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TABLE 12 

AIRPORT REVENUE GOALS 

($000-1975 Dollars) 

SHORT RANGE MID-RANGE LONG RANGE 20 YEAR PERIOD 
1975-1980 1980-1985 1985-1995 1975-1995 

ANNUAL ANNUAL 
AVERAGE TOTAL AVERAGE 

EXPENDITURES TO MEET MASTER 
PLAN GOALS 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR 8 40 9 
MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT 3 15 3 
SALARIES 0 0 6 
ADMINISTRATION 2 10 2 

TOTAL 13 65* 20 

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 

STATE'S SHARE** 50.4 252° 12.4 

TOTAL REVENUES REQUIRED TO MAKE 
AURORA STATE AIRPORT FINANCIALLY 63.4 317* 32.4 
INDEPENDENT 

I 
*Cost are shown in 1975 dollars. Appropriate **State's share based on 1975 criteria. 
escalation factors must be applied for legislation may alter amounts shown. 
extrapolation to future years. 

MANAGING A CONTINUING PROGRAM 

These actions are required by the Division of Aero­
nautics: 

• 

• 

• 

This airport Master Plan should be adopted 
and implementation commenced immediately. 

Application should be made to the FAA for 
funds to support the Implementation Plan. 

In order for the State to implement the Master 
Plan the State needs to control the land 
involved. Therefore acquisition of the land 
for the terminal area should be accomplished 
without delay. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

ANNUAL ANNUAL 
TOTAL AVERAGE TOTAL AVERAGE TOTAL 

45 11 110 9.8 195 
15 4 40 3.5 70 
30 20 200 11.5 230 
10 3 30 -2§.. --22. 

100* 38 380* 27.3 545* 

62* 45.3 453* 38.4 767* 

162* 83.3 833* 65.6 1312* 

Pending 

The parallel taxiway and exit taxiway system 
must be constructed immediately. This is 
necessary to protect pub I ic safety and to 
provide adequate runway capacity. 

Other needed developments should be started 
as indicated by the Master Plan. 

The airport maintenance program should be 
accelerated, particularly as regards runway 
pavement rehabilitation and airfield surface 
drainage improvements. 

The State should continue to work closely 
with Marion and Clackamas Counties to 
develop compatible land use planning. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The State should work closely with Marion 
and Clackamas Counties to develop zoning 
changes on and near the airport as recom­
mended by the Master Plan. 

At this time no appropriate alternatives 
for airport ownership seem to exist. The 
State should retain ownership of the airport 
because its closure would have a critical 
adverse impact on the Oregon Aviation System. 

The State should take a more active part in 
the management of the entire airport and 
particularly give more attention to user 
service and problems. 

The State should develop an airport manage­
ment program and increase its airport staff as 
necessary to administer the airport operation 
and development program. 

The State's financial policy should be to 
make the airport more self-supporting. 
This should be accomplished by obtaining 
more direct control of the sources of airport 
revenues. Revenues should be increased 
in accordance with area competition and 
inflation rates. Lease rates should be reviewed 
frequently and kept up-to-date. 

Airport traffic surveys should be made 
periodically and incorporated into the 
Master Plan and the Oregon Aviation System Plan . 

A program to collect weather data should be 
initiated and used for facility planning. 

The State should schedule periodic reviews 
of the Master Plan. It should be revised 
whenever necessary to keep it current. 

In updating the Master Plan the State should 
work closely with the airport users, local 
governments, and citizens. A flexible attitude 
and approach to the planning process should 
be maintained. 

Also it is important to keep the pub I ic and 
pub I ic agencies informed as to what impacts 
off-airport plans may impose on this public 
facility. Also it is important to provide 
encouragement and assistance to other agencies 
having j uri sd iction over matters that affect 
this airport. 
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APPENDIX 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration: 
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AC 150/ 5900-lA 

AC 150/ 5300-6 

AC 1 50 / 5300-4B 

AC 150/5060-2 

AC 150/5060-lA 

AC 150/ 5060-3A 

AC 150/5300-2C 

AC 150/5050-4 

AC 150/5070-3 

AC 150/5090-2 

AC 150/ 5100-5 

AC 150/5190-3A 

AC 150/5210-6B 

Airport Master Plans 
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Airport Design Standards -
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Airport Design Standards -
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Aid Airport Program 
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Ordinance 

Aircraft Fire and Rescue Facilities 
and Extinghishing Agents 

AC 150/ 5300-5 

AC 150/ 5320-1 o 

AC 150/ 532 5-5B 

AC 150/ 5340-2 4 

Airport Reference Point 
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Airports - Industrial Waste 
Treatment 
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Aids 

AC 150/ 5340-21 Airport Miscellaneous Lighting 
Visual Aids 

Regulations; 

Part 77 - "Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace" 

Other; 

"FAA Statistical Handbook of Aviation - Calendar 
Year 1973". 

"The Northwest Region Aviation System - Ten Year 
Plan 1975-1985". 

