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AURORA STATE AIRPORT 
MASTER PLAN 

COMMENTS ON THE REFINED ALTERNATIVES 

This document includes all Project Advisory Committee (PAC) member and public questions and comments 

regarding the refined alternatives, which were presented during the Aurora Airport Master Plan PAC Working 

Session 3 on July 30, 2024. Responses are provided to the PAC emails, as well as the public 

questions/comments.  

• PAC Feedback Forms, starting on page 2 

• PAC Emails, starting on page 7 

• Public Questions/Comments and Responses, starting on page 24 

• Attachments, starting on page 33 

On August 5, 12, 16, 19, and 28, PAC members were emailed requests to complete a feedback form to answer 

the questions below. The deadline for submitting the feedback form was extended from August 20 to 

September 3 (as outlined in the August 19 email). A final reminder to submit PAC feedback was sent 

September 3rd. 
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PAC Feedback Forms 

The following PAC members completed feedback forms by September 3, 2024:  

1. Benjamin Williams, Friends of French Prairie  

2. City Councilor Dr. Joann Linville, City of Wilsonville 

3. Commissioner Tootie Smith, Clackamas County  

4. Dave Mauk, Charbonneau Country Club 

5. David Waggoner, Willamette Aviation  

6. Jamie Stickel, City of Canby 

7. Ken Ivey, Aurora Butteville Barlow Community Planning Organization  

8. Michael Weimer, Life Flight Network 

9. Pam Barlow Lind, Confederated Tribes of Siletz Indians 

10. Patrick Donaldson, Wilsonville Chamber of Commerce 

11. Trent Brownlee, Atlantic Aviation (formerly Lynx Aviation) 

12. Tony Helbling, Aurora Airport Improvement Association 

13. Ted Millar, AABC/TLM Holdings 

The questions in the feedback form:  

• Do you currently use the airport? 

• Please rank the alternatives based on your preference for the Aurora Airport from most to least 

preferred:  

o Refined Alternative 1A – Shift Hubbard Highway West and Extend Runway North to 5,500 feet  

o Refined Alternative 1B –Shift Runway and Hubbard Highway West and Extend Runway North to 

5,500 feet  

o Refined Alternative 2 - Shift Runway East and Extend Runway North to 5,500 feet   

• What influenced your choice for your highest ranked alternative? 

• What concerns would you like ODAV to consider as they make a recommendation on a preferred 

alternative? 

• Landside: Should ODAV consider property acquisition, beyond what is required to meet runway safety 

standards to accommodate hangars or aircraft parking once existing airport property is at capacity? 

o Yes – I support property acquisition to support future hangars and aircraft parking needs. 

o No – I do not support property acquisition to support additional hangars and parking. 

• Airside: To meet C-II design standards which direction should ODAV shift the runway? 

o I prefer to not shift the runway, balancing impact to both aeronautical and non-aeronautical 

properties/development (as seen in Refined Alternative 1A) 

o I prefer a west shift to minimize impact on existing aeronautical uses/development, requiring 

Hubbard Highway to be shifted/realigned a greater distance (as seen in Refined Alternative 1B) 

o I prefer an east shift to minimize impact on non-aeronautical property, resulting in a loss of 

hangars, apron, and relocation of the air traffic control tower (ATCT) (as seen in Refined 

Alternative 2) 
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9/3/24 Michael 
Weimer 

Yes Least  Least  Least  Amount of right-of-way 
(ROW) to be acquired 
(by acre) 
Impact to property/ 
businesses/ hangars at 
the airport 

Farmland impacts 
(EFU) 
Impacts to economic 
development 
(businesses supported 
by the airport) 
Increase in 
traffic/operations at the 
airport 
Impacts to existing 
roads outside of the 
airport property 

Yes  
 

9/3/24 Ted Millar Yes None None None Impact to property/ 
businesses/ hangars at 
the airport 

Amount of property 
acquisition needed 
Impacts to economic 
development 
(businesses supported 
by the airport) 
Increase in 
traffic/operations at the 
airport 
[lack of] Impacts to 
existing roads outside 
of the airport property 

No I prefer a 
west shift 

9/3/24 Jamie 
Stickel 

Yes Least  Most  Somew
hat  

Other Impacts to economic 
development 
(businesses supported 
by the airport) 
Increase in 
traffic/operations at the 
airport 
Impacts to existing 
roads outside of the 
airport property 

Yes  I prefer a 
west shift  

9/3/24 Pamela 
Barlow Lind 

No Most  Somewhat  Least  Amount of right-of-way 
(ROW) to be acquired 
(by acre) 
Impact to local homes 
(by number of 
residential properties) 
Impact to property/ 
businesses/hangars at 

Noise to local homes 
and businesses 
Impacts to economic 
development 
(businesses supported 
by the airport) 
Impacts to existing 

Yes  I prefer to 
not shift the 
runway 
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the airport 
Impact to Air Traffic 
Control Tower (ATCT) 

roads outside of the 
airport property 

8/30/24 Dave Mauk Yes Least  
  

Amount of right-of-way 
(ROW) to be acquired 
(by acre) 
Impact to the Hubbard 
Highway 
Impact to local homes 
(by number of 
residential properties) 
Impact to property/ 
businesses/hangars at 
the airport 
Impact to local 
businesses west of the 
Hubbard Highway (by 
number of commercial 
properties) 
Impact to local 
farmland (EFU) 
outcome remains 
constrained airport 

Noise to local homes 
and businesses 
Farmland impacts 
(EFU) 
Amount of property 
acquisition needed 
Impacts to economic 
development 
(businesses supported 
by the airport) 
Increase in 
traffic/operations at the 
airport 
Impacts to existing 
roads outside of the 
airport property 
unchanged as 
constrained airport 

No  I prefer to 
not shift the 
runway 

8/28/24 Tony 
Helbling 

Yes None None None Amount of right-of-way 
(ROW) to be acquired 
(by acre) 
Impact to the Hubbard 
Highway 
Impact to local homes 
(by number of 
residential properties) 
Impact to property/ 
businesses/hangars at 
the airport 
Impact to local 
businesses west of the 
Hubbard Highway (by 
number of commercial 
properties) 
Impact to Air Traffic 
Control Tower (ATCT)  

Amount of property 
acquisition needed 
Impacts to economic 
development 
(businesses supported 
by the airport)  

No None – 
Keep 
runway in 
place and 
seek 
modificatio
n to 
standards 
as allowed 
by FAA 
policies & 
regulations. 

8/21/24 Patrick 
Donaldson 

No Least  Least  Least  Amount of right-of-way 
(ROW) to be acquired 
(by acre) 
Impact to the Hubbard 
Highway 
Impact to local homes 
(by number of 
residential properties) 
Impact to property/ 
businesses/hangars at 
the airport 
Impact to local 
businesses west of the 
Hubbard Highway (by 
number of commercial 
properties) 
Impact to local 
farmland (EFU) 
Impact to Air Traffic 

Amount of property 
acquisition needed 
Impacts to economic 
development 
(businesses supported 
by the airport) 

Yes  I prefer to 
not shift the 
runway 
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Control Tower (ATCT) 
Impact to aircraft 
parking (tiedown) 
areas 
Cost 

8/20/24 City 
Councilor 
Dr. Joann 
Linville 

No Least  Least  Most  Amount of right-of-way 
(ROW) to be acquired 
(by acre) 
Impact to the Hubbard 
Highway 
Impact to local homes 
(by number of 
residential properties) 
Impact to local 
businesses west of the 
Hubbard Highway (by 
number of commercial 
properties) 
Impact to local 
farmland (EFU) 
Only Refined 
Alternative 2 keeps 
current Airport footprint 
as-is without moving 
State Hwy 551, which 
is an unreasonable 
expansion. City does 
Not support any of the 
current alternatives; 
City supports keeping 
Airport as an ARC B-II 
airfield, because C-II 
operations never reach 
500 operations which 
is the critical threshold. 

Noise to local homes 
and businesses 
Farmland impacts 
(EFU) 
Amount of property 
acquisition needed 
Increase in 
traffic/operations at the 
airport 
Impacts to existing 
roads outside of the 
airport property 
Impacts to local-area 
residents in terms of 
noise and low-flying 
aircraft. 

