east side. Two helipads would also be built on public property. No cargo apron is included
in this build alternative. Instrument approach capability does not change although the visual
glide slope indicators would be upgraded to precision approach path indicators. The pavement
would be strengthened to 60,000 pounds (dual-wheel gear). The fuelling tank would be
relocated to the south of Aurora Aviation.
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e Build Alternative 2 — Alternative 2 increases design standards to ARC C-Il. The approach minima
are greater and extend RPZs further off of airport property; requiring additional easements or
land acquisition. There are further impacts to Columbia Helicopters. This alternative has a fairly
equal split between development of tiedown facilities and cargo aprons. The helicopter parking
pads are same as in build alternative 1. The fuel facility is located near the cargo apron,
northeast of Aurora Aviation. The fire station would be located near the current water
suppression system, and the air traffic control tower is located near the center of the airport.
The pavement would be strengthened to 60,000 pounds (dual-wheel gear). The runway and
parallel taxiway would be extended to the south by 1,000 feet, which would require the closure
of Keil Road (total runway length of 6,004 feet).

e Build Alternative 3 — Alternative 3 also increases design standards to ARC C-ll and shows a
precision approach. The precision approach was something a lot of pilots requested during the
goals and issues identification phase. There is no runway extension included in this alternative
and RPZs increase significantly. The high voltage power lines would have to be relocated or put
underground. The pavement strength remains the same. The helicopter operations areas are
located north of the current cargo apron. The air traffic control tower is located closer to the
north end and farther from the runway than in the other two build alternatives. The Fire
District’s building is located east of the fire suppression system. The fuel tanks would be located
at the south end of state-owned property and the cargo aprons would be centrally located on
state-owned property.

Steve Hurst asked if the no build option would include an air traffic control tower. Sarah clarified that
the control tower is a committed project and would be built regardless, since it’s already funded.

Noise: Casey Storey explained the type of noise model used and that it looked at saturated noise vs.
point in time noise. He said the model accounts for more disturbances by night time noise vs. daytime
noise. Casey went on to explain that they looked at the flight paths from this year and the aircraft type
and mapped where those types of aircraft will fly. The flight tracks reflect the current noise abatement
flight patterns and departure procedures. Casey noted that based upon the FAA criteria, residential land
use is not considered compatible within the 65 dBA (average decibel) contour. Casey reviewed the
noise projections for each of the proposed alternatives:
e All 2020 alternatives have the same type of and quantity of aircraft and show an increase in
noise over time.
e Build Alternative 1 shows a slight bulge/increase in noise to the north due to the expanded
runway.
e Build Alternative 2 contours shift south, due to the proposed southern extension to Runway 35.
e Build Alternative 3 contours remain the same as the 2020 No Build Alternative contours, since
the runway configuration would not change.

Steve Hurst asked about the maps for the noise and confirmed whether or not alternative 2 was
supposed show 2010 or 2020. Casey confirmed that it should have reflected 2020 and that this was a

typo.

Tony Holt asked if this assumes the traffic control tower is built. Casey replied that it did not.
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Mitch Swecker added that an instrument departure would be recommended for departures as well as
certain flight patterns designed to keep the aircraft away from the Charbonneau area.

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

Sarah explained that there are currently noise abatement procedures in place at the airport. Instrument
procedures for northward departures are expected to be approved by the FAA in the fall. These
procedures are in line with the current recommended noise abatement procedures for northward
departures.

Tony said that he was aware of that but many operators don’t pay attention to the noise abatement
procedures and he asked if other flight paths were factored into the model. Casey responded that yes,
they were taken into account.

Nick Kaiser said that the decibels don’t change much between the alternatives and he asked if there
were things that affected that. Casey explained that there is some shift based on the type of aircraft
since there will be more jets in the future.

A member of the public asked what is happening to noise abatement around Aurora. Mitch replied that
they’ve tried to change the flight pattern to avoid flights over Aurora and planes should depart to the
south around Aurora.

Bruce Bennett said that he was involved with the FAA during the time they designed the airport
departures/flight pattern and that they were designed to avoid Aurora.

Rainse explained that the preferred alternative would be presented to the Oregon Aviation Board later
this month and then again in April for their concurrence. Chris said that he will send information out to
the public about the meetings with the State.

Nick asked about the comment period for the draft alternatives. Chris said that there will be a two week
comment period prior to the presentation to the Oregon Aviation Board.

Public Workshop

Vaughn reviewed the format for the public workshop and explained there would be 45 minutes for the
public and the PAC to interact with staff to ask questions and review information about the draft
alternatives. He recommended that participants take a comment form in order to review information
and formulate their questions and comments. Vaughn suggested that participants think about the
issues that need to be identified or considered when developing the preferred alternative. He said that
the group will come back together after the workshop and the feedback heard will be discussed with the
PAC for 30 minutes, then there will be time for public comment. If necessary, the public comment time
would be extended and each person will be given a couple of minutes to provide testimony.

After the 45 minute public workshop, Vaughn reconvened the PAC session. He said he hoped that
everyone had an opportunity to ask questions and obtain information from staff and PAC members.
Vaughn explained that the PAC would now have the opportunity to discuss the draft alternatives and
give input on the direction for the preferred alternative.

Aurora State Airport - Master Plan Update
PAC Meeting #3 & Public Workshop Summary Page [6
March 10, 2011



Exhibit 4
Page 604 of 862

To start off the discussion on the preferred alternatives Sylvia Ciborowski and Adrienne DeDona
reported out on the group discussion during the work session related to noise impacts and the draft
alternatives. The following is a summary of the comments collected on flip charts at each of the
information stations:

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

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

I’'m concerned about the impact of the RPZ on off-airport properties (alternatives 2 and 3)
There needs to be consideration for the economic feasibility. There is no way this will pencil out
economically. It will result in greater revenue from gas sales, but this will never cover the huge
expenditure.

I’'m concerned about the impacts/development on the best farmland in the world. This
farmland is more important for the future of food production than to pave over it.

Currently the flight plan/pattern is not followed, especially at night. Planes fly right over houses
and shake the windows. Concerned about the future safety and who disciplines pilots who fly in
no flight zones.

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

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

The Run-up area is too close to hangars and private property (condo association) in Alternative
2. I'm concerned about the safety of this situation and the dust flying up in the area.

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

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

I’'m an airport user with five planes stationed in two hangars at Aurora. | prefer Alternative 1
with the 600 foot extension and ARC C-II.

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

| have a concern about fumes from jets on people. The wind blows fumes into residential areas.
The no-build option is no good because it does not have a fire facility. If we have a tower, we
need a fire facility.

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

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

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

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

Use displaced thresholds as a last resort. Sarah L. explained that a displaced threshold could be
done to gain runway length for takeoff. The runway could be extended, but a displaced
threshold, where aircraft land, would not be placed at the end of the extended runway
pavement. The runway pavement behind the threshold could be used for takeoff, but not for
landing. . .

The Tower will enforce flight patterns (to reduce noise impacts to area neighborhoods) by
keeping in contact with pilots by radio.

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

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

e  Where is the money/funding for the project coming from? The Runway is already long enough.
Enough money has already been spent on Aurora. Aurora doesn’t have a lot of constraints as
compared to the Orange County Airport (CA).

e The power lines at the north end of the airport should be removed or undergrounded for
community safety reasons. The expense of doing so should be shared.

e An Educational Center for children should be built at the airport as well as a mechanic school in
partnership with the local community colleges. A nearby playground is also a good idea so that
kids could watch the airplanes take off and land.

e The area west of highway 551 will be severely impacted if the runway is extended. Farm
equipment will be forced into the busy highway, creating safety concerns. Deer Creek Mobile
Home Park will have limited access due to the closure Keil Road. Highway 551 will be the only
point of access.

e Helicopters fly too low and are too noisy.

e The runway extension will increase the noise impacts to Deer Creek Estates. Residents already
smell jet fuel. Airplanes take off as early as 4 a.m.

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

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

e Who enforces the noise abatement procedures? Orange County has a good noise abatement
system.

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

e The statement in the report that indicates that NW and Charbonneau residents will not be
affected (related to Environmental Justice analysis) is inaccurate. There are 141 homes in the
Deer Creek neighborhood. There will be quality of life impacts to residents.

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

e There seems to be a high number of planes flying over the Charbonneau area when there
shouldn’t be (based upon recommended flight patterns/noise abatement procedures).

e Mitigation efforts done simultaneously with airport improvements will help make things better
for area residents.

PAC Discussion on Alternatives:

After the report out of public comments during the work session, the PAC reconvened for further
discussion on the draft alternatives. The following is a summary of their comments and
recommendations for consideration when developing the preferred alternative:

e Fred Netter said that his number one concern has consistently been regarding safety. He
indicated that the no-build includes the tower, but not a fire station. He said that it would be his
preference to have a Fire Station facility at the Airport near Airport Road and the water
suppression system. He also indicated that closing Keil Road would a safety concern due to
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emergency access and farming equipment access. Fred also requested that Airport Road be
improved and called for Clackamas County to assist with funding for roadway improvements.

e Charlotte Lehan said that the traffic analysis doesn’t recognize Clackamas County’s role in
surface transportation. She explained that Clackamas County’s concerns are related to the
surface transportation impacts and the impacts to area agriculture (industrial development
pushes agriculture out). Charlotte added that Clackamas County has been excluded from some
of the planning steps in this process.

e Dave Waggoner agreed that Clackamas County should be involved in funding the airport due to
the positive impact the airport has on area economic development.