"United States Standard for Terminal Instrument 
Procedures {TERPS) ". 

U.S. Department of Transportation "Energy Statistics, 
A Supplement to the Summary of National Transpor­
tation Statistics" August 1974. 

Oregon Department of Transportation, Aeronautics 
Division, "Oregon Aviation System Plan" 1974. 

Oregon State Aeronautics Division, "Oregon Laws 
Relative to Aeronautics" 1974. 

Columbia Region Association of Governments. 
"Columbia-Willamette Region Comprehensive Plan" 
1974. 

Port of Portland "Portland-Clackamas Airport 
Study" 1975. 

Port of Portland, "The Port of Portland Metropolitan 
Airport Site Selection Study" Volumes 1 (1968) and 
2 (1971). 

Port of Portland, "Portland-Hi I lsboro Airport Master 
Plan" and "Environmental Impact Report" 1973. 

Clackamas County, Oregon, "Comprehensive Plan" 
1974. 

Marion County, Oregon, "Comprehensive Plan" 1972. 

Marion County, Oregon, "Uniform Zoning Ordinance" 
1971 with "Summary" 1974. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation 
Service, "Soi I Survey of Marion County Area, Oregon" 
1972. 

Aurora, Oregon, "Aurora Land Use Plan" 1975. 

Horonjeff, Robert, "Planning and Design of Airports" 
Second Edition. 

AASHO, "A Policy on Geometric Design of Rural 
Highways" 1965. 

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway 
Administration, "Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices" 1971. 

Report No. FAA-RD-74-178, Estimating Operations 
at Non-Towered Airports Using the Non-Survey 
Method. 

FAA Order NW 5030. 1, Airport Site Investigation 
and Approval. 
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CORRESPONDENCE 

DEPARTMENT OF TRAI ORTATION 
fEDEOl AVIATION ADMIN<-,~ATION 

JAN S l.975 

Mr. Paul Burket 
Aercmau.tica Division 
Oregon State Department 

of Transportation 
Salein,Oregon 97310 

Attention: Mr. Roy Raaaina 

Dear Paul: 

We have completed our review of the Site Sufficiency Study and Swnmary 
of Findings for Aurora State Airport trane .. itted by yow: letter of 
November 25, 1975. 

Thb study a1111einbles the best available information on airport altes 
in the vicinity of the existing Aurora State Aixport, and it has been 
concluded that the existfog airport should be tentatively approved 
for initial development am a utility airport c:orulitioned on approval 
ofanairportlayo\ltple.n. 

'<llhh tentative approval is necessary because there have been no 
previcu.a ADAP or FAAP grant11 at this location. Tentative approval 
of the aite pexmits the PGP project to pxoceed to the aixpoxt layout 
plan phase which will deteniina the p:teciae natuxe of futuxe develop­
ment including the potential for ultimate.development Ha txan,;poxt 
aixpoxt. Thi.&approvalahoHtablisheeeligibUityofthe6itefor 
federal funds under the ADAP program. 

This approval does not indicate that airport development at the site 
is envh:oilll>"-ntally acceptable in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (P.L. 91-190) and does not imply 
anycoo,n,iti,,entoffederalfunding. 

Sincerely, 

r~:..:2 
Ray Costello 
Mal Miller 
.Dick· Reynolds 

R!'C'IIAEllllllA!ITil:S 

JAN 12 JS76 

STATE OF OREGON 
AERONAUTICS DIVISION 

3040 25th STREET S.E. • SALEM, OREGON • 97310 • Phone 378-4880 

Marion County Board of Commissioners 
MalrionCount.yCourthouse 
Salem, OR 97301 

March 31, 1976 

ThankyoufortheprivilegeofpresentingtheAuroraStateAirportMasterPlan 
Final Draft at your ragular meeting this date. 

Repraaentativea of stau, you,: county and city planning departments have been 
members of the Advisory COlllillittee cluring the planning process, and in addition 