No  I prefer an 
east shift  

8/19/24 Ken Ivey No Least  Least  Most  Amount of right-of-way 
(ROW) to be acquired 
(by acre) 
Impact to the Hubbard 
Highway 
Impact to local homes 
(by number of 
residential properties) 
Impact to local 
farmland (EFU) 

Noise to local homes 
and businesses 
Farmland impacts 
(EFU) 
Amount of property 
acquisition needed 
Increase in 
traffic/operations at the 
airport 
Impacts to existing 
roads outside of the 
airport property 

Yes  I prefer an 
east shift  

8/19/24 Trent 
Brownlee 

Yes Most  Somewhat  Least  Amount of right-of-way 
(ROW) to be acquired 
(by acre) 
Impact to property/ 
businesses/hangars at 
the airport 
Impact to Air Traffic 
Control Tower (ATCT) 
Impact to aircraft 
parking (tiedown) 
areas 

Impacts to economic 
development 
(businesses supported 
by the airport) 

No  I prefer a 
west shift  
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8/15/24 Tootie Smith No Least  Least  Most  Impact to the Hubbard 
Highway 
Impact to local 
businesses west of the 
Hubbard Highway (by 
number of commercial 
properties) 
Impact to Air Traffic 
Control Tower (ATCT) 

 
Yes  I prefer to 

not shift the 
runway 

8/7/24 David 
Waggoner 

Yes Most  Somewhat  Least  Impact to 
property/businesses/h
angars at the airport 
Impact to local 
farmland (EFU) 

Noise to local homes 
and businesses 
Farmland impacts 
(EFU) 
Amount of property 
acquisition needed 
Impacts to economic 
development 
(businesses supported 
by the airport) 
Impacts to existing 
roads outside of the 
airport property 

Yes  I prefer to 
not shift the 
runway 

8/7/24 Benjamin 
Williams 

No Least  Least  Least  Amount of right-of-way 
(ROW) to be acquired 
(by acre) 
Impact to the Hubbard 
Highway 
Impact to local homes 
(by number of 
residential properties) 
Impact to property/ 
businesses/hangars at 
the airport 
Impact to local 
businesses west of the 
Hubbard Highway (by 
number of commercial 
properties) 
Impact to local 
farmland (EFU) 
Impact to Air Traffic 
Control Tower (ATCT) 

Noise to local homes 
and businesses 
Farmland impacts 
(EFU) 
Amount of property 
acquisition needed 
Impacts to economic 
development 
(businesses supported 
by the airport) 
Impacts to existing 
roads outside of the 
airport property 

No  I prefer to 
not shift the 
runway 
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PAC Emails 

PAC members also had the opportunity to send emails directly to the project team. On September 3, individual 

phone calls and emails were made to PAC members that hadn’t yet submitted the feedback form. The 

following PAC members sent emails through September 12, 2024:  

• Austin Barnes, Marion County Planning Department 

• Ben Williams, Friends of French Prairie 

• Beth Wytoski, Regional Solutions 

• Bruce Bennett, Aurora Airport Improvement Association 

• David Knowles, Helicopter Transport Service (alternate) 

• David Waggoner, Willamette Aviation Service 

• Melissa Ahrens, Oregon Dept of Land Conservation and Development (alternate) 

• Naomi Zwerdling, ODOT 

• Ted Millar, AABC/TLM Holdings (through Wendie Kellington, Kellington Law Group) 

• Tony Helbling, Positive Aurora Airport Management 

• Whitney Stewart, Oregon Office of Emergency Management 

• Dave Mauk, Charboneau Country Club 

DATE NAME  QUESTION/COMMENT  RESPONSE  

09/04/24 Austin Barnes Regarding the alternatives, Marion County 
Planning doesn’t necessarily have a 
preferred one. We aim to stay neutral in 
these situations as we must process the 
land use permits that will follow after this 
master planning is done. Because of that, 
we were not going to vote on a preferred 
choice and see what the PAC, ODAV, FAA 
and Airport users felt like was the best 
option. 

Thank you for participating in this 
important public process.  Your 
comments have been received and 
included in the public record. 

09/12/24 Ben Williams Chair Stephens; 
I’m sure that burned into your memory, as it 
is the memories of all of us who were on the 
Teams call for the State Aviation Board 
(SAB) meeting last week, was among the 
final comments made by Board member Jim 
Knight: “What a conundrum.” 
As you subsequently pointed out when you 
agreed to carry the Aurora State Airport 
Master Plan agenda item forward to the 
October SAB meeting for continued 
discussion: “Those of us operating airports 
understand that there are finite resources 
for airport improvement projects and there’s 
just not enough money to go around… 
Millions and millions of dollars going to a 
general aviation airport would take away 
funds from other airports across the entire 
system.” 

RESPONSE 1  
A detailed public involvement 
process was created at the start of 
the master planning project to ensure 
that ODAV included representatives 
from the communities, agencies, and 
users of the airport. The Planning 
Team and ODAV appreciate the 
input that was received throughout 
the process and have used the 
feedback to better inform the PAC 
and public on the master plan 
process, make necessary changes in 
the draft working papers, and help 
steer decision making processes.    

 
RESPONSE 2 
Members of the public were invited to 
attend and comment at all PAC 
meetings.  Please see the meeting 
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DATE NAME  QUESTION/COMMENT  RESPONSE  

The sad reality is that once again as a 
master plan process for the Aurora State 
Airport draws to a conclusion, the options 
are appalling and terribly expensive. I would 
point you to page 9 of draft Chapter 5 of the 
master plan which states: “Aurora State 
Airport is located on a constrained site.” 
This fundamental reality was a recurring 
theme in the 2010–2012 master plan 
process. One that was acknowledged in the 
recommendation by ODAV and the 
engineering consultant to select a No Build 
alternative. That recommendation was 
overruled by Chair Gardener and the SAB, 
which led to over a decade of pursuing 
unattainable expansion alternatives 
and  incurring huge, budget-busting legal 
expenses to defend those illegal expansion 
decisions at the Land Use Board of Appeals 
and the Court of Appeals and the Supreme 
Court — where each government body 
ruled against ODAV’s expansion plans as a 
violation of state laws. 
I write this letter to you and the Aviation 
Board not just to recapitulate the history of 
the last master plan process of which you 
were not a part, but also to correct some of 
the statements, inferences and implications 
made to the Board at last week’s meeting 
by Century West and ODAV personnel. 
After the PAC was assembled for the 
current master plan and the first meeting 
was held, I sent the following to then-Chair 
Meeker and the Board on December 2, 
2021: 
My comments have to do with the Public 
Advisory Committee, whose first meeting on 
November 16 [2021] kicked off the current 
master planning process for the Aurora 
State Airport. 
In case you are not aware of the contents of 
that meeting, I want to share with you what 
was presented to the PAC by the lead 
Century West consultant on a slide titled 
“Decision-Making Process”: 
· PAC will provide input at key decision 
points in an advisory level; as a sounding 
board. No recommendations will be made 
· ODA staff will be the final decision-making 
authority 
I am here to say to you that this is a 
travesty. It is quite evident that no one at 
OAB or Century West or JAL, the facilitator, 
owns a dictionary or knows how to use one. 

summaries on the project website, 
which include public comments 
received.  

 
RESPONSE 3 
ODAV and the Planning Team 
followed the same public notification 
process for each public meeting 
including the open house on June 
13th. A 30-day public notice was 
submitted in the Pamplin Media, 
Statesman Journal, GovDelivery 
notification, and emails to the PAC 
members. Additionally, a Postcard 
was mailed to residents within a 1-
mile radius of the airport and the 
project website included the open 
house details. Copies of the 
postcards and public notices will be 
included in the public record. The 
Planning Team appreciates the City 
of Wilsonville reaching out to their 
community and participating as a 
member of the PAC representing 
their community's interests. 
 
RESPONSE 4 
Work products presented in PAC 
meeting were presented as draft 
documents.  Input received at the 
meetings was collected and 
incorporated into the draft chapters 
after the meetings including any data 
correction required. The preliminary 
alternatives received varied 
feedback, often with contrasting 
opinions. The Planning Team and 
ODAV reviewed all input and made 
refinements that met FAA standards 
as well as improved the safety and 
operations of the airport.  
 
RESPONSE 5  

Prior to the PAC meeting on June 
11th and the public open house on 
June 13, FAA reviewed the 
preliminary alternatives and provided 
an email from Tim House (FAA) 
dated Friday June 7, 2024 stating 
that based on the current activity 
levels at the Airport, the B-II 
alternatives were not viable. Based 
on FAA’s input, the B-II alternatives 



Aurora State Airport Master Plan – PAC and Public Comments 

 Page 9 

DATE NAME  QUESTION/COMMENT  RESPONSE  

Because if you look it up, you will learn 
that Recommendation is a synonym of 
Advice. 
So, the notion that you can have an 
“Advisory” committee that will make no 
recommendations is a contradiction in terms 
and outlandish. 
I share this to make sure you understand 
that some of the PAC members are on 
record noting that the PAC was not 
intended to provide recommendations, but 
only to be a sounding board. 
 
SEE RESPONSE 1 
 
This is important given the implications of 
what the Board was told last week. Matt 
Rogers, Century West project manager, 
spoke of “Extensive public involvement” and 
listed 6 PAC meetings, 2 Open Houses and 
3 Work Sessions. For the record, the 
earliest PAC meetings had no public 
involvement because the Zoom calls were 
limited to PAC members. Then after 
complaints, members of the public were 
allowed to participate, but they had to pre-
register before the meeting in order to 
attend. Finally, members of the public were 
allowed to speak in the public comments 
section at the end of the meeting.  
 
SEE RESPONSE 2 
 
ODAV appears to have failed to promote 
the ONE Open House event held on June 
13, 2024; however, due to a massive 
mailing by the City of Wilsonville alerting the 
public to the Open House event, public 
attendance was high, but then JLA Public 
Involvement ran out of public comment 
forms after about one hour into the three-
hour event, thereby preventing a majority of 
attendees from providing written public 
comment. 
 
SEE RESPONSE 3 
 
The implications made by David Miller of 
Century West were that PAC input 
specifically shaped the draft chapters in the 
master plan, and particularly the iterations 
of the alternatives. That is not the case. The 
draft chapters were presented to the PAC 
as completed documents in lecture format, 

were discarded as they would not be 
approved by FAA.  