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

e Steve Hurst asked if increased use of GPS and other technologies could be incorporated in lieu
of a need for a runway extension.

e Bruce said that in order to make take off quieter, planes/pilots must use less power. To use less
power, more runway is needed. This is a typical procedure for noise abatement elsewhere.

e Tony Holt said that the Aurora Airport is constrained by three major roads and only one runway.
He indicated his support for the no-build alternative.

e Bruce agreed that the airport is constrained and should fill-in” for development. He added that
agriculture and golf courses make good neighbors to airports and that no other building
development should be allowed near airports.

e Charlotte requested that the financial impact to the public should be captured somehow and
that Airport Road should be part of the financial analysis.

e Nick Kaiser stated that Airport Road gets 2,600 trips a day, but is listed as a collector street. It
should be listed as an arterial street and should be designed as such. He added that in
Alternative 2, the RPZ goes over the Deer Creek neighborhood and highway 551; this is a safety
concern.

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

e Steve said that the Wilsonville City Council will discuss the Airport Alternatives at an upcoming
meeting and will determine a formal position within the two week comment period.

e Ted Millar said that Aurora Airport is a category 2 airport and is an important part of the
National Aviation System. He added that the Airport benefits Clackamas and Washington
Counties (the cities of Wilsonville and Aurora). Ted commented that from a safety and an
economic development standpoint, the runway should be expanded. There is an economic
opportunity and that need should be filled. He called for an additional 1,000 feet of runway and
increasing the pavement thickness of the runway.

e Rick Kosta stated that National retailers can land elsewhere in Oregon (Hillsboro, Portland, and
Troutdale). He went on to say that the only alternative that doesn’t impact Deer Creek
neighborhood is the No-build. The noise impacts to Deer Creek residents in any of the build
alternatives will be over 65 dB. What mitigation can be done for Deer Creek residents?

e  Mitch Swecker said that before any mitigation were to occur, actual measuring of noise
exposure would likely be conducted. If impacts are shown, they may be mitigated.
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Dave said that the current situation at the airport is dangerous for run-ups and that the run-up
area in alternative 2 is impractical. It's too close to hangars and one of the hangars provides
space for the Emergency Operations Center. There is no run-up space allocated in alternative 3.
He called for alternative 2 to be modified to allow for a run-up area that doesn’t crowd the
hangars.

Bruce said a greater than % statute mile (sm) approach should be required; it’s safer, quieter
and saves fuel. He requested the minimums be lowered with a small extension to the south.
Tony Holt asked how many of the user surveys were based at Aurora. He added that there
should be a better, more rigorous way to collect/validate this type of data.

Dan Riches said that Columbia Helicopters has reserved land for future development, so they
cannot support any type of expansion to the north. He added that Columbia Helicopters
supports safety improvements and improvements to Airport Road. Dan preferred the no-build
or a hybrid of the no-build alternative.

Nick said that the 2002 noise contour showed different planes, but there is not a huge
difference. There has been a larger increase in the number of aircraft.

Fred noted that expansion of the airport may impact other businesses' future plans and
suggested that monetary compensation be offered to those businesses. Dan replied stating that
Columbia Helicopters monetary compensation wouldn’t work in their case because they are
looking for a more long-term investment.

To wrap-up the discussion on the draft alternatives and to provide direction to the project team on the

development of a preferred alternative, Vaughn directed the PAC to provide their individual

recommendations/feedback on the draft alternatives in a round-robin fashion. The following

summarizes their feedback:

Dave Waggoner echoed his concerns about the run-up areas.

Nick Kaiser said that there are a lot of variables within the four alternatives, especially with
regard to noise.

Dan Riches called for the no-build option or for an extension to the south.

Steve Hurst said that he is looking forward to hearing the public comments.

Fred Netter commented that safety is important and a Fire Station should be part of the plan.
Ted Millar said that the Runway should be extended in addition to the thicker pavement surface.
He suggested considering a possible hybrid alternative with a displaced threshold.

Tony Holt said the no-build is the best option and that there are other airports in the area to
operators to use. He feels the expansion of Aurora is not justified.

Bruce Bennett said lengthening and strengthening the runway are important and that the
overall safety of the airport should be increased. He added that the overall noise and
environmental impacts should be decreased.

Charlotte Lehan said that Clackamas County has not yet weighed in on the project and, at this
time, she supports the Fire Station and the Airport Control Tower for safety reasons.

Rick Kosta said he supports the no-build option since there are other airports in the area.
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e James Meirow said that he would like to hear from the neighbors to the south of the airport.
e Craig Wilmes said he supports the run-up areas and displaced threshold.

Overall the PAC did not come to consensus on a preference for one single preferred alternative.
However, there seemed to be somewhat shared support for safety improvements such as the Fire
District’s facility and the Air Traffic Control Tower. The consultant team and ODA will evaluate all
comments and concerns received and consider them when developing the preferred alternative.

Public Comments:

Members of the public were each given two minutes to provide oral testimony regarding the draft
alternatives. Several members provided written testimony in addition to or in lieu of oral testimony.
Those statements are attached to this summary as separate documents.

e John Ranken, 26715 Baker Rd: He is an Attorney and consultant representing several property
owners to the south. This area comprises 75 acres of properties in the EFU zone—from Airport
Road to Hwy 551. Mr. Ranken was formerly the city attorney for the City of Aurora for 13 years
and has been asked to help these property owners. The thanked PAC for its manner, and the
public, and Chris C. for his efforts to help him get oriented to the project. He distributed
information to the PAC showing the properties to the south that would be impacted. He said
that at this point, their position is that they are interested in build alternative #1 since it seems
to give everyone a little something. He added that this seemed to present a compromise.

e Mike Rite, NW Aircraft: Has been involved in aviation his whole life. He said he has been very
involved in airport issues. Mr. Rite added that there have not been meetings in Mulino or
McMinnville about expansion because no one wants to go there. He said that people are coming
to Aurora because they want to be there. He said there is not as much going to Portland. Mr.
Rite added that some complaints about noise will be addressed and that tower will help
airplanes not go over neighborhoods as much. He indicated he supports extending the runway
because it provides additional safety and will bring in other aircraft that aren’t coming in
currently.

e larry Elschen, resident of Charbonneau: Mr. Elschen said he was representing Charbonneau
neighbors. He presented a petition with 260 Charbonneau names on it, and indicated it should
include more signatures. Mr. Elschen read from the petition (attached).

e Ken lvey, representing a planning organization in Clackamas County. Mr. lvey said he has heard a
lot about safety and that airplanes are coming into a marginal airport, and they are choosing to
create an unsafe condition. Mr. lvey stated that these pilots have at least four alternatives
within 30-40 miles that do have the infrastructure to safely handle those planes. He stated the
group he represents would vote for the no-build alternative. He stated if you want to make the
airport safer, direct those planes to those airports that have the infrastructure on the ground
paid for, rather than asking us to shell out more money. | live near the airport, and | don’t see a
noisier airport and having to pay for the highway to get there.
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e Ailin Ottinger: Mr. Ottinger said the main thing we are doing is making it possible for more
commercial flights outside of Aurora. As a taxpayer, | wonder do the corporations have any part
in funding all of this?

e Ben Williams, resident of Aurora and President of Friends of French Prairie: (submitted attached
written comments). He said he was concerned about preservation of farmland and the impact
on surface transportation. He said, we support addressing the safety requirements, but we have
a 20-30 year history of the domino effect. With improvements, it will only get bigger and we’ll
need more improvements. The airport is surrounded by EFU farmland that needs to be
preserved.

e Jack Kaley: He said he has a commercial pilot license and has been flying at Aurora 30 years. He
is also the director of Positive Aurora Aviation Management Group. He attended the first PAC
meeting, and noted that most placed aviation safety as their top concern. He said that is my top
concern, especially safety issue for helicopter landing areas. He went on to say that Aurora has
stated safety provisions for helicopters. We need to properly separate helicopter and fixed wing
areas. Helicopters take off from tie down areas that are designated for fixed wing areas. There
are no designated helicopter landing and parking areas on state owned property. Because of
ground turbulence, it is essential that helicopters be separated from fixed wing tie down
locations. Mr. Kaley distributed some diagrams explaining the problem. He said the FAA has
established safety circles and helicopter standards. The safety circles have a range. In his
drawing, he superimposed a helicopter pad between a fixed wing. The projected increase of
helicopter traffic means we need safe operations. In the interest of overall safety, we must
provide for proper separation. The master plan should plan for safe helicopter operation. The
vacant state owned land east of the helicopter blade renovation building should be used for
locating several helicopter pads.

e Manuel Martinez: chief pilot for JHRD investments: He said that his company moved from PDX
to Aurora State due to his recommendations. His company has provided $2 million in local
revenue. He has safety concerns in operating in and out of Aurora Airport. He felt a tower would
enhance the safety margins, and runway length is a concern. In his 15 years as pilot, he has had
8 close encounters, mostly near Aurora Airport.

e lLarry Brons: professional pilot, flying primarily out of Aurora, doing professional contract flying:
He said he supports the Air Traffic Control Tower for safety. The additional 600 feet of runway
would make operations safer and more economically viable. He said we are coming out of
recession and we should try to stimulate the economy in the local area by making the airport
more viable for business.

e Bryan Mobey, representative for Deer Creek Estates: He said they have concerns about their
quality of life. He stated now with noise and the smell of fumes from jets, it affects us
drastically. They cannot sit on their patios without being disturbed by aircraft. He supports the
Air Traffic Control Tower to keep planes out of no fly zones and the Fire Response Facility. He
felt an expansion at the airport will negatively affect their property values due to noise and jet
fumes. He added that planes take off at 4 or 5 in the morning and that nobody has control of the
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planes. Salem tells us to get the number of the aircraft, but we can’t get their numbers at night.
He said he is concerned about an accident in the future.

e Annie Kirk, Aurora resident: She said she is representing her family. She said regarding undue
hardships and compensation, | have not heard anything about outside of the fence
compensation for Aurora and Charbonneau residents. For impacts to Airport Road, who will
bear the burden for those improvements? The road is grossly unimproved now. It needs to be
taken care of, but we have more to come. | am comfortable with the tower and the fire services
for safety. But I’'m not convinced that any of the alternatives resolve the interest of the
communities outside of the fence.

e Lolita Carl, full time farmer in Marion County: She said she is on Marion County Board of
Directors for the Farm Bureau. Ms. Carl said that farming is the number one industry in Marion
County. She said she is worried about encroachment on farmland and economic development.
Agriculture is the second industry in Oregon, and all of us eat. All of the land surrounding Aurora
Airport is the most fertile in the world. Once we start a little bit of development, it just
encourages more. As a tax payer, she wonders where the money is coming from to support so
few.

e Ron Sterba: He shared his concern with the power lines on north end of airport and asked what
happens if a plane hits them? Where does the power grid go to? Hospitals or schools? They
should be relocated. He said he would like to see an education center on the airport to share
with high schools and local community colleges. Would like to see a realignment of runway so
the approach is over I-5 on the north and to take the approach corridor off of Charbonneau and
move the runway 75 feet to west to allow for an expansion of the taxi way without removing
any buildings.