~~vr::s;::1 d;~;~a;~anwi::d o:~in:1:f!O::n~!~=;:: 'p~!:1::v1d~:c:;p~::~~~!:s to 

~~~t!:: .. :::" r!:::v~~1:o 1~a~:1~:v:nie::0 r:~~!!~d:e:~::e!:/::~h i=~:!;:r~;~:tr~ 
this Revised Final Draft, 

g;;i:1:41:11:mi:ii;:::i:1;:~i:¥m::::t:~g:i:I1~i1111;::111:1,,,, 
ofgreatimpo:,;:tance,notonlylocallywithinitsimmediateenvirons,butona 
regional, state-wide and national basis, 

The plan is scheduled for final printing on or about the 21st of April and 
submittal to the FAA soon thereafter. It is of much concern to our Division and 
tho FAA that the land use and environmental aspects of the plan are in reasonable 

;~:r ";~:~!~!!" s;~~0
:~~rr:1!!dr~~~~u:~~~:t~::r:~e::!::/!:n:tt., :~:~1:rr~; ~~ 

your submittal of cDalments, please notify us in order that our planners will be 
:ready to clarify any subject matter in the plan that may he questionable or 
unclear to you. 

A DIVISION OF TH~ DEPAIITM&NT OF TRANSPOIITAflON ,._._.,.,..._"""-"'-AstOC""""""" ....... .,, .. nl>IIOfl'KIMI 

Marion County Board of Commissionars March31,1976 

Your assistanc~ and coUlllents in finalyzing this plan will be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

PAULE. BURKET, 
Aeronautics Administrator 

cc: Mr. Mal Miner 
Mr. Ray Costello 

CH2M 
l'.;]HILL 

Mr. Randy Curtis 
Marion County Planning Department 
3180Center Street N. E., Room 230 
Salem, Oregon 97301 

Dear Mr. Curtis: 

Subject: Zone Change Case No. 76-B 

20April 1976 

Woodburn-Hubbard Area-Wide Rezoning 

As mentioned ,n the letter of 13 April 1976 from the Oregon Aeronautics 
Division, I am submitting comments on the subject rezoning, Our comments 
pertain strictly to the Aurora State Airport and it~ master plan, for which 
CH2M HILL is consultant to the Aeronautics Division, owner, 

The a_irport master plan's purpose is to identify airport needs <1nd to determine 

~r:;:~~ ~n5iir".!~;~s i0h;a ;:~.r~~i1t:~si~;;t~11:t;:~f;:'~ n~~ou;~ :~~J:c~io: tl~~ough 
1995and establishes fac:>11t1es layouts, sc:hedules and budget requirements 
for airport development through that pet"iod. It also sets forth recommendations 
f<;1r zoning on the airport and for zornng and land use around the airport, par­
ticularly where measurable impac:ts are predicted to occur. 

The revised final draft of t~e i:,-urora State Airport master plan is in the hands 
of the Ma.rion County Cornm,~s,oners and was most recently discussed at the 
Commissioners' hearing 31 March 1976. No subsequent revlslons have been 
made. 

The recommendations of the aiq:>ort master plan are a result of annlysls of 
the o.n-airport needs of future air traffic and analysis of the off-airport impac:ts 
of th,s traffic. The recommendation~ for layout development and ilirport and 
::~~~::~~ci;~~~~s"_ment, if carried out, will minimize but will not altogether 

Mr. Randy Curtis 
Page 2 
20April 1976 
C9198,70 

In order '.O minimize i~pacts, which will be mostly from aircraft noise, and 
to make a1rl;'ort and adjacent land use compatible, the following comments 
r~late the a~rport master plan to Ca5e No. 76-8, Woodburn-Hubbard Area­
W,de Rezornng. 

Th_e present .iirport _zone, Public Amusement (PA), is inappro­
priate because perm1t~ed uses are incompatible with a publicly 
owned and operated airport. Also the term "amusement' is a 
~1snomer an11s misleading. The Oregon Aeronautics Division 
1s notoperallng an amusement facility. In fact. both the natlonal 
a,:id state depa.rtme!"'ls ?ftransportation identify the Aurora State 
Airport as a vital link m the n~tional and Mate air transportation 
sy~tems. We sugr;,est that Mar,on County adopt the airport master 
plan recommendation for an Airport Development Zone (or similar 
such term) described as follows. 

T~e dimensions recommended in the airport master plan are 
shght!y larger than those shown on tl-.e proposed rezoning map. 
Adop_t,on of the m?ster plan recommendations will both protect 
!he a1rP_Ort and will prevent non--'ilviation commercial development 
m the airport develo'?ment zone. As minimum rezoning the zoning 
of th~ Aurora State Airport should at least match thct of the other 
~~tic airport in Marion County, McNary Field, lt presently does 

Increased densities of residential development or conc:entratrons 
of people should be discouragtrooffthe runway ends for the 

~~~i:.;nsst~ oe:;l;i~!l7~ nrh~:~:~~t°~!~:e~op~;~i.al F~~ituen:;-:i;~ure 
ex1stmg land use ,s generally collipatible with opefation of 
the airport.and would be further improved by the proposed 
F-20 reio1;ing. However, we would prefer the rezoning to be 
EFU for stJ!I better compatibility. We continue to recommend 
that the airport buffer zone be identified and defined by an Airport 
Buffer Overlay Zone, described ln the master plan as follows: 
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Mr. Randy Curtis 
Page3 
20Aprll 1976 
C9198.70 

An overlay surrounding an cxistin,1 or p<>lcnll;ll 
aiqmrl imp.ict ,ire,, lo l>c ~<1p<:rim1m~<"(I ,1r1d used 
in conjunctionwithexist:ng Loning II 1sdefmed 

~i,,~;~.,:~~s~;2i,~;.l:,~:~t~;('Nt,~\l~~~1n~~~.:,_co~,~'~,ir 
I'"'!"'~,· i,, I" l"""v"k In,· u,.c,, th.1! l"·,-,.lrnk ,on 
ccntrulions of peoµli, 111 tliu Aurorn SWLcAirport 
Buffer Zone. Exclusive farm use (EFU) with 
limited commercial area is recommended. The 
permitted uses in theoverluy zone override con­
fllctmg ;Hes In the zones beneath the overlay. 