 
RESPONSE 6 
After the elimination of the B-II 
concepts, four preliminary 
alternatives remained and were 
presented at the public open house 
on display boards and handouts: 

1. Shift the highway west and 
extend the runway north 

2. Shift the highway west and 
extend the runway south 

3. Shift the runway east and 
extend the runway north 

4. Shift the runway east and 
extend the runway south 

RESPONSE 7 
The AAC/ADG (formerly ARC) 
classifications are dependent on 
airport activity.  The Airport currently 
has over 500 operations by aircraft of 
AAC C or higher and ADG II or 
larger.  As such the Airport must 
meet C-II standards.  

FAA has stated that alternatives that 
artificially downgrade to AAC/ADG B-
II do not reflect the current or 
forecasted operational environment 
at the Airport and they are not viable 
options. 

 
 
 



Aurora State Airport Master Plan – PAC and Public Comments 

 Page 10 

DATE NAME  QUESTION/COMMENT  RESPONSE  

and the only adjustments made were after 
the fact following challenges to data and 
data errors pointed out. 
 
SEE RESPONSE 4 
 
In early June, draft Chapter 5 was provided 
to the PAC with 7 alternatives, four that 
promoted C-II ARC designation and three 
that maintained the current “as built” reality 
of B-II. Then, just prior to the Open House 
held at North Marion on June 13, the PAC 
was notified that the three alternatives to 
maintain B-II had been withdrawn and 
would no longer be considered “after 
coordination with FAA.” You can imagine 
the surprise! The majority of PAC members 
and the public arrived at the Open House 
event to learn that nearly half of the 
alternatives had been removed from 
consideration. 
 
SEE RESPONSE 5 
 
Then at the next PAC meeting on July 30, 
2024, the members were informed that the 
four alternatives that remained and were on 
display at the Open House had been 
unilaterally reduced to three—all done 
without consultation with the PAC. 
 
SEE RESPONSE 6 
 
To summarize, the PAC has been informed 
(and mainly after the fact) from start to 
finish, but never consulted or asked for 
recommendations. Additionally, the 
fundamental flaw of trying to force not just a 
C-II ARC designation (per an FAA approved 
airport layout plan) but airfield build out to 
C-II standards continues to ignore the 
fundamental reality noted above: this is a 
constrained site. 
That very reality in addition to a decade of 
legal battles and now the “conundrum” that 
the three final alternatives will cost 
“hundreds of millions of dollars” and 
negatively impact the regional aviation 
system cries out for the recognition of 
reality. 
Accompanying that recognition of reality 
would be a formal revision to B-II and 
ceasing the futile efforts to expand the 
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DATE NAME  QUESTION/COMMENT  RESPONSE  

Aurora State Airport into something it can 
never be. 
 
SEE RESPONSE 7 
 

08/19/24 Beth Wytoski I just wanted to connect because, while I 
am serving on the PAC, I am a 
representative of the Governor’s Office. I 
am not necessarily providing my own 
feedback to impact direction, but to 
participate in the process for awareness. I 
just didn’t want folks to be waiting on my 
feedback or wondering if I am receiving the 
reminders. 

Thank you for participating in this 
important public process.  Your 
comments have been received and 
included in the public record. 

08/31/24 Bruce Bennett Thank you for your work to sustain and 
improve the Aurora Airport by planning. I 
know there has been a lot of anti-
airport/anti-improvement input and feel that 
this is due to the unfortunate 
misunderstanding that increasing the 
runway length will somehow draw an 
imaginary class of "bigger/louder" aircraft. 
This letter is my requested 
feedback/response (before the Sept 3 
deadline) as a PAC member for the Airport 
Master Plan that is underway now. This 
feedback is in the form of a letter rather 
than the website form as my 
recommendation is for other that any of the 
"alternatives" listed on that form. 
Besides my qualifications as a PAC 
member my feedback is based on my 
family's history running an aviation business 
which included an FAA-approved (FAR 141) 
flight school and commercial air charter 
(FAR 135) service which was open 7 days a 
week and ownership of property on the 
Aurora airport since 1968, my experience 
flying off the Aurora Airport for over 50 
years (except 3 years serving in Army 
Aviation) with 13,860 flight hours exclusively 
off Aurora, as well as my flight training off 
Aurora leading to my ATP pilot certificate 
including Commercial pilot seaplane, 
instrument/multi-engine flight instructor and 
six jet type ratings. I currently own property 
with a commercial hangar as well as 
managing and flying a business Jet off 
Aurora. 
My input follows. 
First, I have read and completely agree and 
support Ted Millar's letter, 

Thank you for your participation. 
 
RESPONSE 1 
Standard FAA methodology has 
identified a justified future runway 
length of 5,500' - an increase of 497'.  
An additional 500’ extension is not 
justified and would not be eligible for 
FAA funding assistance 

RESPONSE 2 
The intent of the vehicle service road 
(VSR) depicted in the Refined 
Alternatives is to provide a 
delineated dedicated route for 
ground vehicles to navigate across 
the airport separately from taxiing 
aircraft. Many of the recent Vehicle 
or Pedestrian Deviations (VPD)s 
reported by Air Traffic Control (ATC) 
involved vehicles entering movement 
areas as they go around parked 
aircraft on the apron. The VSR as 
depicted provides a safe and clear 
path free of parked aircraft for ground 
vehicles to operate. Locations where 
the VSR crosses active taxiways or 
taxilanes will include appropriate 
markings to warn drivers of the active 
surfaces.   
 
The 2012 ALP “internal surface road” 
routes vehicles east of the private 
hangar areas forcing drivers to enter 
the area at gates and drive across 
active aprons and taxilanes to reach 
their destinations in the interior of the 
properties. Once drivers enter the 
interior of the properties they are 
much more likely to remain on 
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DATE NAME  QUESTION/COMMENT  RESPONSE  

Second are my recommendations, pieces of 
which are in the responses form. 
lengthen the runway to the North, I would 
prefer the 1000 feet improvement that has 
been needed (only) to serve the aircraft that 
have been using the airport since the 
master plan first recommended it in 1976, 
but any lengthening will improve safety and 
would have my support. 
 
SEE RESPONSE 1 
 
Develop a vehicle/pedestrian airport access 
road but NOT on the west/taxiway-runway 
side of the airport as I am convinced that 
would decrease safety and lead to more 
VPDs. This road has already been 
constructed at the south end and labeled 
"yellow gate". Just by continuing over 
currently undeveloped land it would service 
all properties and operations between Keil 
rd. and Stenbock lane from there it could 
continue north before turning east to run 
parallel to airport rd. then turn back west to 
avoid existing hangars and continue north 
as far (east) away from the taxiway as 
possible without disturbing any existing 
hangars. 
 
SEE RESPONSE 2 
 
I Strongly disagree with plans to take any 
private property from unwilling owners. This 
"through the fence" development at Aurora 
is the key to the Aurora Airports incredible 
success including hundreds of millions of 
dollars spent by local businesses and 
individuals developing the privately owned 
airport property that makes up most of the 
aurora airport.  
 
SEE RESPONSE 3 
 
This development has cost the government 
nothing and pays very high property taxes 
as well as providing excellent jobs that 
support the local economy as well as 
helping put out forest fires, save lives, and 
provide electricity across the country in 
addition to beginning careers and the 
hundreds of other huge benefits. 
Protecting, increasing, and enhancing the 
public short-term aircraft parking and 
movement areas should be a high priority 

property and cut across the active 
surfaces to reach additional locations 
in the area or to attempt to find their 
way in cases where they get lost.  
This is the type of situation where 
drivers enter into the movement area 
and a VPD occurs. A properly 
delineated dedicated VSR outside of 
object free areas that parallels the 
movement area line provides a clear 
visual cue to drivers on where it is 
safe to drive, keeping them out of the 
movement area and away from 
aircraft. 
 
RESPONSE 3 
It is ODAV's intention to acquire the 
properties identified for aeronautical 
reserve from willing sellers if and 
when they become available. 
 
RESPONSE 4 
We believe that by “exceptions to 
policy” you are referring to a 
modification of standard (MOS).   
The FAA Seattle ADO has clearly 
and repeatedly stated that the airport 
master plan must identify a “path to 
conformance” based on the C-II 
standards defined by the current and 
future critical aircraft represented in 
the FAA-approved master plan 
forecasts for the Airport. The FAA 
has also indicated that any potential 
modification of standards (MOS) that 
it may consider, would be temporary, 
would not support future runway 
improvements (e.g., runway 
extension), and would be an interim 
step toward implementing a preferred 
alternative that is capable of meeting 
C-II standards. 
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for this plan as these areas have shrunk 
due to FAA spacing changes and are 
absolutely critical to safety and operations. 
On this subject there is currently 
approximately one-acre available midfield 
(full disclosure, this property is owned by 
myself) that is contiguous with the property 
that my family sold to ODAV in 1985 and 
that the control tower is located on. This 
1985 sale was due to the FAA's request of 
ODAV and the additional acre would 
connect ODAV's parcel to taxiway A 
significantly improving aircraft flow and 
safety.  This parcel was created at ODAV's 
request in 1995. For the benefit of the 
Airport and the users, I recommend ODAV 
now purchasing this parcel. 
I do not believe any of the options affect 
EFU land in any way but i believe all of 
them include huge costs and disturbance of 
real estate that could make safety 
improvements economically unfeasible. My 
firm recommendation is to leave the runway 
where is has been since 1943 and work 
with the FAA for the extremely small 
exceptions to policy that are now needed 
since changes in their rating of the airport. 
 