Meeting Adjournment

Rainse wrapped up the meeting and reviewed the next steps for the project. The next meeting will
cover the Airport Layout Plan and the Capital Improvement Plan. This meeting is tentatively scheduled
for the end of June. Rainse reminded everyone that there will be a public review and comment period
for the preferred alternative and that an e-mail notification will be distributed with this information.
The meeting was adjourned at approximately 8:30 p.m.
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Aurora State Airport Alternatives Public Meeting
Comment Summary

30 comment forms were submitted at the March 10, 2011 Aurora State Airport meeting. 59
additional comment forms were faxed, mailed or e-mailed in after the meeting. 13 people
submitted a comment form via the online survey.

Additionally, several people submitted other comments beyond the comment form at the
public meeting and by email after the event. These comments are attached at the end of this

summary.
NoBuild | ! | . | . |
Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 ‘
Instrument '
Approach 64 No change 12 No change 16 Improved 8 Improved
Capability Approach minima Approach minima to instrument approach instrur'n.ent z?p.p.r(.)ach
to remain at visual | remain at visual and capability. Visibility capability. Visibility
and greater than 1 | greater than 1 greater than % minima |°_Wertha” %
statute mile (sm) statute mile (sm) statute mile (sm) statute mile (sm)
(precision
approaches).
Parallel taxiway
relocated 100 feet to
the east and multiple
buildings removed or
altered.
Airport
Reference 65 No change 16 No change 12 Upgrade to ARC 1 Upgrade to ARC
Code Remain at ARC B-Il | Remain at ARC B-II C-l C-l
Runway
62 No change 17 600’ extension 10 1,000’ extension 5 No change to
Length
(total runway to north end of to south end of length. However,
length: 5,004") runway runway, closure of Keil | relocation of the
(total runway length: | Rd. parallel taxiway is
5,604’) (total runway length: necessary for
Runway
Strength 69 No change - 18 Strengthen to 9 Strengthen to 4 No change -
45,000 pounds DWG | 60,000 pounds DWG | 60,000 pounds DWG 45,000 pounds DWG
Air Traffic
Control Tower Has not yet been 31 AtcTlocated 10 atcr centrally 5 atctiocated
(ATCT) determined. midfield on the east | located within State- closer to the north
Location side. owned property, but | end and farther from
north of the location | the runway thanin
in Alternative 1 the other two build
alternatives.
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No Build . . .
. Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Alternative

:I::::i?‘:ter 60 No change 18 Designation of 3 Designation of 4 Designation of

Location helicopter operations | helicopter operations | helicopter
area in the northwest | area, situated where operations area,
section of State- the fuel tanks are north of the current
owned property. currently located. apron.

{z;l‘tsi:)a:lon 64 No change 13 Fuel tank 6 Fuel tanks 9 Future fuel tanks

Aurora Rural
Fire Protection

34 No change

relocation south of
Aurora Aviation.

23 Fire District’s

relocated northeast of
Aurora Aviation.

35 Fire District’s

located at the south
end of State-owned
property.

3 The Fire

District response building response building District’s response

Location located near the air located adjacent to building located
traffic control tower | the water suppression | east of the fire
(ATCT). system. suppression system.

Cargo Apron

Ve 66 No change 10 No change 4 Designation of a 9 The cargo apron

Additional comments provided on comment forms:

cargo apron facility,
north of Aurora
Aviation.

centrally located on
State-owned
property.

1) The number of air operations does not justify the lengthening of the runway. | support
the no build alternative with the exception of the Aurora Rural Fire District facility. | am
an elected board member of the Fire District. Aurora was never intended to be a “big
jet” airport. It is too constrained both in length and width.

2) For the no build alternative, determination of the location for the ATCT is a critical
addition.

3) Would like C-2, but don’t think closing Keil Rd. is a good idea, increases traffic on Airport
Rd. Prefer 600’ extension to the north.

4) No additional growth.

5) 600’ extension to begin with to the North. After a term of 5 years to help replenish
funds extend an additional 600’ on the South end (save Keil Rd.)

6) Roads are already over capacity!

7) Alternative 2 as depicted places a RWY 17 run-up area on Wiley Condo Association
property very close to existing hangars with large operable doors. This property is not
for sale and is not likely to be. Consideration should be given to an alternative that
includes a 600’ extension with run-up area at the North end and a 500’ extension at the
South end to create a 60000’ runway with an upgrade to ARC C-11.
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8) Representing property south of airport “P” zone south of Keil Rd. Totally approximately
75 acres.

9) Since you cut the trees down the noise is louder—trees are important to clean the air. |
support the tower and fire station. NO expansion. | am very concerned about how the
quality of my life will decrease because of the high noise along with the value of my
property which will decrease. | live in Dear Creek Estates close to the end of the now
runway and in 10 years the noise has increased greatly. Plus planes flying over our home
taking a short cut to the airport.

10) The removal of the trees by the west opened up more noise. | support the no build plan,
the tower and fire station.

11) I am a home owner in Aurora.

12) Why don’t they do something at the airport to actually get pilots of jets to fly the
pattern they are supposed to?

13) Property owner

14) Remove power lines on north end. If the power lines were hit by a plane how would the
loss of power to our community. Hospitals, schools, fire police. Shared costs to relocate
lines underground—Power Company, City, County, and Oregon Aviation Dept.
Educational building for high school students interested in aviation, shared by
community colleges and education districts; 2-story building. | have additional ideas.
Email me please. (Ronald Sterba, saintesterba@msn.com)

15) Comment on Helicopter Parking Location for no build alternative: already done on
whose approval?

16) Aurora is one of the most significant pieces of history in Oregon. Who benefits from a
larger and busier airport? Could you consider doing something in the line of keeping the
integrity of this small historic piece? It doesn’t lend itself to this noisy alternative. Take
an example from Vermont and keep this historic jewel as the treasure it should be.

17) Any/all proposed changes need to consider/mitigate the problems that will come
outside “the fence” area. Such as east-west traffic and turn lanes, drainage issues, sewer
and water supplies up to code, noise and vectoring of air traffic. If the above concerns
are not met there will be many irate and vindictive neighbors to deal with going
forward. Not a good situation! Given present and mean time future economic situation,
we are better to not overbuild especially your way for the very few — the number of
operations is still highly questionable! Use your new tower to get accurate numbers
prior to any further changes. Runway lengthening and Build options 2 and 3 are not
warranted.

18) What is tax payer liability for under improvements of Airport Rd? For the entire
expansion?

What are impacts of expansion on adjacent properties? Zoning? Usages?

What is the number of regular operators that live in Clackamas or Marion County?
What will be done prior to expansion mobilization to ensure City of Aurora’s annexation
of Airport?

What are the wildlife and environmental impacts? When were studies completed?

19) We have hundreds of large geese in the Charbonneau area which could pose a serious
threat to aircraft and civilians. | am not concerned about the lives of the geese—only the
people. We have more than enough aircraft emanating from this airport now!

Aurora State Airport Alternatives Public Meeting Page 3
Comment Summary
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20) The noise level now is too high with low flying planes and helicopters who don’t seem to
care that people would very much appreciate a quiet neighborhood in which to find
refuge. It is unfortunate that we in Clackamas County must suffer the consequences of
Marion County decisions on this matter. More planes also mean more cars and trucks
on our exits and entrances to the |-5 corridor which is awful right now as it is.

21) Some Charbonneau residents are curious when we see the map showing the sound
pressure level (yellow line) following the exact southern boundary of Charbonneau. Also
at the DOA meeting we heard SPL/Ob numbers for aircraft on this boundry to be 65 or
75 Db. Institutions such as MIT and HUD have said that the Db for flushing a toilet is 75
Db and a business office is 85 Db. | have a hard time believing that the planes going over
as we dine on our patios are more quiet than a toilet or a business office.

We have taken a straw poll of Charbonneau residents, at a recent social function and
well over 95% of us are strongly opposed to the airport expansion!

22) No more noisy planes over Charbonneau!

23) It is hard for me to believe that fuel tax would pay for all the proposed changes. As a tax
payer | don’t want to have any part of paying for the ability to have more corporate jets
landing at the Aurora Airport!

24) | have had enough as it is of planes flying over Charbonneau. | came here from
Beaverton because of the rural atmosphere and less crowding. Why must it always be
ruined?

25) To approve any changes is “letting the camel in the tent!” Good, bad, indifferent—the
future cannot be controlled. Surely a tower and instrument approach would improve
safety but that is the camel.

26) Rw 17 run-up area on Alternative 2 is not desirable to owners of Wylee property. It
would add constant noise and blast to adjacent hangars. Better solution must be found,
preferably adjacent to Willamette Aviation facility on runway extension to north.

27) It is my feeling that most Charbonneau residents have little sympathy for the needs and
wishes of users of the Aurora Airport, because pilots presently flying in and out of the
airport just don’t give a shit about avoiding the airspace above Charbonneau. Improved
facilities can only mean continued disregard for the neighborhood, on a larger scale.