Additionally, the airport master plan proposes an Airport Obstruc­
tion Surfaces Overlay Zone to restrict construction of high objects 
hazarrlous lo flight and thus to public ..afcty. The sugge~ted overlay 
zone is defined in the airport master plan as follc,ws: 

An additional overlaysuperimposedc,var and 
surr<>undlng the planned airport development 
and dimensioned according to Federal Aviation 
Regulation Part 77, ObJectsAffecting Navigable 
Airspace. Theobstructionsurfacesoverlay 
shown in the master plan match imaginary surfaces 
fortheultimateairportwith<>uttheconical surface. 
No area farther than 10,000foet from the airport 
primary surface;,; affected. 

The failure of Marion County to adopt this c,verlay ;:one would 
expose the county population to little adverse impac~, but 
inaction would expose the mostp<1lent_ial for re~trictrng safe 
fligl1t operations near the airport during low vhibility w<>ather. 

The zoning and land use recommendations in the Aurora State Airport master 

;~~~~i!tit;;~:tnt:~~~:~l~~~~~1~!11:r:d~~~?-:;~~:·~~~~~;!it:::~~r~1t~E; 
through analysis by the study team und through the c,t,n,n involvement process 
and are the preferred soluli<>ns. lhey,irealso based uponprenedence_es_tab­
lished ~t other public uirporls and are recommended b)'. !lie Federal Aviation 
Administrationasbeinghighlysuccessfu!, tested solutions. 

Tllank you for this opportunity to submit these cornmPnts. Please feel free to 
contact Roy Rau~ina at the Or<.-gon Aeronuutics Div•si<>n or 11,c, Lf you have any 
questions. 

~o 
½,,akalm R. Mloec 

7~.inng,.r. Aurorn Stdte Airport 
Mn~tcr l'l<lrl Pr<>jecl 

STATE OF OREGON 
AERONAUTICS DIVISION 

3040 25th STREET S.E. • SALEM, OREGON • 97310 • Phone 378•4880 

"''"""''"'~; . , ...... , May 20, 1976 

Marion County Board o( Con:,:,.issioners May 20, 1976 

following organization.• has been in close contact with th" sluci.y Lhroughocit. 

At1rornl'lannlngCommission 
Clackamas County Planning Department 
Colwobin R.,gion Association of Govern.">enLs (CRAC) 
Oregon Dq,artment of Enviroruaental QualiLy (DEQ) 
Oregon Division of Aeronautics 
J;"cderal Aviation ,\dmlnistrl'ltion 
LandConservationandDevelopmentCommission(LCDC) 
Marion County Planning Department 
Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments 
OregonDepart,.,..e.ntofl'ransportation(ODOT) 
Port of Portland 
Soil Con~e,vation S<'rvi.ce, n.s. Department oi Agriculture 

We believe there is adequate assurance that all im1>ortant issues have been :==~~:: and that all interested parties have had opportunl.ty co provide 

Final planning coordination according to LCDC requirements has been accomplished 
vith all concerned unita of local government. Aocording to procedures edvised 
by LCDC, the Oregon Division ofAeronalltics, airport cmner, has presented the 
revised final draft Airport Master Plan to all affectad local govert1menta. The 
Plan has been explained, questions answered, and cmrnnents have been invited. 
~;~:r:t:~~~-made for the study te""1 to attend work sessions with local govern-

It is the hope of the Division of AeronauticB to see the Aurora State Airport 
Master Plan recognized and tnken under advisement by surrounding juria.dictions 
as they develop their comprehensive plans. We recommend that yoL.I adopt the 
Aurora State Air(>ort ~laste,c Plan as an element in yo<Ir comprehensive plan, at 
least on an interim basis. We also nnticipate. that your local government will 
keep the Airport Master Plan reco,nmendations under advisement aod maiutain 
close coordination with the Division of Aeronautics in any action affecting 
thisiraportantpublicairport. 

We trust that Marion Connty will tak..> prompt action .co adopt airport zonillg 
recommendations contained in the Plao. This will assist greatly in reducing 
theconfusionregardingcurrentdevalopmentpla.nsandwillpermitla.ndownars 
to properly pla.n devolopment of their pro[>erty in conformance with public 
interests. Pro[>er zoning vill assure protection of the airport through con­
tinued compatible la.nd use. (Pleese refer to Cll2M-Rill's letter of 20 April 
1976 to Randy Curtis, Planning Director, regarding Zone Change Case No. 76-8, 
copy attached.) 