SEE RESPONSE 4 
 
I believe it is important realize that the 
neighboring communities have exploded 
with growth in the time that the Aurora 
Airport has been here with approximately 
one million cars and trucks passing through 
Wilsonville every week while the airport has 
still not filled the footprint it has had since 
1943 and that as multiple studies have 
shown, the vehicle traffic to and from the 
airport is completely negligible.  
Again, thank you and please contact me 
with any questions. 

8/30/24 David Knowles My name is David Knowles and I am the 
General Manager of Helicopter Transport 
Services, LLC located at the Aurora airport 
at 14497 Keil Rd Ne.  Our facility is 210k sq 
feet on 28 acres and we operate super 
heavy lift sky crane helicopter (11) and 
various other large helicopter in the fields of 
fire fighting, construction and exploration. 
 
Thank you for the professional job and 
seeking my input. The closest option I see 
is number 1B but that support is 100% 

Thank you for your comments. 
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conditional on the airport not delaying other 
safety improvements to wait for the highway 
relocation. It is also conditional on the 
vehicle access road being on the east side 
of the property as depicted in the approved 
2012 ALP not the West side as depicted on 
one B. 
 
If you have any questions, or would ever 
like a tour, although this time of the year 
everything is out working for USFS, 
CALFIRE & ODF, feel, free to contact me.  
We have a very impressive facility and 
operation at the Aurora airport. 

08/11/24 David Waggoner I’m not sure who is the proper person is to 
get this in the Master Plan conservation and 
to the other PAC members for 
consideration.  If it is not you, please let 
know where to send this thought.   
Could we consider an option to moving 
Hubbard Highway west as recommended in 
Refined Alternatives 1A and 1B?  Instead of 
shifting the Hubbard Highway west could Hy 
551 be rerouted over the existing Boones 
Ferry Rd NE? 
Using Boones Ferry Rd as the location for 
Hy 551 I believe has several advantages 
over moving the current highway west.   
First, it would eliminate the need acquire the 
approximately 39 or 43 acres of property.  It 
would also eliminate the disruption of 
causing the relocation of residents and 
business.  
Secondly, it is possible the cost of making 
the additions required for the Boones Ferry 
Rd/Hy 551 corridor would cost less than 
moving and rebuilding the old highway. 
Thirdly, it would eliminate the sections of Hy 
551 that are in the north and south RPZ.  

Thank you for your comments.   
 
That concept was evaluated and 
discarded due to necessary ROW 
acquisition, costs to construct road 
and reconstruct existing road to meet 
capacity needs of Highway 551, and 
environmental concerns with 
relocating a major thoroughfare 
through an existing residential area 
(as opposed to the current alignment 
along one edge of the 
neighborhood). 

08/30/24 David Waggoner Aurora Airport Master Planning Committee, 
In light of new information, I wish to amend 
my input for the Aurora Master Plan 
Alternatives. 
I very much support the runway extension.  
The 500’ extension will enhance the local 
community business that rely on the airport, 
utilization, improve the airport’s function and 
safety. 
All the Refined Alternatives presented in the 
PAC Feedback Form #2 will have significant 
negative impacts on the neighboring 
communities as well as the business and 
tenants of the airport. 

Thank you for your comments. 
 
The FAA Seattle ADO has clearly 
and repeatedly stated that the airport 
master plan must identify a “path to 
conformance” based on the C-II 
standards defined by the current and 
future critical aircraft represented in 
the FAA-approved master plan 
forecasts for the Airport. The FAA 
has also indicated that any potential 
modification of standards (MOS) that 
it may consider, would be temporary, 
would not support future runway 
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I recommend the Master Planning 
Committee pursue the Proposed 
Modification of Runway Object Free Area 
(ROFA) Design Standards presented by 
Aron Faegre as an alternative.  
If these modifications are available, the 
airport’s ability to support the local 
community in the event of a natural disaster 
or emergency will be enhanced.  The tax 
revenues and fees from the private 
businesses on the airport, local business 
that rely on income from the airport and the 
Public – Private partnerships will continue 
without causing the negative impacts to the 
local communities.    

improvements (e.g., runway 
extension), and would be an interim 
step toward implementing a preferred 
alternative that is capable of meeting 
C-II standards. 

09/03/24 Melissa Ahrens 
 

 

DLCD appreciates being a part of the PAC 
and the engagement efforts that are 
ongoing as part of the master planning 
process overall.  That said, stating a 
preference for one of the current 
alternatives is outside of what we see as 
our participatory role.  We are available to 
describe the land use process that will 
eventually be required for various options 
and to provide input on Statewide Planning 
Goals as they may relate to the alternatives.  
We can also state that we support 
consideration of all the concerns that are 
listed in the feedback form, as well as other 
Goal related topics that have come up in the 
PAC meetings or comments.  I am planning 
to attend the next PAC meeting, and we 
would like to continue to participate in the 
master planning process, however, we 
won’t be submitting a feedback form for the 
record at this time, per the explanation and 
background above. 

Thank you for participating in this 
important public process. Your 
comments have been received and 
included in the public record. 

08/29/24 Naomi Zwerdling Greetings Tony, 
Below are ODOT’s high-level comments 
from the Region 2 Access Management 
Engineer and District 3 Manager regarding 
your Aurora State Airport - Potential for 
Hubbard Highway  
Shift inquiry: 
Alternatives 1 and 2 both include 
realignment of OR-551 (Wilsonville-
Hubbard Hwy).  Each shows work 
beginning on OR-551 north of Arndt Road 
(about MP 1.3) and ending south of Keil 
Road (about MP 3.15).  It would be about 2 
miles of realigned highway.  Not sure how 
much of the SB lanes could be reused as 
NB lanes.  A 35’ shift to the west indicates 

Thank you and everyone at ODOT 
who looked over our alternatives and 
provided the feedback below. It is 
very helpful. 
I have forwarded your comments to 
our planning team, and we will be 
back in touch if we have any 
questions. 
Thanks again, 
Tony Beach 
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that at least some of it could be reused 
where there is a 3 or 4 lane section, but not 
where there is only a 2 lane section.  
Arndt Road is a signalized intersection 
which would require a significant investment 
to move the equipment and bring it up to 
current standards.  
Keil Road is stop controlled.  Alternative 1 
doesn’t shift the Keil alignment, but 
Alternative 2 moves it about 400’ south. 
There are up to 5 private approaches 
(depending on what the permit research 
finds) and 2 public approaches in this 
stretch.  Each would need to be rebuilt.  The 
private approaches would need some level 
of coordination with the property owners.  
The good news is that it’s pretty flat so 
matching the grades will not be too difficult.  
We would need an agreement between the 
Airport/FAA and ODOT.  Clackamas 
County, Marion County, or both would need 
to be brought in for the work at the Arndt 
intersection (not sure which county has 
jurisdiction).  
There is about 200’ of ROW out there 
today.  It seems like the airport would want 
to acquire the 35’ shift from ODOT on the 
east side of the ROW. The refined 
alternatives significantly increase the 
highway shift to 80’ and 175’. Shifts of this 
magnitude will have a much greater impact 
of realigning the highway and will increase 
the distance on either side of the affected 
intersections needed to accommodate the 
shift in alignment.  Please make sure you 
are accounting for providing ODOT with 
current Right-of-Way widths as we currently 
have through this stretch of highway. This 
would be required to keep the Highway 
Trust Fund Whole. 
Timeline:  The agreement will be the 
longest process.  Plan on 6-9 months.  The 
plan review will take a few months of back 
and forth since many disciplines will need to 
review it.  Staff review from Signals, 
Electrical, Signs, Striping, Hydraulics, 
Roadway, Pavement, Maintenance, Traffic 
Control, ROW, and Access Management 
will be required.  There could be other staff 
review required depending on what is 
requested.  
It will be very expensive to shift OR-551 
(Wilsonville-Hubbard Highway) mainly 
because of the signal work and the extent of 
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the new roadbed.  ODOT has no design 
and construction funding for the potential 
shift in the highway improvements.  ODOT 
staff need to review engineered plans 
before determining the feasibility of shifting 
the highway.  In addition, ODOT does not 
have jurisdiction of the county facilities and 
there are requirements for affected property 
owners so more coordination will be 
required.    
Please contact me if you have additional 
questions. 