28) Locate ATCT at mid-field west of the highway to Hubbard. This will require land
acquisition but will reduce tower height with no loss of 2 acres of airport land.

Locate the helicopter parking in the fire suppression system area. This will totally
separate helicopter traffic from fixed wing, plus make room for helicopter business and
hangars.

A reasonable return on investment should always be a paramount consideration where
major investment is required. | don’t feel that has happened when consideration for
runway strengthening or extension is being considered. To spend millions of dollars for
the possibility of a very small return on investment makes no sense, especially when
both the state and federal government is broke. Lets get realistic.

29) A tower and runway extension is not so good in this climate.

30) Who wrote this? Our biggest problem is people who don’t have a clue about aviation
write questionnaires like this. Get someone involved in aviation to help make airport
programs! You are wasting our money.

31) Justify all projects by cost.

Aurora State Airport Alternatives Public Meeting Page 4
Comment Summary
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32) The noise over our house is BAD enough as it is. | certainly don’t want any increase! |
wish there were no Aurora Airport at all.
33) Any changes will only benefit a small handful of users of the airport, not the general

public.
34) We hope that the airport is not enlarged! There is enough jet noise now over
Charbonneau!

35) Larger jets = more noise

36) Runway extension — particularly north will result in heavier noisier aircraft taking off
closer (& lower over) populated areas. Noise problem. Environmental problem. Safety
problem. Please do not extend runways.

37) Planes are flying over Charbonneau even though they are required not to. Expansion
would only increase the noise level in this area. Think of the noise level at our Portland
International Airport. We don’t need to push in that direction. Thanks.

38) Aircraft coming and going creates a worsening noise problem for those of us who live in
Charbonneau. Making the changes sought will only make a bad problem worse!

39) | trust you will not move north. It would be too close to a population of a growing city
(Wilsonville and Tualatin).

40) See submitted letter and petition from Friends of French Prairie.

41) We are concerned about the noise level from larger jets. The hundreds of geese that
flock to the small lakes in Charbonneau are a hazard to the jet engines. Longer runways
bring larger planes. Larger planes bring freight. Freight needs to be hauled away in big
trucks. I-5in the Wilsonville area and beyond is the most deadly in the State. We don’t
need more truck traffic and congestion.

42) We hate to see an increase in the airport. Already the noise and planes flying low is very
unpleasant. Quality of living in a somewhat rural area is suffering from all of this.
Homes to the south would really feel this with runway extensions.

43) In as much as the Charbonneau is a heavily populated area at the southern most edge of
the city of Wilsonville, every effort should be taken to not degrade the environmental
and living conditions of the residents while improving or, at the very least, mitigating the
physical risk to person and property. To that end, | recommend the following: 1) any
fuel storage should be located as far to the southern end of the airport as possible. That
provides, by physical distance, the maximum protection to the populace in the case of
explosion. 2) Approach capability should NOT be lowered below the current one statute
mile minimum. North-to-south approaches typically pass over Charbonneau. Lowering
the approach minimum directly increases the risk to the populace by reducing the
vertical distance between the aircraft and the ground in case of an in-flight emergency
such as mechanical failure, bird strikes, and/or wind shear. Further, the potential for
increased air traffic coupled with lowering the approach minimum directly and
dramatically degrades the quality of life around the airport by increasing the noise
pollution associated the lower approaches. 3) Strengthening the runway only serves to
allow larger, louder aircraft to access the airport. This change will result in further
increasing noise pollution and dramatically increases the risk of damage to property and
person in the case of an aircraft crash. 4) Helicopter operations should be located as far
away from heavily populated areas as possible. This dislocation not only affords
increased protection for the populace but also reduces the noise pollution associated
with these aircraft types.

Aurora State Airport Alternatives Public Meeting Page 5
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44) My husband and | would like our opinion on the Aurora Airport known. | have attached

a copy of the survey for the airport. As you can see we have MARKED every box in the
“NO Build Alternative” column. We DO NOT want and improvements done to the
Aurora Airport. We would like to see the larger jets go to another airport. The noise
from the jets is extremely annoying, especially when the come screaming over the
house late at night. We have lived here since 1977. We know there will be change. But
we DO NOT want the airport any larger or improved from how it is now. The current
JETS are loud and at times too low during landing. The size of aircraft is getting too large
for this location.

45) Helicopter parking location should be in south end only.
46) From 1/14/11 to present there have been 127 flights at the intersection of Miley Rd and

Airport Rd that are totally out of FAA compliance, according to the flight directory rules.
This intersection is 1.6 miles from the airport.

Average flight inbound is 337 yards AGL (laser sighted)

All aircraft are flying in an illegal pattern

Noise abatement—some cases rattle windows

Number of aircraft per month is 113 flights

Most critical—who at the State Department did the bird counts for possible bird strikes?
Four witnesses working on counting birds including AGL and direction of flight have
been monitoring morning and night

7. Flocks of over 1,000+ to as few as 25 or 30 generally fly pattern at 020 degrees to 219
degrees. These are the biggest migration pattern for these birds. These birds are directly
in the fly pattern of aircraft flying over the intersection of Miley Rd and Airport Rd.

8. The first engine out bird strike outbound is going to land in the middle of Wilsonville
Shopping Center. It is a coincidence that average AGL for aircraft is 337 yards and geese
are 215 to 480 yards AGL.

With these documentations and witnesses to what may happen in the event of a major
accident, who exactly are we going to sue? All flight in and out of this airport should use
the FAA directory per its rules and you will find it is pretty safe flying conditions.

ouswWNRE

Comments from Online Survey

1)

2)

3)

4)

I have flown into and out of 352/ KUAO for 14 years. The demand for greater volume of
aircraft is evident, and improved operational conditions would help Aurora, the local
economy and the state of Oregon, whilst improving safety.

| have no opinion or inadequate information on other choices, what about both
extensions? Why only 60,000 pounds; many business jets today push 100,000 pounds.
The city believes that the Airport should be allowed to grow, But it also believes that no
growth should happen outside the existing boundaries of the airport until the airport is
annexed into the City Of Aurora. In talking to adjacent property owners it seems they
also agree with the City. Please consider our comments in your decision.

Before selecting the preferred alternative, comprehensive traffic and noise impact
studies on surrounding communities need to be completed. The work done on these
problems to date is cursory and insufficient for the size of the projects contemplated.

Aurora State Airport Alternatives Public Meeting Page 6
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Additional Comments Submitted

Aurora State Airport Alternatives Public Meeting Page 7
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Bermnice ~

Here are some of the questions that need to be addressed along with some additonal infarmation
that you will need at the meetings that you are going to attend.

1. FLOCKS OF GEESE

Since the meeting on the 12/12/10, my neighbor, Mike Farmer and I, have monitored the geese on
the approach paitern from 7:30 am to 5:00 pm. In two days the average elevation was 1100'. The
flocks range from 15 to more than 200 geese in the flock. We are going to keep monitoring the geese to
prove how unsafe this is for the possibility of aircraft bird stikes.

2. DO THE PILOTS FLYING IN THE AIRSPACE AROUND THE AURORA AIRPORT HAVE TO ABIDE BY
REGULATIONS FOR LANDING CONFIGERATIONS AND TAKE OFFS, INCLUDNG ANY ABATEMENTS OR
RESTRICTIONS WHILE FLYING IN THESE PATTERNS?

3. ARE THERE ANY RESTICTIONS ARQUND THE AURORA AIRPORT THAT CONCERNS SOUND
ABATEMENT? WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO CLARIFY WHAT DECIBLE READING WOULD BE TOO HIGH FOR
THE HOUSING AREA THAT SURROUNDS THE AURORA AIRPORT. IS THIS GOING TG BE A FAA READING
OR ONE THAT YOU ARE GOING TO APPROVE ON YOUR OWN?

4. WHAT ARE THE RULES FOR ELEVATIONS FOR AIRCRAFTS AFTER CROSSING THE WILLAMETTE
RIVER ON FINAL APPROACH TO AURORA AIRPORT?

5. DONT JETS HAVE TO FOLLOW THE SAME RULES AND REGULATIONS, INCLUDING LANDING
CONFIGERATIONS, AS PER THE FAA LAWS AND RULES THAT ARE
IN COMPLETE DETAIL IN THE AIRPORT DIRECTORY THAT IS USED BY ALL PILOTS?

6. WILL THERE BY ANY REGULATIONS THAT CONCERNS "CALM WIND DAYS” WITH WINDS 10 MPH OR
LESS? ALL AIR TRAFFIC, IN BOUND AND OUT BOUND, SHOULD BE TAKING OFF FROM THE SOUTH
ONLY. THIS WOULD EASE SOME OF THE TENSION FOR THE THOUSANDS OF PEOPLE INVOLVED TO
THE NORTH.

All the questions above clearly indicate that no one is manitaring those pilots that are vioiating the FAA
laws. When these laws are broken, will the pilots be fined or lose their ficense or will a new directory be
written by the Aurora Afrport to fit their needs?

As of 12/12/10, we have been monitoring incoming and out going aircraft, expecially their elevations
(AGL). Just as a nate, on 12/15/2010, Aurora Airport manager {FBQ)

was notified that at 11:16 am, 11:21 am, 11:37 am and 11:46 am, the highest elevation for a DC3
was 301 yds and as low as 257 yds above Prairie View Estates, After the call, the DC3 stopped making
its practice runs,

HARLAN REETZ
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| do not believe citizens or local property owners benefit from the airport improvements that are going
to be adopted by this master plan. | also don’t believe it makes any difference if citizen's comment with
disapproval, Marion County and the ODA will give the airport whatever they decide it needs or wants.