Marion County Board of Commissioner$ May20,1976 

When we allnounced in our letter to you dated March 31, 1976 our int,mtions 
to print the Airport Master Plan report about 21 April, we understood that 
you needed a little more time for review. However, more than 45 days have 
elapse.d since the Plan was presented to you and we are oow well behind our 
programmed printing schedule. Neith.,-,, comments nor requests fo,: further infor­
mation have been received. Airport tenants, users and neighbor~ are being 
somewhat adversely affe.,tad by the delays beillg experienced, awl further delays 
canonlyaddtothetotalcost.softheproject. 

Sincenocornmunicationshavebeenreceivedfromyou,wehavescheduledpre­
sentationofthePlantotheOregonTransportationCoi:IIU.ssionatitsrcgular 
meeting on May 25, 1976. Following their acceptance of the plan the final 
document will be printed and it should be available in early June. 

We look forward to receiving your response indicating your acce1>tanoe of 
the Plan, at least on an interUII basis or with qualifications, so this planning 
study may be brought to an orderly conclusion. We also anticipate continuing 
communications with you for necessary refinement, updating and implementation 
ofthePlanandsincerelythankyouforyour(>astcooperation. 

Sincerely, 

PAULE. BURKET, 
Aeronautics Admioistrator 

PEll:sh 

' Mr, M.aleolm Miner, Cll2M-ll1.ll, Inc. 
Mr.GeorgeBuley,FAA 
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DEPARTMENT OF TR,' 'lSPORTATION 
fEDERAl AVIATION ADM, .• ,STRATION 

Mr. Paul Burket, Administrator 
Aeronautics Division 
0regonDepartmentofTrallSportation 
304025thStreetSoutheast 
Salem,0regon 97310 

The Aurora. State Airport Layout Plan received May 24, 1976, i.a 
conditionally approved and a copy is endosed. The plan appears 
tot,., excellent in both format and content, and we accept it as 
compliance with the Gra11t Agree01e<1t dated May .5, 1975. 

Approval of the plan does <1ot indicate that the Ut1ited States will 
participateinthecoatofanydevelopmentproposedocherthanchac 
which is presently progra"""ed. When airport constn1ctiot1, altera­
tion, or deactivation is undertaken, .auch a"Cion requires notifica­
;f.!0!1 at1d re1/'iew it1 accordance with the provision of either Part 77 
o'iPartl!17oftheFederalAviationReguletioos. 

Thia approval consideu only the safety, utjlity, and efficiency of 
theairport,anditisconditionedonacceptanceofthepla11under 
local and state land use laws. Please provide documentation which 
indicatesthattheplanisacceptableforusebyalllocalagencies 
with jurisdiction over area~wide planning and land development controls. 
Weencouragatheappropri:ateagenciestoadoptlanduseandhe1gtlt 
restrictive zoning ordinances based on tl!is plan in a tiine.ly manner 
sinceactiontowardthisendisaprerequisiteoftheAirport 
Development Aid Program (ADAP). 

The approval indicated by my signature is given subject Co the 
conditionthatportionsoftheproposedlandacquisitinnandthe 
runway extensions may not be undertaken without prior written envi­
ronmental approval by the FM iu accordanc,;, witb.0rder 50.50.211. 

ia:·B llQ\lll~l!lltS 

JUN 1' \916 

We have enjoyed working with you and your consultant on this ptoject 
and we look forward to implementation of the plan. Please attach 
this letter to the Airport Layout Plan and retail! it in your files 
for future use underADAP. 

2iy£P4,r-
Chief. Airports Planning Bn.nch, ANW-610 

Mr. Ray Costello 
Mr. Mal Miner 
Mr. Dick Reynolds 
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SUMMARY OF MEETINGS 

Date: 2 July 1975 
Where: Salem, Oregon 
Who: Advisory Committee 
Purpose: To start up the project, to discuss the 
initial inventory findings, to invite the Advisory 
Committee to provide input to the project and to 
outline the procedures for so doing. 
Attendees: Oregon Division of Aeronautics, 
CH2M HI LL, Oregon Department of Transportation 
(ODOTJ, Marion County Planning Department, 
Clackamas County Planning Department, Aurora 
Planning Commission, Columbia Region Association 
of Governments (CRAG), Mid-Willamette Valley 
Counci I of Governments (COG), Oregon Land 
Conservation and Development Commission {LCDCJ, 
Port of Portland and U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Soil Conservation Service {USDA, SCSJ. 

Date: 24 October 1975 
Where: Salem, Oregon 
Who: Advisory Committee 
Purpose: To review the first interim report, 
"Airport Requirements" and to obtain comments. 
Attendees: Division of Aeronautics, CH2M HILL, 
Aurora Planning Commission, Marion County 
Planning Department, Federal Aviation Adminis­
tration {FAA), Mid-Willamette Valley COG, CRAG, 
Port of Portland, Oregon Department of Environ­
mental Quality (DEQ), ODOT, USDA, SCS and LCDC. 

Date: 18 November 1975 
Where: North Marion Union High School, Hubbard, 
Oregon 
Who: Public Meeting 
Purpose: To review the interim report, "Airport 
Requ i rem en ts," to discuss the adequacy of the 
existing airport site, and to get public input. The 
meeting was announced through press releases to 
UPI, AP; it was advertised in 15 local newspapers; 
and notices were furnished for bulletin boards at 
ten airports. Approximately 75 citizens attended. 