09/03/24 Ted Millar, c/o 
Wendie Kellington, 
Kellington Law 
Group 

Please see the attached letter and 
forthcoming exhibits reflecting the 
comments of PAC Member Millar, TLM and 
AABC (collectively Millar) concerning the 
July 30, 2024, draft Aurora Airport 
Alternatives.  Please include this letter and 
its exhibits in the record of the Aurora 
Airport Master Plan proceedings.  Please 
confirm receipt.  Please also note that due 
to the size of this transmission it will be 
coming in nine (9) parts.  To summarize the 
attached and forthcoming transmittals with 
Millar’s comments: 
None of ODAV’s three “alternatives” for the 
airport are tenable, although Millar notes 
that Alternative 1B is the least bad and that 
Alternative 2 is completely devastating to 
aviation at the airport.  Alternative 2 
effectively condemns the airport with ODAV 
acquiring all or most of it so ODAV can 
essentially start over – costing taxpayers 
hundreds of millions of dollars to implement 
(dollars that do not exist and ODAV does 
not show otherwise), significant loss of tax 
revenue, loss of good jobs, loss area tourist 
revenue, loss of an extremely important 
state and regional natural disaster asset, all 
to gain some 27’ of separation between the 
runway and Highway 551, when federal 
standards allow imperfect compliance with 
that standard, if ODAV merely asks.   To aid 
ODAV in that regard, a fully supported 
“Modification to Standards” prepared by an 
airport professional is Exhibit B to Millar’s 
submitted materials.  There is little doubt 
that FAA will approve it.  We note FAA 
approved such minimal imperfection when it 
approved the 2012 ALP.  If “incremental 
progress” toward perfection is desired, 
Millar’s Exhibit A alternative suggests 
merely working with ODOT to move the 
perimeter fence closer to the ODOT ROW. 

Thank you for your comments.   
 
Responses to the letter referenced 
are included as a separate document 
attached to this meeting summary. 
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All ODAV alternatives spring from 
unsupported and, respectfully, unlawful 
assumptions – those incorrect assumptions 
unsurprisingly led to incorrect alternatives.  
Using assumptions that are supported by 
law and the only evidence, an alternative is 
possible that extends the runway, does not 
hold the runway extension hostage to 
finding the hundreds of millions of dollars 
that does not exist to move Highway 551 
and in the process condemn numerous 
homes and businesses, does not require 
ODAV to “remove” all or mostly all of the 
200 million dollar plus in aeronautical 
investment at the airport including business 
jet hangar space, Atlantic’s FBO and Life 
Flight, Wilson Construction, Vans Aircraft, 
HTS (largest helicopter transport company 
in the world), Columbia Helicopters, etc.; 
does not “remove” the septic drainfields that 
the airport relies upon to function at all, 
does not feature an internal circulation road 
parallel and next to the active taxiway and 
runway, and does not require anyone to 
“move” the air traffic control tower.   See 
Millar’s Exhibit A, supported by the Exhibit B 
technical analysis. 
The airport boundary should be adjusted to 
include the only remaining undeveloped 
through the fence property (owned by TLM) 
so that property can reasonably be put to 
aeronautical use as it is has been planned 
to be used by all planning documents 
prepared by ODAV and adopted by the 
county since the adoption of the Aurora 
Airport 1976 master plan.  As you know, 
TLM has arranged to provide electrical 
capacity on its property to support electric 
aircraft, which are the aircraft of the future.  
In the absence of including the TLM 
property in the airport boundary, ODAV’s 
alternatives make no provision and there is 
no room for, the aeronautical innovation that 
all experts agree will land during the life of 
the forthcoming airport master plan.  
We look forward to working with ODAV 
concerning a reset with reasonable 
alternatives like Exhibit A, for the airport.   

08/28/24 Tony Helbling* This email and attachments (2) constitute 
my single allotted feedback to the proposed 
alternatives associated with the Aurora 
Airport Master Plan. 
I prefer none of the presented alternatives.  
All are unacceptable. 

Thank you for your comments.   
 
Responses to the letter referenced 
are included as a separate document 
attached to this meeting summary. 
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Both ODAV and the FAA can allow 
Modifications of Standard as are historically 
and presently allowed throughout the 
nation.  It is understood there is a desire to 
bring airports into some level of compliance.  
However, the economic cost of doing so is 
exorbitant and as such, will never happen.  
At the same time, the needed safety 
improvements at Aurora State Airport are 
held hostage to a plan that will never take 
place. 
ODAV has clear direction from the 
Legislature under ORS 836.642 “Program 
for Through the Fence Operations”.  None 
of the proposed alternatives serve to 
forward, support, or preserve the items 
called out in the legislation.  The proposed 
alternatives call for the purchasing of private 
property, effectively eliminating “Through 
the Fence Operations”.  I find this 
completely and totally unacceptable, as do 
many of the private property owners at the 
airport. 
Finally, the expenditure of the FAA Grant 
money to develop a Master Plan that does 
not promote General Aviation is a waste of 
valuable federal dollars. 

8/30/24 Wendie Kellington, 
Kellington Law 
Group 

We’d like to schedule a 20-minute zoom 
meeting with you this coming Tuesday or 
Wednesday to discuss KUAO.  As you 
know, the aeronautical interests at the 
airport are justifiably quite concerned about 
the master plan alternatives and it has 
gotten the attention of national interests as 
well.  We want to be sure that you 
understand the concerns and we would like 
to understand your thinking for advancing 
them.   Please let me know what works. 

Thanks for reaching out to ODAV to 
talk about the comments that you 
provided on behalf Ted Millar, TLM 
and AABC concerning the refined 
alternatives presented to the PAC on 
July 30, 2024. I also appreciated the 
opportunity to speak directly with the 
communities that are and will be 
affected by ODAV’s planning efforts 
for UAO. It’s always important to 
listen to stakeholders about their 
concerns and their wishes. I hope 
our conversation was helpful in 
understanding ODAV’s role in this 
planning phase and in particular our 
hope to select an alternative that 
FAA will support and ultimately agree 
to extend federal funds to help 
implement. Like I mentioned in my 
response to your request for a 
meeting, I’ll be ensuring that all 
ODAV’s communications with its 
stakeholders are made part of the 
record. This this email is intended to 
provide a high-level summary of our 
discussion today in which you, 
Anthony Beach, Alex Thomas , Stacy 
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Posegate of DOJ and I attended by 
teams. 
As I explained in our meeting, Chuck 
Garrison, Director of the Northwest 
Mountain Region for FAA, has made 
clear to ODAV that FAA will not fund 
future projects if the Aurora Airport 
master plan does not include an ALP 
that will bring components of the 
airport up to FAA’s standards of 
compliance. The primary areas of 
concern, as we have discussed, 
are the ROFA which extends over 
and above the Hubbard Highway, 
OR 551, and the drainfield within the 
Runway Safety Area supporting your 
clients’ businesses. 
I understand that you are asking 
ODAV to consider another alternative 
airport layout plan, which you 
describe in more detail in your letter. 
You have explained that this 
alternative should be preferable 
because it would not require 
additional real property or moving 
OR 551. You have also stated that 
the current alternatives are 
unrealistic or unnecessary because 
they seek to obtain “perfect 
compliance” with FAA standards. But 
that, in your opinion, perfect 
compliance is not required. Rather, 
FAA has an obligation to consider 
any modifications requested by the 
ODAV. You also explained that your 
clients are extremely concerned with 
the investment that they have put 
into this airport and their relationship 
with ODAV. We take all input and 
comments seriously. 
Please know that the agency’s 
consultant does intend to prepare a 
response to your letter which will be 
added to the record for the next PAC 
meeting. But, also, as we discussed, 
we hope that some of your concerns 
are alleviated as we explained that 
any project would be phased, 
meaning that some of the proposed 
improvements in the selected 
alternatives could be built as funding 
is secured for that phase. We also 
attempted to clarify that ODAV has 
no present intention of acquiring by 
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condemnation the areas that are 
marked “reserve” in any of the 
alternatives. Rather, these are 
designated as reserve so that ODAV 
may apply to FAA for federal funds to 
acquire these properties, should they 
become available to be used for a 
future aviation use. Finally, we 
attempted to explain that FAA has 
worked with ODAV to identify 
the standards that ODAV must 
comply with and it is apparent that 
FAA will not approve a modification. 
As Tony explained, FAA has denied 
ODAV’s attempts to seek 
modifications in the past. 
Furthermore, any modification would 
be temporary and would not present 
a permanent solution to the need for 
new development at the airport. As 
promised, we will locate the 
documents pertaining to ODAV’s 
application to FAA and its response 
and provide you with copies! 

09/03/24 Wendie Kellington, 
Kellington Law 
Group 

Can we please schedule a brief 
meeting?  Please let me know.  Thank you. 

Please see above correspondence of 
the meeting.   

09/03/24 Whitney Stewart OEM is participating in these meetings in an 
emergency management advisory capacity, 
as well as from an informational standpoint 
for our preparedness and response 
planning. The agency does not have any 
feedback to provide related to appropriate 
site planning options, and supports the 
pathways that our involved partners 
recommend. 

Thank you for participating in this 
important public process.  Your 
comments have been received and 
included in the public record. 