I've watched a film of a town hall meeting, caoncerning the master plan, from 10 years ago. Local citizens
were very disapproving of all the improvements being offered. It made no difference, Marion County
commissioners have allowed unrestrained growth. Now, 10 years later, the airport claims they need a
tower because of safety issues, that were brought on by that unrestrained growth. In today’s financial
crisis, | am appalled that our federal and state governments are funding a tower. Millions of dollars
could be put to much better use than to buijid a tower at Aurora.

| would encourage citizens to take a ook at what has happened at the Hillsboro airport. The
“improvements” being adopted here are designed to promote private aviation business interests such as
flight training or aviation hobbyists whase comfortable lifestyle allows them to own or rent private

aircraft.

I am against lengthening or strengthening the runway, the taking of farmland for hangers or the building
of a tower. Attracting bigger jets or more aircraft only benefits a small minority and diminishes livability
for those who live in the area. The no build option is best for the majority of citizens. The roads are
already to busy and tax payers should not have to pay the cost of road and utility improvements, that
only benefit a few private aviation businesses.

The Marion County Commissioners have demonstrated their support for aviation development over the
enviranment, livable neighborhoods or protecting farmland. Clackamas County residents have not been
given equal representation even though the airport expansion and development affects us as well as
Marion County citizens.
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March 7, 2011

To: PAC of Aurora State Airport

I am concerned with increased noise and air poliution to nearby residents and
potential disturbance to wildlife in the area if airport traffic is increased and more
jets begin to use the airport. The small, local airport is already here, and we
accept that once in a while a small jet flies in. But we are distressed that if it is
opened to more and larger jets, our quality of life and property values will be
diminished.

Perhaps the addition of a tower andfor runway extension would improve safety at
the airport, but the increased noise levels of more jets using the airport are
probtematic. Jets that are really pounding to gain altitude wouid definitely affect
noise levels. Plus, with the smaller planes that are currently using the airport
there is almost no night-time traffic—-I'm concerned that with more jets, we would
have more noise and increased safety risk at night. | am also concerned about
the possibility of more around the clock jet cargo traffic in the future.

The FAA performs extensive noise tests on hundreds of models that fly in the
United States, making generalizations difficult. However, according to figures
taken from FAA records, the median decibel level upon takeoff of all modeis of
two common small jets, Learjet and Gulfstream, at 76 decibels, is somewhat
higher than those of two common small propeller plane manufacturers, Piper and
Cessna, at 69 decibels. Even a small increase in jet traffic would have an
adverse noise impact. (Longmont Ledger, April 23, 2010)

Lorna Dove, who lives in Georgetown near Seattle, has devoted extensive hours
toward researching and measuring chemicals like benzene and toluene,
byproducts of jet fuel and plane exhaust. Dove's strongest ally has been the
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry in Atlanta, which, after
conducting a risk assessment of air gquality in 1998, found that Georgetown
residents had "a higher risk for ieukemia and thyrotd cancer" than the popuiation
at large. | would like to see studies of environmental impact of increased air
traffic on our area. (The Stranger, July 2, 2008)

Jur area is cafled French Prairie. Let's talk about the historical significance of
this area and the importance of preserving it. A larger commercia! airport will
undermine the agricultural character and general livability of our community.

Look at CAAP (Citizens Against Airport Pollution), a community based
organization that seeks to reduce poliution caused by airport operations.
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July 20, 2010

Citizens Against Airport Pollution [CAAP] has filed a fawsuif against the City of
San Jose because the City recently approved a major amendment to the
Airport Master Plan without an Environmental Impact Report describing what
adverse affect these amendments will have on the environment.

The suit alleges that the City failed to conduct the proper environmental
investigation necessary prior to the approval of a major amendment to the
Airport Master Plan, as required by CEQA. Air pollution impacts, noise
poliution impacts and impacts on wildlife are unknown. In an effort to avoid
litigation, CAAP previously requested the City to defer action approving the
major amendment so that these issues could be evaluated and discussed
without litigation. The City chose to ignore these concerns and approved the
major amendment to the Airport Master Plan without a clear understanding of
its impact on the environment.

For over 20 years, Citizens Against Airport Pollution has been the only
watchdog organization committed to protecting the environment from polfution
caused by Mineta San Jose Infernational Airport. CAAP has always supported
a first class airport to serve the needs of the Southbay. Protecting the quality
of life for San Jose residents and maintaining a first class airport is doable.
However, it requires thoughtful planning and a keen sensitivity to
environmental profections. If Silicon Valley is to become the center of “green”
technology, the City of San Jose must make every effort to make its airport
environmentally sensitive and a good neighbor. CAAP believes that the
protection of the quality of life in the neighborhoods should be the highest
priority to the Cify of San Jose. fity lwww caap org/

| hope the ones who finally make the decision in this matter will take into

consideration the appeals of their neighbors, and not jeopardize their ability to

continue fiving comfortably in their homes. Please siow down the premature rush
{o expand this airport.

Patti Oleson
7465 SW Bunker Post Ct.
Wiisonville, OR 97070
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From: RobrtC@aol.com [mailto:RobrtC@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, March 21, 2011 3:03 PM

To: christopher.cummings@state.or.us

Cc: Anderson, Rainse

Subject: Comment: Aurora State Airport Master Plan

I attended the meeting earlier this month but
unfortunately could not stay for the public comment
portion that was begun at the end of the meeting.

One of the questions | have and | posed it to several
people at the breakout session: Why is the Aurora
Airport the subject of expansion when McNary Field
is 20 miles away and has an existing longer runway
than Aurora? Most of the responses to my questions
were "‘convenience and closer to downtown
Portland™. | think that the overall public may be
better served by exploring the options of McNary
Field in Salem instead of embarking on this costly
expansion.

If this expansion at Aurora proceeds the State of
Oregon needs to impose stringent and enforced
noise abatement procedures for the surrounding
neighborhoods. This would mean monitoring by the
control tower of violators and the imposition of fines
and or license suspensions for pilots of aircraft that
do not comply. To help with noise abatement the
arrival/departure flight path from/to the north
should be directed over the I-5 corridor and not
Wilsonville.

Lastly, has an environmental impact study been
conducted as to the affects of wildlife on airport
operations. This area of the Willamette valley is a
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large flyway for Canada geese. Wouldn't this be a
safety issue?

I would appreciate your thoughts on my comments.

Rob Callan

7260 SW Fountain Lake Drive.

Wilsonville Oregon. 97070
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Adrienne DeDona
From: Joel Joslin [joelandlynell@mac.com]
Sent: Monday, March 21, 2011 10:23 PM
To: Adrienne DeDona
Subject: Aurora Airport

Dear Adrienne,

Thank you for taking the time to listen to the residents concern about the proposed
expansions to the Aurora airport.

I live nearby in an area that is supposed to be a "no fly" zone. It is anything but. We
have planes flying over frequently and sometimes very low.
Low enough on occasion that I am concerned they are in distress and are about to crash.

An expansion would only increase these problems with the addition of increased jets and
larger planes in the area and the subsequent noise issues.

It seems there are enough larger airports in the vicinity already with PDX and Hillsboro,
both with greater activity and facilities than here.

Please do not turn this area into another large airport and all the noise and safety issues
that would go with it.

Keep us safe and quiet!

Thank you for taking our welfare into your consideration.

A local resident and neighbor of the Aurora Airport.

Lynell Cooper-Joslin
Charbonneau
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|, Kenneth W. Hawken agree with the proposal noted below. Please add my name to the pgﬁag.e 633 of 862

my address :

24751 NE Prairie View Dr.
AURORA, CR 97002-9545
Phone 503-678-2280

Aurora Airport Master Planning Process
Petition to the Oregon Department of Aviation
from
Aurora Airport Neighbors in the Prairie View Community

Whereas, the Aurora State Airport lies less 1 1/2 miles south of the Prairie View residential community
and over-flights of Prairie View are already frequent and noisy and

Whereas, the Oregon Department of Aviation is considering the possible inclusion of an extension of the
existing runway and/or strengthening the runway to accommodate heavier aircraft in the current master
planning process,

We, the undersigned residents of Prairie View support the petition from Charbonneau residents and
express our grave concern about the number of larger jets that such an extension would bring, with the
resultant increase in noise pollution for neighboring communities. We oppose such action for the following
reasons:

1. At this airport, landings to the south require jets and others to fly low over dense residential areas of
Wilsonville and surrounding communities. The proposed control tower, operating only during daylight
hours, will not be able to fully mitigate this problem.

2. The environmental impact of a runway extension or strengthening, bringing additional and larger jet
traffic, will be to reduce property values for many Wilsonville residents including those living in
Charbonneau and Prairie View.

3. The extension proposed is sought by a very small number of operators, most of whom regularly use its
current runway. At a time of extreme State and Federal budget difficulties it is unacceptable to consider
spending large sums of taxpayer money on development to benefit so few special interests.

4. This Airport is constrained on all sides by roads and residences, by one runway, and by private
infrastructure close to the taxiway and runway, all hampering long term expansion. For example, it is not
practically possible, nor financially feasible, to reduce the approach minimums, something that would
make the Airport a more reliable destination in bad weather. If a longer runway is required in the region
this should be done at a rural area airport with many fewer constraints, such as Mulino.

For all the above reasons we request that consideration of a runway extension and/or strengthening the
weight-bearing load of the runway at Aurora Airport be postponed to allow study of the most appropriate
location and timing for such developments and any extension or strengthening be excluded from the
current Master Plan update.



Exhibit 4
Page 634 of 862

To who it may concern, we agree with the proposal below.