Date: 25 February 1976 
Where: Salem, Oregon 
Who: Advisory Committee 
Purpose: To review the final draft of the Airport 
Master Plan and to obtain comments for incorporation 
into the final report. 
Attendees: Division of Aeronautics, CH2M HILL, 
LCDC, USDA, SCS, ODOT, Port of Portland, Marion 
County Planning Department, and the DEQ. 

Date: 26 February 1976 
Where: North Marion Union High School, Hubbard, 
Oregon 
Who: Pub I ic Meeting 
Purpose: To present and discuss the final draft of 
the Airport Master Plan and to obtain public input. 
The presentation was made by the Division of 
Aeronautics, the Federal Aviation Administration, 
and CH2M HILL. 
Attendees: Approximately 50 citizens 

Date: 4 March 1976 
Where: Salem Airport, Salem, Oregon 
Who: The LCDC/Marion County representative, 
Oregon Division of Aeronautics, and CH2M HILL. 
Purpose: To verify the LCDC coordination require­
ments under the 1973 Land Use Act (ORS Chapter 
197) and to insure that they are adequately met 
under the project. 

Date: 31 March 1976 
Where: Marion County Courthouse, Salem, Oregon 
Who: Marion County Commissioners and Pub I ic 
Purpose: To present the final draft Airport Master 
Plan and to finally coordinate with Marion County 
local government. 
Attendees: Two County Commissioners, Marion 
County planning staff, and approximately five 
citizens. 

Date: 5 Apri I 1976 
Where: Wilsonville, Oregon 
Who: City Council and Public 
Purpose: To present the final draft Airport Master 
Plan and to coordinate with the City Council and 
attending public. 
Attendees: Four City Councilmen, Mayor, City 
Administrator and approximately 25 citizens. 

Date: 6April 1976 
Where: Aurora, Oregon 
Who: City Council and Public 
Purpose: To present and coordinate the final draft 
Airport Master Plan with the City of Aurora. 
Attendees: Three City Councilmen, Mayor, Chair­
man of the Planning Commission, the Section 208 
study team and approximately 25 citizens. 

Date: 9 Apri I 1976 
Where: Clackamas County Courthouse, Oregon 
City, Oregon 
Who: County Commissioners and Public 
Purpose: To present and explain the final draft 
of the Airport Master Plan to the Clackamas County 
Commissioners. 
Attendees: Approximately 20 citizens. No County 
Commissioners or County staff attended. 

Date: 25 May 1976 
Where: Salem, Oregon 
Who: Oregon Transportation Commission 
Purpose: During this regular monthly Commission 
meeting the Aurora State Airport Master Plan was 
unanimously approved by the Commission. 
Attendees: Full Commission, ODOT officials 
including Aeronautics Division, CH2M HILL, and 
spectators. 
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TECHNICAL DATA 

AURORA STATE AIRPORT MASTER PLAN 

REPORT OF SITE SUFFICIENCY STUDY 

INTRODUCTION 

November 1975 
By CH2M HILL 

The Airport Master Plan work program includes 
Task G, Site Sufficiency Study. It is a logical 
conclusion to Phase I work, Airport Requirements, 
and is required to be submitted to FAA prior to 
proceeding to Phase Ill work, Airport Plans. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The conclusions of this study are that the existing 
Aurora State Airport site is adequate and that the 
airport should not be relocated. 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this study was first to review the 
adequacy of the present airport site in light of the 
needs and impacts developed in previous tasks 
of the Master Plan. 

Second, it includes locating alternative airport 
sites and comparing them to the present site. The 
objective of this study is either to recommend to 
continue using the present airport or to advise 
investigating alternative sites for a replacement 
airport. 

METHOD 

This analysis has been conducted primarily in the 
office using base data gathered for other tasks and 
using analyses developed in previous tasks. 
Limited aerial and ground inspection was made of 
alternative sites. 

The first step of the study was to establish the 
factors or items upon which to evaluate the airport's 
adequacy. The procedure for site investigation 
followed FAA Order NW 5030. 1, Airport Site Investi-
gation and Approval; FAA advisory Circular __ _ 
150/5060-2, Airport Site Selection, and FAA 
advisory circulars specifying airport planning 
and design criteria. 

Next the existing airport and existing airport 
site were rated. For this purpose the data from 
and the findings of Phase I, Airport Requirements, 
were used. 

The final step of the analysis was to identify and 
compare alternative sites to the present airport. 
Basic to the identification of alternative sites is 
identifying the size and boundaries of the area 
within which alternative airport sites could be 
considered. 

Three main factors influenced this determination. 
First, an alternative airport site must be able to 
conveniently serve the same service area that 
Aurora State Airport serves. Second, within 
that service area, physical factors must suit 
airport development and operation. And third, 
the location of an alternative airport site should 
be generally convenient to the same access routes 
as the Aurora State Airport, and should not be 
considerably closer to another airport. Impacts 
were examined after sites were chosen. 