08/30/24 Dave Mauk, 
Charbonneau 
Country Club 

Submitted as attachment to the online 
survey form: 
 
Addendum to PAC Feedback Form: 
Problematic Elements of Refined 
Alternatives in Aurora Airport Master Plan 
• all of the refined alternatives are 
unsuitable for the constrained site & MAP 
• refined alternatives are not 
reasonable when existing constrained site 
remains a constrained site 
• refined alternatives inadequately 
address future noise exposure & mitigation 
• refined alternatives are not 
compliant with state land use laws & invite 
costly litigation 

Thank you for participating in this 
important public process.  Your 
comments have been received and 
included in the project record. 
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• refined alternatives as well as larger 
& more frequent aircraft are not supported 
by local community 
• insufficient data provided to 
demonstrate that airport operations are self-
sufficient & sustainable without state & 
federal funding, while funds from the 
general fund are budgeted for operations 
• Aurora State Airport operates at a 
loss where self-generated revenue is 
insufficient 
• LUBA rulings & ongoing legal issues 
are costly, time consuming & adversarial 
• acquiring private land currently 
zoned for agriculture is adversarial & 
litigious 
• relocating state highway (551) & 
other surface roads is unfeasible, 
adversarial, impractical & costly 
• MAP did not follow procedures in its 
forecasting, where statistics fail to show 
basis of need 
• expansion is unnecessary when 
over 85% current use is small aircraft that fit 
the constrained site 
• cost, inconvenience, ROI of 
relocating existing private hangers is 
adversarial & impractical 
• impact of adjusting take-off & 
landing fees, & fuel pricing as factors is not 
taken into account 
• insufficient data regarding safety, 
noise & surface traffic impact of higher 
number of larger aircraft 
• insufficient due diligence in not 
considering unused capacity at existing 
regional airports with superior facilities & 
infrastructure already in place as an 
alternative option 
• lack of transparency regarding 
airport finances calls into question the 
validity of MAP 
• inadequate accounting of local 
citizens' negative input especially in light of 
general fund usage 
• local municipalities' & other interests' 
input unaccounted for & not sufficiently 
documented 
• lack of assessment for alternative of 
runway addition divided on both north & 
south ends 
• inadequate assessment of negative 
impact on nearby residential neighborhoods 
& residents 



Aurora State Airport Master Plan – PAC and Public Comments 

 Page 23 

 

  

DATE NAME  QUESTION/COMMENT  RESPONSE  

• state of water, sanitation, fire 
suppression, & emergency services onsite 
is deficient 
• insufficient assessment on local 
surface transportation based on refined 
alternatives 
• deficient assessment of 
environmental factors & public health 
• MAP documentation with respect to 
the airport's 10-15 year safety record is 
inadequate 
• failure of applying reasonable 
standards to high cost/limited benefits of 
refined alternatives 
• imprudent that ODAV's current 
budget is partially funded from the general 
fund with $250,000 budgeted for litigation 
legal fees at Aurora Airport while planning 
costly refined alternatives 
• insufficient due diligence without 
comparative analysis in use of funds for an 
alternative project at a different airport that 
has existing facilities & meets runway 
specifications for larger aircraft 
• deficient documentation identifying 
specific airport stakeholders & aircraft 
benefiting from MAP 
• reparation for stakeholders who are 
disadvantaged by refined alternatives is not 
taken into account 
• inadequate explanation why Aurora 
airport isn't candidate or eligible for modified 
C-II certification 
• insufficient explanation why Aurora 
airport can't return to B-II certification with 
current use 85% small aircraft, after shifting 
higher-rated aircraft to regional airport with 
C-II or higher certification 
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Public Questions/Comments and Responses 

The following comments referenced the same form letter (below). Any additional text, changes to text, or 

specific email comments are called out in the table below.  

• Ken Meuser 

• Lukas Nickerson 

• Jeff Schreiber 

• John Dixon 

• Paul Bazeley 

• John Timothy Warren 

• Bruce Bergman 

• William Granewich 

 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

This letter is written on behalf of the direct airport stakeholders whose aviation related businesses are located 

at, and rely upon, the Aurora Airport.  Please include this letter in the record of the 2023-2024 Aurora Airport 

Master Plan proceedings.  

On July 30, 2024, the Oregon Department of Aviation (ODAV) presented three alternatives for the 

development of the Aurora Airport for the next 20 years and invited comment on those alternatives.  The direct 

airport stakeholders strongly OBJECT to all of those proposed alternatives: 1A, 1B and 2.  

Objection to Process 

At the July 30, 2024 meeting, PAC members were invited to comment on the proposed alternatives via 

checking a box on an online form to identify which of ODAV’s three alternatives they preferred.  Participants 

had no way to offer meaningful comments or explain why none of the alternatives were acceptable.  The 

undersigned strongly objects to ODAV’s process as it is not reasonably calculated to solicit input from 

stakeholders as required by federal law to determine a preferred alternative.   Reserving that objection, the 

Aurora Airport direct airport stakeholders present the following comments on the July 30, 2024 ODAV 

proposed master plan alternatives.  

General Objection – the Alternatives Present a False Choice: Sacrifice the Safety of the Aurora Airport 

in the Name of Safety 

Under ODAV’s “alternatives” the runway extension that is well-documented to be badly needed now for safety, 

is held hostage to prerequisites that will take a decade or more (if they can even happen at all) and hundreds 

of millions of dollars that no one has.  In other words, ODAV’s alternatives ensure that the runway safety 

improvement will never happen or will happen only if the airport is less safe, all in service of perfect 

prerequisite compliance with design standards.  This is a false choice and one that FAA does not and in fact 

cannot demand and ODAV should not demand this false choice either.  The false choice is not only contrary to 

the very purposes of aviation master planning and federal law but also ORS 836.600-642 and ODAV’s 

mission.  

Alternatives Proceed from False Assumptions 
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For the alternatives to have legitimacy, they must proceed from accurate assumptions.  The proposed 

alternatives do not proceed from accurate assumptions.  To the contrary, each of the three proposed 

alternatives proceed from false premises.  

The first false assumption is that FAA will not allow the airport to “maintai[n] current non-standard conditions” 

and if the airport has any “non-standard conditions,” then FAA will place the runway “in maintenance only 

mode ***.”[1]  

The second false ODAV assumption is that it is necessary for ODAV to acquire the privately owned “through 

the fence” properties adjacent to the airport “to ensure [their] continued long-term aeronautical use.”  

Starting with the second false assumption, we note that there is nothing to support the assumption that if 

ODAV owned the undersigned’s private aviation related properties they would be bettered assured to remain in 

aeronautical use.  Respectfully, there are a lot of reasons to believe ODAV ownership of our property would 

have a contrary result.  It is we, the private through the fence owners, who have the strong incentive to 

maintain robust aviation use of our adjacent private property because it is suitable for no economic use other 

than aeronautical use and we have invested and continue to invest millions of dollars to assure the success 

of our aviation related uses there.  

Conversely, we have not seen evidence that ODAV is committed to growing and supporting aeronautical use 

of our properties at the Aurora Airport.  We have pushed for more than a decade for ODAV to remove trees 

that are a hazard to aviation.  ODAV hasn’t gotten around to doing that.  We have pushed for decades for 

ODAV to extend the airport’s runway for safety, but ODAV hasn’t gotten around to doing that, despite the 

runway extension being approved on the 2012 airport ALP.  ODAV told the airport’s opponent’s that the 2012 

airport master plan had not been finally adopted when ODAV had clearly adopted it (otherwise there would 

have been no 2012 ALP), inviting years of litigation that resulted in a remand of the 2012 master plan on land 

use grounds.  ODAV did not bother to respond to that remand of the 2012 master plan, as it should have.   

In all respectfully, the only evidence is that the private through the fence owners have the great documented 

interest in the continued aeronautical use of their property – they (we) have invested millions of dollars to 

support aviation use at the Aurora Airport and we continue to do so, our properties are useful for nothing but 

aviation related use in fact.  There is simply nothing to support ODAV’s “assumption” that ODAV needs to buy 

our property to ensure its continued aeronautical use.  We note that this second premise is also contrary to the 

legislative command in ORS 836.640-642 that ODAV support the private through the fence ownerships and 

their economic development, not buy them out.  ODAV is constrained by this legislative command.  The 

second “assumption” is simply a nonstarter.  

With respect to the first erroneous assumption, the assumption’s referenced “non-standard conditions” are 

primarily the Runway Object Free Area (ROFA) required separation for C-II design aircraft between the runway 

and Highway 551. [2] The law does not support ODAV’s first erroneous premise that FAA always requires that 

airports meet all design standards. The law and FAA’s decades of practice is exactly the opposite.  

In this regard, federal law expressly provides FAA with authority to issue modifications to standards “when 

necessary to meet local conditions” so long as the “modification will provide an acceptable level of safety, 

economy, durability and workmanship.”  14 CFR 152.11(b).  FAA staff lacks authority to override that federal 

law that recognizes that “non-standard conditions” happen and can be allowed to continue in the right 

circumstances, as presented here. 

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/AAMkAGIzMmQxNDFmLThiNDgtNDIzNy1hZjRjLWZmNjk1NjM3ZDc3OQAuAAAAAADaboTrF%2B0mQJKde0nrWofRAQAqVPCE6OA5QY3eGZ%2Bs0PI1AAGKt8rzAAA%3D/id/AAQkAGIzMmQxNDFmLThiNDgtNDIzNy1hZjRjLWZmNjk1NjM3ZDc3OQAQANLxx86ZRq1Pr%2BTnytyogek%3D#x__ftn1
https://outlook.office365.com/mail/AAMkAGIzMmQxNDFmLThiNDgtNDIzNy1hZjRjLWZmNjk1NjM3ZDc3OQAuAAAAAADaboTrF%2B0mQJKde0nrWofRAQAqVPCE6OA5QY3eGZ%2Bs0PI1AAGKt8rzAAA%3D/id/AAQkAGIzMmQxNDFmLThiNDgtNDIzNy1hZjRjLWZmNjk1NjM3ZDc3OQAQANLxx86ZRq1Pr%2BTnytyogek%3D#x__ftn2
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The truth is that FAA routinely approves modifications to standards where the modification provides the 

requisite “acceptable level of safety.”  FAA has approved modifications at airports from Renton where 737’s 

takeoff and land daily at a B-II airport, to SJC which has modifications to standards for many FAA 

requirements.  This happens frequently enough that, as required by Congress, FAA in conjunction with the 

National Transportation Research Board and National Academies of Sciences, published a technical handbook 

entitled “Risk Assessment Method to Support Modification of Airfield Separation Standards” that goes to 

a lot of trouble to explain exactly how to assess whether a modification to an airport design standard will 

provide an acceptable level of safety.  Contrary to the July 30 ODAV “assumptions” and August 1 ODAV 

“recognition”, this federal risk assessment publication states that “FAA does accept requests from airports 

for modifications to standards.”  