Stanley P. Kaveckis
25031 NE Prairie View Drive
Aurora, OR 97002

Suzanne M, Kaveckis
25031 NE Prairie View Drive
Aurora, OR 987002

Aurora Airport Master Planning Process
Petition to the Oregon Department of Aviation
from
Aurora Airport Neighbors in the Prairie View Community

Whereas, the Aurora State Airport lies less 1 1/2 miles south of the Prairie View residential
community and over-flights of Prairie View are already frequent and noisy and

Whereas, the Oregon Depariment of Aviation is considering the possible inclusion of an
extension of the existing runway and/or strengthening the runway to accommodate heavier
aircraft in the current master planning process,

We, the undersigned residents of Prairie View support the petition from Charbonneau
residents and express our grave concern about the number of larger jets that such an
extension would bring, with the resultant increase in noise pollution for neighboring
communities. We oppose such action for the following reasons:

1. At this airport, landings to the south require jets and others to fly low over dense residential
areas of Wilsonville and surrounding communities. The proposed control tower, operating only
during daylight hours, will not be able to fully mitigate this probtem.

2. The environmental impact of a runway extension or strengthening, bringing additional and
larger jet traffic, will be to reduce property values for many Wilsonville residents including
those living in Charbonneau and Prairie View.

3. The extension proposed is sought by a very small number of operators, most of whom
regularly use its current runway. At a time of extreme State and Federal budget difficulties it is
unacceptable to consider spending large sums of taxpayer money on development to benefit
so few special interests.

4. This Airport is constrained on all sides by roads and residences, by one runway, and by
private infrastructure close to the taxiway and runway, all hampering long term expansion. For
example, it is not practically possible, nor financiaily feasible, to reduce the approach
minimums, something that would make the Airport a more reliable destination in bad weather.
If a longer runway is required in the region this should be done at a rural area airport with
many fewer constraints, such as Mulino.

For all the above reasons we request that consideration of a runway extension and/or
strengthening the weight-bearing load of the runway at Aurora Airport be postponed to allow
study of the most appropriate location and timing for such developments and any extension
or strengthening be excluded from the current Master Plan update.

1
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Louisa Farmer
25089 N.E. Prairie View Drive
Aurora, Oregon 97002

Michael Farmer
25089 N.E. Prairie View Drive
Aurora, Oregon 97002

Aurora Airport Master Planning Process
Petition to the Oregon Department of Aviation
from
Aurora Airport Neighbors in the Prairie View Community

Whereas, the Aurora State Airport lies less 1 1/2 miles south of the Prairie View residential community
and over-flights of Prairie View are already frequent and noisy and

Whereas, the Oregon Department of Aviation is considering the possible inclusion of an extension of the
existing runway and/or strengthening the runway to accommodate heavier aircraft in the current master
planning process,

We, the undersigned residents of Prairie View support the petition from Charbonneau residents and
express our grave concern about the number of larger jets that such an extension would bring, with the
resultant increase in noise pollution for neighboring communities. We oppose such action for the following
reasons:

1. At this airport, landings to the south require jets and others to fly low over dense residential areas of
Wilsonville and surrounding communities. The proposed control tower, operating only during daylight
hours, will not be able to fully mitigate this problem.

2. The environmental impact of a runway extension or strengthening, bringing additional and larger jet
traffic, will be to reduce property values for many Wilsonville residents including those living in
Charbonneau and Prairie View.

3. The extension proposed is sought by a very small number of operators, most of whom regularly use its
current runway. At a time of extreme State and Federal budget difficulties it is unacceptable to consider
spending large sums of taxpayer money on development to benefit so few special interests.

4. This Airport is constrained on all sides by roads and residences, by one runway, and by private
infrastructure close to the taxiway and runway, all hampering long term expansion. For example, it is not
practically possible, nor financially feasible, to reduce the approach minimums, something that would
make the Airport a more reliable destination in bad weather. If a longer runway is required in the region
this should be done at a rural area airport with many fewer constraints, such as Mulino.

For all the above reasons we request that consideration of a runway extension and/or strengthening the
weight-bearing load of the runway at Aurora Airport be postponed to allow study of the most appropriate
location and timing for such developments and any extension or strengthening be excluded from the
current Master Plan update.
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|, Karen J. Hawken agree with the proposal noted below. Please add my name {o the petition.

My address:

24751 NE Prairie View Drive
Aurora, OR 97002

Phone 503-678-2280

Aurora Airport Master Planning Process
Petition to the Oregon Department of Aviation
from
Aurora Airport Neighbors in the Prairie View Community

Whereas, the Aurora State Airport lies less 1 1/2 miles south of the Prairie View residential community
and over-flights of Prairie View are already frequent and noisy and

Whereas, the Oregon Department of Aviation is considering the possible inclusion of an extension of the
existing runway and/or strengthening the runway to accommodate heavier aircraft in the current master
planning process,

We, the undersigned residents of Prairie View support the petition from Charbonneau residents and
express our grave concern about the number of larger jets that such an extension would bring, with the
resultant increase in noise pollution for neighboring communities. We oppose such action for the following
reasons:

1. At this airport, fandings to the south require jets and others to fly low over dense residential areas of
Wilsonville and surrounding communities. The proposed control tower, operating only during daylight
hours, will not be able to fully mitigate this problem.

2. The environmental impact of a runway extension or strengthening, bringing additional and larger jet
traffic, will be to reduce property values for many Wilsonville residents including those living in
Charbonneau and Prairie View.

3. The extension proposed is sought by a very small number of operators, most of whom regularly use its
current runway. At a time of extreme State and Federal budget difficulties it is unacceptable to consider
spending large sums of taxpayer money on development to benefit so few special interests.

4. This Airport is constrained on all sides by roads and residences, by one runway, and by private
infrastructure close to the taxiway and runway, all hampering long term expansion. For example, it is not
practically possible, nor financially feasible, to reduce the approach minimums, something that would
make the Airport a more reliable destination in bad weather. If a longer runway is required in the region
this should be done at a rural area airport with many fewer canstraints, such as Mulino.

For all the above reasons we request that consideration of a runway extension and/or strengthening the
weight-bearing load of the runway at Aurora Airport be postponed to allow study of the most appropriate
location and timing for such developments and any extension or strengthening be excluded from the
current Master Plan update.
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I agree with this proposal:
Dana Stephens

14550 NE Muligan Ct.
Aurora, OR 97002

Aurora Airport Master Planning Process
Petition to the Oregon Department of Aviation
from
Aurora Airport Neighbors in the Prairie View Community

Whereas, the Aurora State Airport lies less 1 1/2 miles south of the Prairie View residential community
and over-flights of Prairie View are already frequent and noisy and

Whereas, the Oregon Department of Aviation is considering the possible inclusion of an extension of the
existing runway and/or strengthening the runway to accommodate heavier aircraft in the current master
planning process,

We, the undersigned residents of Prairie View support the petition from Charbonneau residents and
express our grave concern about the number of larger jets that such an extension would bring, with the
resultant increase in noise pollution for neighboring communities. We oppose such action for the following
reasons:

1. At this airport, landings to the south require jets and others to fly low over dense residential areas of
Wilsonville and surrounding communities. The proposed control tower, operating only during daylight
hours, will not be able to fully mitigate this problem.

2. The environmental impact of a runway extension or strengthening, bringing additional and larger jet
traffic, will be to reduce property values for many Wilsonville residents including those living in
Charbonneau and Prairie View.

3. The extension proposed is sought by a very small number of operators, most of whom regularly use its
current runway. At a time of extreme State and Federal budget difficulties it is unacceptable to consider
spending large sums of taxpayer money on development to benefit so few special interests.

4, This Airport is constrained on all sides by roads and residences, by one runway, and by private
infrastructure close to the taxiway and runway, all hampering long term expansion. For example, it is not
practically possible, nor financially feasible, to reduce the approach minimums, something that wouid
make the Airport a more reliable destination in bad weather. If a longer runway is required in the region
this should be done at a rural area airport with many fewer constraints, such as Mulino.

For all the above reasons we request that consideration of a runway extension and/or strengthening the
weight-bearing load of the runway at Aurora Airport be postponed to allow study of the most appropriate
location and timing for such developments and any extension or strengthening be excluded from the
current Master Plan update.
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I agree with the proposal noted below and would like to add the following:

As a tax paying citizen, it is appalling to me that millions are going to be spent to build a tower at the Aurora Airport. It is
obvious the ODA at the State of Oregon and the FAA will promote private aviation business interests over those of
neighboring property owners. Marion County should not legally be aflowed to expand the airport when it

affects the residents of Clackamas County without equal representation. Sitting on an advisory committee outnumbered
by airport business interests is not representation.

IT IS THE SPECIAL INTERESTS OF A SMALL MINORITY THAT BENEFITS BY DIMINISHING THE RIGHTS AND LIVIBILITY
OF PROPERTY OWNERS.

Christine Warren
15777 NE Becke Rd
Aurora, Or 97002

Aurora Airport Master Planning Process
Petition to the Oregon Department of Aviation
from
Aurora Airport Neighbors in the Prairie View Community

Whereas, the Aurora State Airport lies less 1 1/2 miles south of the Prairie View residential community
and over-flights of Prairie View are already frequent and noisy and

Whereas, the Oregon Department of Aviation is considering the possible inclusion of an extension of the
existing runway and/or strengthening the runway to accommodate heavier aircraft in the current master
planning process,

We, the undersigned residents of Prairie View support the petition from Charbonneau residents and
express our grave concern about the number of larger jets that such an extension would bring, with the
resultant increase in noise pollution for neighboring communities. We oppose such action for the following
reasons:

1. At this airport, landings to the south require jets and others to fly low over dense residential areas of
Wilsonville and surrounding communities. The proposed control tower, operating only during daylight
hours, will not be able to fully mitigate this problem.

2. The environmental impact of a runway extension or strengthening, bringing additional and larger jet
traffic, will be to reduce property values for many Wilsonville residents including those living in
Charbonneau and Prairie View.

3. The extension proposed is sought by a very small number of operators, most of whom regularly use its
current runway. At a time of extreme State and Federal budget difficulties it is unacceptable to consider
spending large sums of taxpayer money on development to benefit so few special interests.