Consideration was given to operational factors, 
airspace, navigational aids, physical and engineer­
ing factors, area for development, land values, 
economic factors, and environmental and land use 
planning aspects. In establishing and identifying 
alternative airport sites, the Basic Transport air­
port category was used. Although prior tasks 
indicate that one runway wi II suffice for the 20-year 
period, it was thought that the site should provide 
adequate space for a short parallel runway, if 
practical. All sites including the existing airport 
site would permit this. 

FINDINGS 

Basically, analysis of the adequacy of the Aurora 
Site and the evaluation of the alternative sites 
resulted in a determination that the present Aurora 
State Airport should continue to fulfill the present 
airport function. First, the Aurora State Airport 
has no serious or insurmountable problems. It 
is well engineered and meets operational criteria. 
Expansion to meet forecast needs appears feasible. 

Airport use is in accordance with compatible 
land use and the existing airport has minimum 
environmental impacts. Also, the site has been 
an airport continuously for 32 years. It has 
been accepted by the City of Aurora in their 
Draft Land Use Plan as well as by the Marion 
CountyComprehensive Plan. In a public meeting 
18 November 1975, a discussion of this matter 
indicated unanimous concurrence of those 
attending to retain the present airport rather 
than to relocate. 

Adequate services are presently being provided 
by fixed base operators and a considerable hardship 
on operators and on users could be expected if 
the airport were to be closed or relocated. As 
regards land available for development area, there 
is adequate area just east of the existing runway. 
Acquisition problems appear to be less for a new 
airport than elsewhere because of the lack of zoning 
conflicts at the existing airport as opposed to the 
need to rezone for a new airport. 

As regards economic factors, the cost in developing 
a new airport could be expected to be significantly 
higher than that of improving an existing airport. 
an exact dollar amount, however, cannot be deter­
mined because of lack of detailed engineering data 
and because of uncertainties regarding the cost 
of land. However, it can be assumed that land 
values would be approximately the same for al I 
areas. In the case of Aurora State Airport, consid­
erably less acreage (approximately 52 acres) is 
required, so that even if cost per acre were to be 
higher, total land cost would be less. A sample 
comparison is shown below using about $5,000 per 
acre for land acquisition. 
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COMPARISON OF APPROXIMATE COSTS* 
ESTIMATED FOR 1995 AIRPORT NEEDS 

Item 

Land Acquisition 

Site Preparation 

Pavement 

Lighting 

Miscellaneous 

Non-ADAP Items 

Total Cost Estimate 

Existing Airport 

$ 260,000 

160,000 

540,000 

90,000 

90,000 

310,000 

$1,450,000 

New Site 

$ 830,000 

250,000 

800,000 

90,000 

120,000 

600,000 

$2,690,000 

*Using cost estimating methods similar to Oregon 
Aviation System Plan -- to be refined in Phase Ill. 

Three alternative airport sites were evaluated. 

The first alternative site considered is located close 
to the existing Aurora Airport in northern Marion 
County. This site is designated as the Freeway 
Site, as it is located beside the freeway. Possibilities 
for development here include: to the east of the 
freeway, a single runway, or to the west of the 
freeway, two runways. 

The second alternative site is located in Clackamas 
County and is designated as the Clackamas Site. 
It is that site slightly southeast of the City of Aurora, 
and lies about 2 miles north of the Lenhardt Airprt. 
This site includes an area large enough to permit 
considerable shifting of the runway location and 
would easily permit development of a parallel 
runway. 

The third alternative site is that shown to the south 
of the first site. It is located near the City of 
Hubbard and is designated as the Hubbard Site. 
It also occupies a sufficient space to permit develop­
ment of a parallel runway. 

All three alternative sites near the Aurora 
State Airport are generally in the same kind 
of geographical region. Rural population densities 
are generally similar and the primary business 
is agriculture. The same general surface 
transportation networks serve all three airports. 
However, the Clackamas Site is somewhat less 
convenient to major highways. All sites are 
located in areas designated as Agricultural Use 
in County Comprehensive Plans. 

Topographic features of al I sites are generally 
similar. The area lacks terrain obstructions, 
is generally level with slow surface runoff, has 
generally similar good agricultural soil types, 
and experiences the same general metereological 
and climatological conditions as for the Aurora 
State Airport. Engineering problems appear to 
be about equal for all airport sites and utilities 
appear to be more or less equally convenient as 
regards electricity and water. However, approval 
for waste treatment facilities at new sites will give 
some problems because of the difficulty of soils 
meeting the requirements of the DEQ for septic 
disposal. 

In all cases, runway orientation is generally north­
south, with a slight shift to the southwest to al low 
for southwest winds during wintertime cold front 
passage. Experience at the Aurora State Airport 
indicates that this orientation would be favorable. 