Following federal law and the FAA Risk Assessment publication, respected airport planner, Aron Faegre 

prepared such an analysis under the FAA published risk-assessment methodology that concludes 

maintaining the existing ROFA between the runway and Highway 551 provides an acceptable level of 

safety.  In other words, were ODAV to merely ask (and Mr. Faegre has done the work to support that ask), a 

modification to the ROFA would be granted.  Which means contrary to ODAV’s “assumptions” underpinning 

the three alternatives ODAV revealed on July 30, 2024, FAA would approve maintaining the existing non-

standard conditions at the airport.  This should not be a surprise because FAA approved the exact ROFA 

modification for a C-II design aircraft that Mr. Faegre demonstrates meets modification standards, when it 

approved the 2012 ALP for the airport.  

FAA Approved the Modification for the ROFA - Separation of the Runway to Highway 551 – in the 2012 

ALP under Airport Design Standards for a C-II Airport 

The approved ALP that currently governs the airport shows that FAA approved the runway extension to the 

south with a ROFA modification to standards for the C-II design aircraft for the separation between the runway 

and Highway 551.  

That means there is no reason to think that the same ROFA modification to standards cannot be approved 

here.  ODAV should apply for it and FAA almost certainly will grant it.  

Proper Assumptions for this Master Planning Effort 

With all due respect, there are proper assumptions for this master planning effort.  The direct airport 

stakeholders urge ODAV to adopt the following assumptions and goals for the Aurora Airport Master Plan: 

· ODAV can and should apply for modifications to C-II design standards for existing conditions at the 

airport that would otherwise require unachievable prerequisites to the runway extension.  

· ODAV should grow and support the through the fence aviation operations as it is instructed to do in 

ORS 836.640-642.  Accordingly, ODAV should expand the airport boundary to enable the last 

undeveloped through the fence areas shown on the draft master plan to grow and flourish.  

· ODAV has an obligation to manage the Aurora Airport to safely support the general aviation that has 

grown to rely upon it and the Oregonians who rely upon that general aviation.  

· ODAV should support the Aurora Airport as an economic powerhouse for the region being responsible 

for thousands of jobs and millions of dollars in payroll and visitor spending.  

· ODAV should support the Aurora Airport that is known to be a resiliency center in the event of natural 

disasters – whether they be wildfire disasters or the Cascadia Subduction Event.  
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· ODAV should support the Aurora Airport that is home to Life Flight that provides important air 

ambulance service to needy Oregonians and delivers organs for transplant that saves lives.  

· To the extent ODAV is privately planning otherwise, ODAV should strongly resist efforts by opponent 

municipalities like the city of Aurora to annex the airport.  

· The airport should not be casually discarded to the bin of unachievable prerequisites.  

Alternative that ODAV Should Consider 

A wholly achievable alternative that is consistent with FAA and state law that ODAV should consider is: 

a) a 500’ runway extension to the north; better yet a 750’ runway extension to the north.  750’ is well-

understood to be better and more appropriate for the long master planning horizon.  

b) Reapproval for the necessary existing modification to standards for existing conditions.  

c) Adjust the airport boundary to include the undeveloped through the fence areas on the current draft, 

d) Show the Internal Circulation Road location that was shown on the 2012 ALP. 

Conclusion 

The direct airport stakeholders stand ready to work cooperatively with ODAV toward an appropriate 20-year 

master plan for the Aurora Airport along the lines of the alternative that we outline above.  However, 

respectfully, we cannot abide any of the July 30, 2024 proposed alternatives and strongly oppose all of 

them.   We hope that ODAV will agree that the assumptions and alternative proposed by the direct airport 

stakeholders are appropriate ones that ODAV should adopt in support of general aviation at the airport, 

regional disaster resilience and economic vitality for the decades to come.  The future of aviation at the Aurora 

Airport depends upon it.  

Thank you for your consideration.  

 

[1] ODAV July 30, 2024 PPT Presentation to Planning Advisory Committee.  This erroneous assumption 

carries forward to the August 1, 2024 “Refined Preliminary Alternatives Analysis” which similarly begins by 

asserting that ODAV has “recognized that maintaining current non-standard conditions is not acceptable to the 

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).”  There is no such lawful FAA position that ODAV may “recognize.”  To 

the extent that ODAV has adopted such a “recognition” it is contrary to both federal and state law and may not 

serve as the foundation for the airport’s 20-year future.  

[2] ODAV’s “alternatives” assume another “non-standard” condition regarding the location of the airport’s septic 

drainfields in the north and south.  The septic drainfield in the south was expressly approved by ODAV, FAA 

and Marion County in a land use process.  It is not “non-standard” or if it is, it is already approved – by ODAV 

and FAA.  Moreover, if necessary, those drainfields can be brought to whatever standard applies.  But ODAV 

may not merely assume they are “non-standard”, say they will be “removed” in all alternatives but have no 

other location for them and no analysis of whether it is feasible to establish any alternative location for them.  If 

ODAV’s unstated plan is just to annex the airport to the 900-population City of Auora that has done nothing but 

oppose the airport for the past decade, and that had a mayor who we understand to be on record saying the 

city wanted to annex the airport to shut it down, the private airport stakeholders strongly oppose any such -as 

yet – unarticulated plan.    
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DATE NAME  QUESTION/COMMENT  RESPONSE  

08/29/24 Ken Meuser, 
Management West 
LLC 

This attached letter is to confirm my 
Opposition to the July 30, 2024, Aurora 
Master Plan Alternatives. None of the 
options presented are feasible or realistic. 
With at least one option that would 
destroy our operation/business here at the 
Airport. 
Runway extension at the Aurora State 
Airport is needed for increased safety but 
not at the unnecessary expense and 
destruction of the surrounding 
communities and businesses/operations 
at the Airport. 

Thank you for your comments.   
 
Responses to the letter referenced 
are included as a separate document 
attached to this meeting summary. 

 

08/29/24 Lukas Nickerson, 
Pacific Skies 
Aviation LLC 

Anthony & Brandy - Good Afternoon, 
Please find Pacific Skies Aviation's 
feedback to the ODAV KUAO proposed 
alternatives attached to this email. Please 
ensure this letter is added to the 
testimony associated with the proposed 
alternatives. 

Thank you for your comments.   
 
Responses to the letter referenced 
are included as a separate document 
attached to this meeting summary. 

 

08/29/24 Jeff Schreiber Pacific 
Aircraft Services 

Please see attached letter with response 
to ODAV Alternatives.   

Thank you for your comments.   
 
Responses to the letter referenced 
are included as a separate document 
attached to this meeting summary. 

 

08/30/24 John Dixon Form Letter (see attachments) Thank you for your comments.   
 
Responses to the letter referenced 
are included as a separate document 
attached to this meeting summary. 

 

08/30/24 Paul Bazeley, 
Aerometal 
International, Inc 

Please see attached a letter from 
Aerometal International Inc. providing our 
feedback to the ODAV’s  KUAO proposed 
alternatives. 
I would request that you include this letter 
with the Testimony associated with the 
proposed alternatives review. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if 
you have any questions. 

Thank you for your comments.   
 
Responses to the letter referenced 
are included as a separate document 
attached to this meeting summary. 

 

08/30/24 John Timothy 
Warren, AESOP LLC 

Please add my letter to the testimony 
associated with the proposed alternatives. 

Thank you for your comments.   
 
Responses to the letter referenced 
are included as a separate document 
attached to this meeting summary. 

 

08/30/24 Bruce Bergman, 
Wylee Hangar 
Condominium 
Association 

Please find attached a response from 
Wylee Hangar Condominium Association. 
______________________ 
Ladies and Gentlemen, 
This letter is written on behalf of the 
Wylee Hangar Condominium Association, 
a 29-unit association valued at over $16 
million exclusive of the value of 45 aircraft 
and associated hangar interior buildouts 

Thank you for your comments.   
 
Responses to the letter referenced 
are included as a separate document 
attached to this meeting summary. 
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DATE NAME  QUESTION/COMMENT  RESPONSE  

and contents (including multiple working 
businesses) and is therefore one of the 
direct airport stakeholders whose aviation 
related interest and businesses are 
located at, and rely upon, the Aurora 
Airport. Please include this letter in the 
record of the 2023-2024 Aurora Airport 
Master Plan proceedings. 
The 27 units comprising the Wylee 
Hangar Condominium Association is 
situated on private property inside the 
perimeter fence and has accessed the 
runway via a through-the-fence 
agreement for over 30 years, taking great 
pains to ensure that our activity is aviation 
related and with our goal being to promote 
general aviation. Our 25 individual owners 
utilize their hangars for aircraft storage, 
business usage (aerial photography, 
aircraft maintenance, aircraft 
modifications), and as bases for charter 
operations. Our hangars are important 
investments and the possibility of losing 
them to a governmental agency is 
distasteful. 