4. This Airport is constrained on all sides by roads and residences, by one runway, and by private
infrastructure close to the taxiway and runway, all hampering long term expansion. For example, it is not
practically possible, nor financially feasible, to reduce the approach minimums, something that would
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make the Airport a more reliable destination in bad weather. If a longer runway is required in the region
this should be done at a rural area airport with many fewer constraints, such as Mulino.

For all the above reasons we request that consideration of a runway extension and/or strengthening the
weight-bearing load of the runway at Aurora Airport be postponed to allow study of the most appropriate
location and timing for such developments and any extension or strengthening be excluded from the
current Master Plan update.
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Aurora Airport Neighbors in the Prairie View Community

Whereas, the Aurora State Airport lies less 1 1/2 miles south of the Prairie View residential
community and over-flights of Prairie View are already frequent and noisy and

Whereas, the Oregon Department of Aviation is considering the possible inclusion of an extension
of the existing runway and/or strengthening the runway to accommodate heavier aircraft in the
current master planning process,

We, the undersigned residents of Prairie View support the petition from Charbonneau residents
and express our grave concern about the number of larger jets that such an extension would bring,
with the resultant increase in noise pollution for neighboring communities. Ve oppose such action
for the following reasons:

1. At this airport, landings to the south require jets and others to fly low over dense residential
areas of Wilsonville and surrounding communities. The proposed control tower, operating only
during daylight hours, will not be able to fully mitigate this problem.

2. The environmental impact of a runway extension or strengthening, bringing additional and larger
jet traffic, will be to reduce property values for many Wilsonville residents inciuding those living in
Charbonneau and Prairie View.

3. The extension proposed is sought by a very small number of operators, most of whom regularly
use its current runway. At a time of extreme State and Federal budget difficulties it is unacceptable
to consider spending large sums of taxpayer money on development to benefit so few special
interests.

4. This Airport is constrained on all sides by roads and residences, by one runway, and by private
infrastructure close to the taxiway and runway, all hampering long term expansion. For example, it
is not practically possible, nor financially feasible, to reduce the approach minimums, something
that wouid make the Airport a more reliable destination in bad weather. If a longer runway is
required in the region this should be done at a rural area airport with many fewer constraints, such
as Mulino.
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For all the above reasons we request that consideration of a runway extension and/or
strengthening the weight-bearing load of the runway at Aurara Airport be postponed to allow study
of the most appropriate location and timing for such developments and any extension or
strengthening be excluded from the current Master Plan update.
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| agree with the proposal noted below.
Victoria Arck
24035 Butteville Rd, Aurora, OR 87002

>if you want to send me the petition, | will sign it. The points
>addressed are significant and will affect all tax payers. Even 'tho
>! live quite a distance from the A/P | am concerned!

>Vik

> > Aurora Airport Master Planning Process

> >

> > Petition to the Oregon Department of Aviation

> >

> = from

> >

> > Aurora Airport Neighbors in the Prairie View Community

> >

> >

> >

> >Whereas, the Aurora State Alrport lies less 1 1/2 miles south of the
> >Prairie View residential community and over-flights of Prairie View
> »are already frequent and noisy and

> >

> >

> =

> >Whereas, the Oregon Department of Aviation is considering the

> >possible inclusion of an extension of the existing runway and/or

> >strengthening the runway to accemmodate heavier aircraft in the
> >current master planning process,

> =

=

>

> >We, the undersigned residents of Prairie View support the petition

> >from Charbonneau residents and express our grave concern about the

> >number of larger jets that such an extension would bring, with the
> >resultant increase in noise pollution for neighboring communities.
> >We oppose such action for the following reasons:
> >
> >
> >
> >1, At this airport, landings to the south require jets and others
> >to fly low over dense residential areas of Wilsonville and
> >surrounding communities. The proposed control tower, operating only
> >during daylight hours, will not be able to fully mitigate this problem.
> >
> >
> >
> >2. The environmental impact of a runway extension or strengthening,
> >»bringing additional and larger jet traffic, will be to reduce
> >property values for many Wilscnville residents including those
> >fiving in Charbonneau and Prairie View.
> >
> >
>>
> >3. The exiension proposed is sought by a very small number of
1
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> »operators, most of whom regularly use its current runway. At a time

> »of extreme State and Federal budget difficulties it is unacceptable

> »to consider spending large sums of taxpayer money on development to
> >henefit so few special interests.

> >

> >4, This Airport is constrained on all sides by roads and residences,

> >by one runway, and by private infrastructure close to the taxiway

> >and runway, all hampering long term expansion. For example, it is

> >not practically possible, nor financially feasible, to reduce the

> >»approach minimums, something that would make the Airport a more
> >reliable destination in bad weather. If a longer runway is required

> >in the region this should be done at a rural area airport with many

> >fewer constraints, such as Mulino.

> >

>

>

> >For all the above reasons we request that consideration of a runway
> »extension and/or strengthening the weight-bearing load of the runway
> >at Aurora Airport be postponed to altow study of the most

> >appropriate location and timing for such developments and any

> >extension or strengthening be excluded from the current Master Plan update.
>

> =
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We agree with the proposal noted below:
Hellen Safronchik

15651 NE Browndale Farm Rd,

Aurora, Oregon 97002

Paul Safronchik
15651 NE Browndale Farm Rd
Aurora, Oregon, 97002

Rebecca Safronchik
15651 NE Browndale Farm Rd
Aurora, Oregon, 97002

Alexander Safronchik
15651 NE Browndale Farm Rd
Aurora, Oregon 97002

In a message dated 3/5/2011 5:04:08 P.M. Pacific Standard Time,
berniceativeyacres@hotmail.com writes:

Aurora Airport Master Planning Process

Petition to the Oregon Department of Aviation
from
Aurora Airport Neighbors in the Prairie View Community

Whereas, the Aurora State Airport lies less 1 1/2 miles south of the Prairie View residential
community and over-flights of Prairie View are already frequent and noisy and

Whereas, the Oregon Department of Aviation is considering the possible inclusion of an extension
of the existing runway and/or strengthening the runway to accommodate heavier aircraft in the
current master planning process,

We, the undersigned residents of Prairie View support the petition from Charbonneau residents
and express our grave concern about the number of larger jets that such an extension would
bring, with the resultant increase in noise pollution for neighboring communities. We oppose such
action for the following reasons:

1. At this airport, landings to the south require jets and others to fly low over dense residential
areas of Wilsonville and surrounding communities. The proposed control tower, operating only
during daylight hours, will not be able to fully mitigate this problem.
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2. The environmental impact of a runway extension or strengthening, bringing additional and
farger jet traffic, will be to reduce property values for many Wilsonville residents including those
living in Charbonneau and Prairie View.

3. The extension proposed is sought by a very small number of operators, most of whom regularly
use its current runway. At a time of extreme State and Federal budget difficulties it is
unacceptable to consider spending large sums of taxpayer money on development to benefit so
few special interests.

4. This Airport is constrained on all sides by roads and residences, by one runway, and by private
infrastructure close to the taxiway and runway, all hampering loeng term expansion. For example, it
is not practically possible, nor financially feasible, to reduce the approach minimums, something
that would make the Airport a more reliable destination in bad weather, If a longer runway is
required in the region this should be done at a rural area airport with many fewer constraints, such
as Mulino.

For all the above reasons we request that consideration of a runway extension and/or
strengthening the weight-bearing load of the runway at Aurora Airport be postponed to allow study
of the most appropriate location and timing for such developments and any extension or
strengthening be excluded from the current Master Plan update.
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Bernice,
First a thank you for all the time and effort you put in for all of our sakes. We both appreciate it.

We agree with the attached proposal, namely the Petition to the Oregon Department of Aviation from the
Aurora Airport Neighbors in the Prairie View Community.

Robert C. Brooks 14510 NE Mulligan Court, Aurora, OR 97002
Susan G. Brooks 14510 NE Mulligan Court, Aurora, OR 97002

Thank you.

Aurora Airport Master Planning Process
Petition to the Oregon Department of Aviation
from
Aurora Airport Neighbors in the Prairie View Community

Whereas, the Aurora State Airport lies less 1 1/2 miles south of the Prairie View residential
community and over-flights of Prairie View are already frequent and noisy and

Whereas, the Oregon Department of Aviation is considering the possible inclusion of an extension
of the existing runway and/or strengthening the runway to accommodate heavier aircraft in the
current master planning process,

We, the undersigned residents of Prairie View support the petition from Charbonneau residents
and express our grave concern about the number of larger jets that such an extension would
bring, with the resultant increase in noise poliution for neighboring communities. We oppose such
action for the following reasons:

1. At this airport, landings to the south require jets and others to fly low over dense residential
areas of Wilsonville and surrounding communities. The proposed control tower, operating only
during daylight hours, will not be able to fully mitigate this problem.

2. The environmental impact of a runway extension or strengthening, bringing additional and
larger jet traffic, will be to reduce property values for many Wilsonville residents including those
living in Charbonneau and Prairie View.

3. The extension proposed is sought by a very small number of operators, most of whom regularly
use its current runway. At a time of extreme State and Federal budget difficulties it is
unacceptable to consider spending large sums of taxpayer money on development to benefit so
few special interests.

4, This Airport is constrained on all sides by roads and residences, by one runway, and by private
infrastructure close to the taxiway and runway, all hampering long term expansion. For example, it
is not practically possible, nor financially feasible, to reduce the approach minimums, something

1
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that would make the Airport a more reliable destination in bad weather. If a longer runway is

required in the region this should be done at a rural area airport with many fewer constraints, such
as Mulino.

For all the above reasons we request that consideration of a runway extension and/or
strengthening the weight-bearing load of the runway at Aurora Airport be postponed to allow study
of the most appropriate location and timing for such developments and any extension or
strengthening be excluded from the current Master Plan update.
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The chart below includes features of the no build alternative and the three build alternatives. Please indicate what features of the

alte}'h’iatﬁ.reis you prefer by checking the appropriate box.