A part of the evaluation of alternative sites included 
evaluating the effort necessary to develop the alter­
native site to the condition that exists at the present 
airport. This would be mainly acquisition of land, 
grading and paving a General Utility category run­
way. A second part of the evaluation considered 
development needed through 1995. 

By far the most significant problem at alternative 
sites would be that of obtaining permission to use 
the land as an airport. This would necessitate 
changes in either County Comprehensive Plan. 
Comprehensive Plans require considerable justifi­
cation before they can be changed, and public 
sentiment demonstrated at recent meetings does 

not indicate support for a new airport (examples 
are several meetings held in 1975 by the Port of 
Portland regarding the Portland-Clackamas Airport 
Study and a meeting he Id 18 November 1975 to 
present and discuss the work accomplished by 
Phase I of the Aurora State Airport Master Plan). 
Another problem is in actually acquiring the land. 
This would probably necessitate condemnation and 
costs could run very high (in the range of $500,000 
to $1 million). As shown earlier, development costs 
would be about double for a new airport. 

All of the alternative sites have certain advantages, 
but they also have disadvantages. One principal 
disadvantage is the time required to acquire and 
develop an airport. Another is the high costs 
anticipated. Another problem is that in moving 
away from the Aurora State Airport it would 
probably be necessary to sell the present property 
and discontinue its use as an airport. This would 
undoubtedly cause a hardship on the operators 
presently based at the airport and might create 
the need to provide relief to them. As regards the 
Clackamas Site, the people in Clackamas County 
have already rejected a proposed new airport in 
that county. Furthermore, the Clackamas site 
development might necessitate closing the Lenhardt 
Airport. 

On the other hand, the advantage common to all 
alternative sites is that a fresh new airport could 
be developed starting with present-day knowledge 
of needs and present-day criteria. This would 
permit more flexibility in the development program 
for the future. 

The following Site Comparison Matrix summarizes 
why it was concluded advisable to retain the airport 
at the present site. Mainly the benefits do not appear 
to warrant the costs. 

Note: The above matrix table and an illustration 
showing the sites compared are shown on 
page 28, Figure 22, Alternative Airport Sites. 
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GE!\JE?-..l\Ll ZED 

1.ll,ND USE 

Residential 
and 

Educational 

Commercial 

Industrial 

Open 

NEF LAND USE C:ot1?P1.TlBILITY 

NEF RANGE 

less than 30 

30 to 35 

greater than 

35 

less than 35 

35 to 45 

greater than 

45 

less tha.n 40 

40 to 50 

greater than 
so 

less than 40 

GENERAL L.l\ND USE F..iXO'.'-LVJI:::'.WATlON 

Satisfactory, with little noise impact and 
requiring no special noise insulation 
rf:'quir2ments for new cono;truction. 

New construction or development s!-iou]d be 
undertaken only dftc!r an analysis of noise 
reduction req;__1i.rcn°cnts is made ar.d needed 
noise in~~ulat.i.on fr,u.t.urcs inc} uded in the 

design. 

New construction or development should not 
be undertaken a 

Satisfactory, 1.1ith little noise :impact and 
requiring no special noise jr,sulation 
requirements for new construction. 

New construction or development should be 
undertaken only after an analysis of noise 
reduction regui.rer.1ents is made and n/Cseded 
noise insulation features included in the 
design. 

New construction or dcvclopmer.t should not 
be undertaken unless related to airport 
activities or services. Conventiona.l 
construction will generally be inadequate 
and special noise insulation features 
should be included in cor,struction. 

Satisfactory, with little noise impact 
and requiring no special noise insuiation 
requirements for new construction. 

t-.ew construction or development should be 
undertaken only after an analysis of noise 
reduction requirements is made and needed 
noise insulation features included in the 
design. 

New construction or development should not 
be undertaken unless :r-elated to airport 
activities or services o Conventional 
construction will generally be inadequate 
and special noise insulation features should 
be included in construction. 

Satisfactory, with little noise impact and 
n:,quiri.ng no special noise insulation 
requirem2nts for new construction. 

qreater than Land uses involving concentrations of people 
40 (spectator sports and some recreational 

facilities) or of animals (livestock 
farming and animal breeding) should 
generally be avoided. 

WIPJO DATA 

I--,~ -~ALM 
1 M (MPH) 

-OBS!¾ 

NNE 

TOTAL 

AURORt, STATE AIRPORT 

PERIOD: May 1968 thrn April 1970 

TOTAL AVG. 
VEL 

--c;r- (MPH) 

5.23 
6.32 

6.22 NNE 
3.61 

5.50 
NE 

0.44 

6.23 ENE: 
0.51 

0.23 
5.50 

6.08 ESE 
0.73 

7.41 SE 
2.02 

8.61 SSE 
2.39 

6,56 8.39 

6.35 SSW 
3.06 

6.79 
SW 

0.62 

6.38 WSW 

7.42 w 

WNW 

NW 

NNW 

CALM 

1 TOTAL 
0.33 0.01 
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