09/09/24 William Granewich, 
Aeros Jet Aviation 

Hi Tony... here's my letter! Thank you for your comments.   
 
Responses to the letter referenced 
are included as a separate document 
attached to this meeting summary. 

 

8/27/24 Jeff Lewis Thanks, Tony. I appreciate the quick and 
detailed reply. 
What confuses is that the actual ALP 
includes a Table listing both 'existing' and 
'future' C-II, right? So, it seems there is an 
error... either that 2012 signed ALP mis-
stated 'existing' as C-II (should have 
shown B-II?), or there was in fact an 
upgrade to C-II preceding Suomi's 
signature. If such upgrade happened, 
when was it, and where is the FAA 
signature copy? 
The text you cited appears to come from 
pg.2 of chapter 4. Contextually, further 
down, does that page say the 2007 OAP 
encouraged an upgrade from B-II to C-II? 
And, if so, am I correct that the upgrade to 
C-II therefore happened after 2007? 
One more question... what do you have 
as the FAA approval date for the Master 
Plan preceding Suomi's 2012 signature, 
and is a PDF copy available online?  

Hi Jeff, no problem, happy to help. 
Yes it does show existing and future 
conditions as C-II, but that is 
because the Critical Aircraft was 
determined to be C-II (existing) 
earlier in that 2012 master planning 
process (Chapter 3 – Forecasting). 
From the 2012 Chapter 3 – 
Forecasts: 
“According to the 2000 Airport 
Master Plan, the planned ARC was 
B-II, exemplified by the King Air 
turboprop and the Cessna Citation 
jet. At that time, ODA decided to 
constrain the forecast by keeping 
the airfield ARC at B-II. A runway 
designed for ARC B-II is adequate 
for about 45% of the business jets 
manufactured. 
The Airport has now passed the 500 
operations threshold for Aircraft 
Approach Category C, so the 
current ARC should be C-II. 
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DATE NAME  QUESTION/COMMENT  RESPONSE  

Aircraft Approach Category C 
accounts for 701 documented 
operations in FY 2007 and 390 in FY 
2009, 
resulting in an average of 545 
operations. The number of Aircraft 
Approach Category D airplane 
operations is negligible, as are 
operations in Airplane Design Group 
III. 
With more than 500 operations in 
Aircraft Approach Category C and 
more than 500 operations in 
Airplane Design Group II, the 
appropriate ARC for the Airport is C-
II.” 
It also gives a projected growth rate 
and that it does not expect the ARC 
to change in that 20-year planning 
period, so C-II is kept as the “future” 
condition on the 2012 ALP. 
This section of Chapter 3 above 
determines that C-II is the Critical 
Aircraft based on recent actual 
aircraft operations, and sets the 
existing condition/design standards 
for the rest of the plan, including the 
ALP. The change to C-II did not 
occur prior to the 2012 master plan. 
I hope this helps, 
Tony Beach 

8/28/24 Joshua Williams, 
Fire Chief, Aurora 
Fire District #63 

Good morning, 
I left you a voicemail this morning, but 
thought I would email you my question.  I 
was reading the alternates for the UAO 
airport and could not help but to notice 
there was a lot of property acquisition.  
Specifically the property acquisition for 
aeronautic reserve, and the high priority 
acquisition.  All of that property is currently 
privately owned, thus they pay property 
taxes.  My question is who will be 
acquiring the proposed property for the 
reserve?  Is it the State of Oregon, 
because if that is the case the state is 
exempt from paying property tax.  
As an example, I pulled up only 5 parcels 
contained in the area and those 5 parcels 
bring the Aurora Fire District over 
$100,000 in tax revenue.  If this 
represents only 5 parcels, one could 
imagine the impact of all of them to be 
significant. 

Good day Chief Williams, 
We appreciate you taking the time to 
review the draft refined preliminary 
alternatives for the Aurora State 
Airport Master Plan and providing 
valuable input. We understand your 
concern to maintain tax revenues 
that support the fire district. You are 
correct, the land the Oregon 
Department of Aviation (ODAV) 
owns is tax exempt; however, the 
private improvements on leased land 
(hangars, buildings, etc.) are taxed 
and invoiced by Marion County to 
ODAV, which are paid by the 
lessees.   
The refined preliminary alternatives 
illustrates “priority” parcels that 
would need to be acquired by ODAV 
to meet Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) design 
standards as well as to support the 
existing and future facility needs. 
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The loss of revenue from just those 5 
parcels alone would cause a devastating 
cascade of events that may lead to the 
loss of career staffing and end 24 hour 
career coverage. 
I am looking forward to a response. 
Chief Williams       

Property identified as reserve is 
shown in the event that the property 
becomes available for purchase, 
ODAV would be able to utilize 
federal funding to acquire the land. 
There is no timeline or requirement 
to acquire the reserve property.   
Thank you again for your review and 
comments. 
Thanks, 
Brandy Steffen 
(on behalf of the Oregon Department 
of Aviation) 
 

9/3/24 Kirsten Newbury 1. Why is Lower Boones Ferry Road not 
included in alternatives? 
2. I'm very concerned for small business 
owners like us. An extended unavailability 
of the airport will have dire consequences 
to our business. We can't all go to 
neighboring airports. 
3. We're obviously pro airport. We'd like to 
see additional or expanded alternatives, 
more out-of-box brainstorming. 

We believe that you are referring to 
rerouting Hubbard Highway (HWY 
551) along the current Boones Ferry 
Road alignment. That concept was 
evaluated and discarded due to 
necessary ROW acquisition, costs to 
construct road and reconstruct 
existing road to meet capacity needs 
of Highway 551, and environmental 
concerns with relocating a major 
thoroughfare through an existing 
residential area (as opposed to the 
current alignment along one edge of 
the neighborhood). 

9/3/24 Aron Faegre Dear Alex, Tony, and Brandy: 
Attached is a document which can be 
used to formally gain a modification of 
standards for the ROFA on the west side 
of the airport, where Highway 551 and the 
Airport Perimeter Fence force a reduced 
separation from the runway centerline.  
I have taken the time to create this 
detailed risk analysis for ODAV, because 
under FAA’s rules and standards this kind 
of modification of standards is allowed, 
and in this particular case the analysis 
fully demonstrates that the non-standard 
existing conditions result in an acceptable 
level of safety, as required by Order 
5300.1G. 
Equally important, this eliminates the 
hundreds of millions of dollars of public 
funds needed to move Highway 551, or to 
move the runway, taxiway, and tower – 
funds which are sorely needed for other 
much needed airport improvements that 
can significantly improve safety – at 
Aurora and at other airports.  Use of the 
modification of standards also saves 

Thank you for participating in this 
important public process. The 
materials you provided have been 
added to the public record. 
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hundreds of jobs at the airport that under 
several of the preliminary schemes would 
be disrupted and likely terminated.  
This approach provides a win-win for all 
parties; I look forward to meeting with you 
and working cooperatively with ODAV to 
proceed in this direction. 

08/01/24 George Van 
Hoomissen, VH4 
Aviation, LLC 

Please see attached PDF containing a 
letter with public comments regarding the 
July 30th presentation to the Planning 
Advisory Committee for the Aurora State 
Airport Master Plan.  I would appreciate it 
if you would reply to this email to confirm 
your receipt of the attached letter. 

Thank you for your comments.  Your 
comments have been added to the 
project record. 
 
The FAA Seattle ADO has clearly 
and repeatedly stated that the airport 
master plan must identify a “path to 
conformance” based on the C-II 
standards defined by the current and 
future critical aircraft represented in 
the FAA-approved master plan 
forecasts for the Airport.  FAA has 
specifically identified the need for the 
ROFA to meet standards before 
runway improvements would be 
eligible for FAA support. 

08/06/24 Pat Hickman [submitted through the PAC feedback 
form] 
 
Currently use the airport; don’t prefer any 
alternative due to:  
Amount of right-of-way (ROW) to be acquired 
(by acre) 
Impact to the Hubbard Highway 
Impact to local homes (by number of 
residential properties) 
Impact to local businesses west of the 
Hubbard Highway (by number of commercial 
properties) 
Impact to local farmland (EFU) 
Noise to local homes and businesses 
Farmland impacts (EFU) 
Amount of property acquisition needed 
Increase in traffic/operations at the airport 
Impacts to existing roads outside of the airport 
property 
Keep the airport the same expansion is not 
needed 
No expansion needed larger jet operators can 
use alternative airports already in place that 
have the facilities and are under utilized 
 
I do not support property acquisition to support 
additional hangars and parking. 
 
I prefer to not shift the runway, balancing 
impact to both aeronautical and non-
aeronautical properties/development (as seen 
in Refined Alternative 1A) 

Thank you for your comments. They 
have been added to the public 
record. 
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Response to Comment 

Jeff Lewis 

 