Instrument
Approach
Capability

No change.
Approach minima-to
remain atvisual and
gre'ater than 1 statute
mile {sm}

D No change.. -

Apprba'ch minima to remain at -,

'visual and greater than 1. s_tatu_fcé_
“mile {sm)

D Improved instrument
approach capability. Visibility
greater than % statute mile {sm}

D Improved instrument
approach capability. Visibility
minima lower:than % statute
-mile-(sm):(precision, . :
approaches). '

‘Parallel taxiway relocated 100
feet to the east and multiple
buildings removed or altered.

Reference Code

i e

Runway Le’ng.th" |

{total runway length:
5,004’}

D 600" extension to north end
of runway
{total runway length: 5,604)

D 1,000’ extension to south
end of runway, closure of Keil Rd.
(total runway length: 6,004)

D No change to length.
However, relocation of the
paralle! taxiway is necessary for
precision approach.

{total runway length: 5,004"}

No change |
pounds DWG)

Strengthen to 60,000

i o change (45,000 pounds -
owe)

Air Traffic |
Control Tower
{ATCT) Location

Has not yet been

determined. Please select

your preferred location
from Alternative 1, 2 or 3.

ATCT located midfield on
the east side.

D ATCT centrally located
within State-owned property, but
north of the location in
Alternative 1.

D ATCT located closer to the
north end and farther from the
runway than in the other two
build alternatives.
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Helicopter '

Parking Location D Designation of helicopter

operations area in the northwest
section of State-owned property.

i'd No change

D Designation of helicopter
operations area, situated where
the fuel tanks are currently
located,

D Designation of helicopter
operations area, north of the
current apron.

: '_Fue! -Statlon

__A roa’a Av;atlon' 5

k":elocatlon south of ':

: 'ei'ta'nks relocated

: northea'st of Aurora Avsatton

"3the south: end of State owned
: property

uture fuel ta nks Iocated at

Aurora Rural Fire

E Fire District’s response

Protection i .
District Location building located near the air

D Fire District's response
building located adjacent to the

D The Fire District’s response
building located east of the fire
suppression system.

L trafﬂc controltower(ATCT)
CargoApron-Z-: T St e _
_.Locatton

O3 pesignationofacorgo

| Aviation.

water suppression system.

: _':3 The cargo apron centraHy
' ﬁiocated on State ownect
-_"_property : S

Additional Comments:

”ﬂ,@_ Pobeil o MN%&;M( Dwu’ N..sjw
j:‘i,‘}\{? /LL La/ i/i-m_l G‘F’A’f— QM—'M

e“—l”ﬂ. vJo 3«» J »& '}Wﬁcj*{_,
jéﬂ%u Cocephina o Tl Bupoen
R bkt o [ T e
EQ tﬁ BM,J Hwéua RSO S

\Ble a@? e poa -%— (§ Too ijw

e&tw:egnftwamuGMé

Name:

Contact information {optional):

e | so

Address:

3 & C%&—nmac @Mjﬁ‘dﬁ

(‘)!'é,. @w ov &

Phone:

(5%9) $27-L3s )

~Email:

' 6@%@% Lﬁﬁj @wgd;f. 5&&-—}

%?Z._Thank you for taking the time to provide your input!

Please drop this form in the comment box, or mail to:
Adrienne DeDona
1110 SE Alder Street, Suite 301
_ Portland, OR 97214
~.Or fax to: (503) 230-4877
You can aiso ema|| comments to: Adrienne@jla.us.com
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The chart below includes features of the no build alternative and the three build alternatives. Please indicate what features of the
alternatives you prefer by checking the appropriate box.

Instrument
Approach
Capability

D No change.
Approach minima to
remain at visual and
greater than 1 statute
mite (sm)

D No change.

Approach minima to remain at
visual and greater than 1 statute
mile {sm) ’

Improved instrument
appreach capahility. Visibility
greater than % statute mile (sm)

D Improved instrument
approach capability. Visibility
minima jower than % statute
mile {(sm) {precision
approaches).

Paraliel taxiway relocated 100
feet to the east and multiple
buildings removed or altered,

Airport
‘Reference Code

b Nochange:
‘Remain at ARCB-Il .

' D Upgrade to ARCCAI

Runwéy Lehgth

D No change
{total runway length:
5,004')

D 600’ extension to north end
of runway
{total runway length: 5,604’)

D 1,000’ extension to south
end of runway, closure of Keil Rd.
(total runway fength: 6,004')

D No change to length.
However, relocation of the
parallel taxiway is necessary for
precision approach.

{total runway length: 5,004')

.f}__s'fﬁr’fe_};n_gj_'t_'ﬁ'_'_ejn?it'bj:éo.;'op_d e
o

3 o change 45,000 pouncs

Air Traffic

Control Tower
(ATCT) i.oc*f_\ition

\

Has not yet been
‘determined. Please select
your preferred location’;

*
. .e-ff.‘ " o

. _—

. from Alternative lﬂf;féﬁ' 3.
. SR

D ATCT located midfield on
the east side.

D ATCT centrally located
within State-owned property, but
north of the location in
Alternative 1.

D ATCT located closer to the
north end and farther from the
runway than in the other two
build alternatives,

-

i

e

ﬁ AL o
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Helicopter

Parking Location D No change

D Designation of helicopter
operations area in the northwest
section of State-owned property.

D Designation of helicopter
operations area, situated where
the fuel tanks are currently
Iocated

D Designation of helicopter
operations area, north of the
current apron.

_'._Fuel Station
: Locatlon

Fuel tank relocat_lon south of
Aurora Avnatmn e

: .northeast of Aurora Awatron

uel tanks reiocated

D Future fuei tanks Eocated at
_-;the south end of. State owned
fproperty E

Protection
District Location

Aurora Rural Fire D Na ch
. o change

Fire District’s response
buildikg located near the air
traffic control tower (ATCT)

D Fire District’s respanse
building located adjacent to the
watersuppression system.

D The Fire District’s response
building located east of the fire
suppression system.

__.Cargo Apron
_Locatlon B

- .I\.I.o.change

: f_apron facalaty, north of Aurora
o ﬁAwatton : :

:'Desagnatron of a cargo o

: - The cargo apron centrally
b iocated on State owned
3-r'.property S

Additional Comments:

Name:

Contact Information (opticonal):

Address:

Phone:

Email:

Thank you for taking the time to provide your input!

Please drop this form in the comment box, or mail to:
Adrienne DeDona
1110 SE Alder Street, Suite 301
. Portland, OR 97214
_ Or fax to: (503) 230-4877
You can also email comments to: Adrienne@jla.us.com
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The chart below includes features of the no build alternative and the three build alternatives. Please indicate what features of the

alternatives you prefer by checking the appropriate box.

Instrument
Approach
Capability

| D No change.

Approach minima to
remain at visual and
greater than 1'statute
mile {sm)

D No change.

Approach minima to remain at
visual and greater than 1 statute
mile (sm} - -

D tmproved instrument
approach capability. Visibility
greater than % statute mile (sm)

g Improved instrument

- approach capability. Visibility

minima lower than % statute
mile {sm} {precision
approaches).

Parailel taxiway relocated 100

feet to the east and multiple
buildings removed or altered.

Airport
“Reference Code

Loperadeonrccn

RunWay'Length

D No change

{total runway length:
5,004’)

ﬁ 600’ extension to north end
of runway .
{total runway length: 5,604)

D 1,000’ extension to south

end of runway, closure of Keil Rd.
{total runway length: 6,004')

D No change to length.
However, relocation of the

parailel taxiway is necessary for

precision approach.
{total runway length: 5,004")

3 no change.
pounds DWG).

W suengthento

| 060000

m Strengthen'to 60,000

pounds WG

3 o change (45,000 pouncs

Air Traffic
Control Tower
(ATCT) Location

Has not yet been
determined. Please select
your preferred location
from Alternative 1, 2 or 3.

E ATCT located midfield on
the east side.

D ATCT centrally located
within State-owned property, but
north of the location in
Alternative 1.

D ATCT located closer to the
north end and farther from the

runway than in the other two
build alternatives.

L




‘ Helicopter
Parking Location

m No cha.nge

D Designation of helicopter

operations area in the northwest
section of State-owned property.

D Designation of helicopter
operations area, situated where
the fuel tanks are currently
Iocated
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D Designation of helicopter
operations area, north of the
current apron.

_'Fuel Stat:on R

Dnochange

ora Avrat|on

Fuel tank relocatlon south of

D Fue{ tanks relocated
. -'_northeast of Aurora Awatlon

8 Future fuel tanks iocated at _
'_"the south end of State owned
property '

Aurora Rural Fire
Protection
District Location

D No change

D Fire District’s response

building located near the air
traffic control tower (ATCT)

Fire District’s response
building located adjacent to the
water suppression system.

D The Fire District’s response
building located east of the fire
suppressEon syste m.

Cargo Apron
'__'Locatlon

: -_ Nochange

D No_change

: : Avaation

. Desagnation of a cargo _
: aproﬂ facal:ty, north of Aurora

_' _: D The cargo apron centralEy
S _.':!ocated on State owned
S property i

Additional Comments:

Wosllt ke

C-R, , bul> don 't B Oy 2

Ao/ £d 4 jwmf [, SHEr0ase ExaFlre su

Apy 7

A5 A gt Kd. Forle G007 xtasipn 1o

Name:

Contact Information {optional):

/‘?_ 06 Gyrahpn

Address:

Z/pg- Lrbryly

/91/}"/? Y7

Phone:

Email:

Thank you for taking the time to provide your input!

Please drop this form in the comment box, or mail to:
Adrienne DeDona
1110 SE Alder Street, Suite 301
Portland, OR 97214
_ - Orfax to: (503} 230-4877
You can also email comments to: Adrienne@®jla.us.com





