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Project Team Introductions

Long-Term Plan Overview

SAP #1 Recap

Forecasts of Aviation Demand

Facility Requirements

Preliminary Airfield Alternatives
Runway 14/32 Alternatives
Hangar/Landside Concepts

Next Steps

[l
] Feedback/Survey
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<4 LONG-TERM PLANNING PROCESS

Develop and

Determine Needs . Action Planning Deliverables
Evaluate Options
® Icr:wegtory of Existing * Alternatives ® Financial Plan ® Long-Term Plan Report
onditions
* Recommended Concepts Airport Layout Plan *AirpOVT Layout Plan
¢ Aerial Mapping = e * P Y =
® Preferred Alternative ® Facilities Implementation
*Aviation Forecasts Plan
® Airspace Analysis
® Facility Requirements ¢ Environmental Overview

\- 2N . AN J

«------------------------------------------------------------------>

Stakeholder Involvement (Meetings and Interviews, Agency and City Coordination)

* Requires FAA Approval
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<4 PROJECT SCHEDULE

Goals & Objectives,
Inventory of
Existing Conditions

Forecast of
Aviation Activity

1
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Lk '
REVIEW 1
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Airside and Landside 1
Facility Requirements _ 1
1

Concept Development

Implementation
Improvement Program

1

1

1

1

Stakeholder & Public 1
Involvement 1

1

Stakeholder Advisory Panel (SAP) Meeting Public Open House
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Recap of SAP #1

Topics Discussed
* Project Overview and SAP Role
« EXxisting Conditions
* Preliminary Forecasts

* Facility Requirements Overview

> STP St. Paul Downtown Long-Term Plan 2045

Feedback from SAP #1

Impacts of “floodwall-deployed”
conditions

Upgauging of tenant fleets

Challenges with FAA funding
and staffing

NAVAID/communications
improvements

Airport as a destination and
connectivity to Downtown

Environmental sustainability

Desire for fewer runways and
better taxiway connecftivity

Improvements to Runway 9/27 .2
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<4 FORECASTS/ CRITICAL AIRCRAFT

m irboprep - - K| opion

2024 3 42,476
2030 (PAL 1) 21 9 56 3 11 100 45,573
2035 (PAL 2) 22 10 58 3 11 104 46,973
2045 (PAL 3) 23 10 62 3 11 110 49,935

oot 0.44% 0.61% 0.80% 0.61% 0% 0.61% 0.77%

Sources:

FAA Terminal Area Forecast (TAF), 2024.
Metropolitan Airports Commission (MAC) Annual Reports (2014-2024).
Kimley-Horn, 2025.

ARC: A-l Small

Design Aircraft: Gulfstream V Design Aircraft: Cessna 172 Design Aircraft: Cessna 172
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		Year

		Piston

		Turboprop

		Jet

		Helicopter

		Military

		Total Based Aircraft

		Total Operations



		2024

		21

		9

		53

		3

		11

		97

		42,476



		2030 (PAL 1)

		21

		9

		56

		3

		11

		100

		45,573



		2035 (PAL 2)

		22

		10

		58

		3

		11

		104

		46,973



		2045 (PAL 3)

		23

		10

		62

		3

		11

		110

		49,935



		CAGR 
2024-2045

		0.44%

		0.61%

		0.80%

		0.61%

		0%

		0.61%

		0.77%



		Sources: 

FAA Terminal Area Forecast (TAF), 2024.

Metropolitan Airports Commission (MAC) Annual Reports (2014-2024).

Kimley-Horn, 2025.
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<4 FACILITY REQUIREMENTS

 Assessment and determination of what
facilities are needed to meet FAA design
standards and accommodate forecasted
aviation activity

Facility

Forecasts Requirements

 Key Focus Areas:

« Meet FAA standards — seek modification of
standards where appropriate

« Eligibility of pavements for FAA grants

* Adequate space for hangars and tenant
needs

*  Floodwall impacts

« Airspace impacts

« Enhance airfield connectivity

« Safety improvements/Runway Incursion
Mitigation

Source: Metropolitan Airports Commission (MAC)

STP St. Paul Downtown Long-Term Plan 2045 13



ons

~

Facility Requirements — Standard Conditi

5

o

Runway Safety Area (RSA) Nonstandard Condition
Runway Object Free Area (ROFA) Nonstandard Condition

Runway Geometry Nonstandard Condition

Taxiway Geometry Nonstandard Condition

]
]
|:| Taxiway Object Free Area (TOFA) Nonstandard Condition
]
]

Airfield Markings Nonstandard Condition

: Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) Nonstandard Condition

GRAPHIC SCALE IN FEET
0 350 700 1,400

Non-Perpendicular Taxiway/Runway Crossing

® O

FAA Hot Spot

)
LYo

Runway Incursion Mitigation (RIM) Nonstandard Condition
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‘ Development Alternatives Objectives

« Mitigate non-standard conditions to extent reasonable
« Consider cost reasonableness
« Maximize runway functionality in both standard and floodwall-deployed conditions

« Consider available land for future development
« Existing constraints (floodwall) and proximity to river

Focus on RWY 14/32 alternatives shouldn’t be floodwall accreditation, but rather:
« Maximize operational use under standard and floodwall-engaged configurations
* Improve airfield connectivity

* Incorporate additional permanent floodwall segments to improve overall flood
protection

STP St. Paul Downtown Long-Term Plan 2045 17



Runway 14 Alternative 1

RUNWAY 14 END - ALTERNATIVE 1 - MODIFICATIONS OF STANDARDS
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Runway 14 Alternative 2

RUNWAY 14 END - ALTERNATIVE 2 - EMAS & RUNWAY END RELOCATION
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1. Which Runway 14 Alternative do you prefer?

O O Click to download as image

Alternative 1 - Maintain existingend of  Alternative 2 - Shift end of RWY in 207
RWY with Modification to Standard feet with no Modification to Standard




Runway 32 Existing Conditions (Floodwall Down)

RUNWAY 32 END

EXISTING BERM (708.0' MSL)
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Runway 32 Existing Conditions (Floodwall Up)

RUNWAY 32 END
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* Nonstandard conditions for ROFA/RSA
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Runway 32 Alternative 1 (Floodwall Down)

RUNWAY 32 END
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Runway 32 Alternative 1 (Floodwall Up)
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Runway 32 Alternative 2 (Permanent Floodwall)
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2.\Which Runway 32 Alternative do you prefer?

O O

Alternative 1- Temporary floodwall with  Alternative 2 - Permanent floodwall;

non-precision approach when deployed raised RWY end; precision approach
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<4 Land Development Discussion

Why examine closure of RWY 13/31 or 9/27?
« Limited/no eligibility for FAA funding to keep both long-term

« Frequency of usage is limited
« Primary Runway 14/32 has adequate wind coverage per FAA standards
« Space constrained for future growth opportunities
* Improve taxiway connectivity
« Mitigation of non-standard or irregular pavement geometry

« Current lengths are very limiting to aircraft type that can use them

STP St. Paul Downtown Long-Term Plan 2045

28



Join at menti.com | use code 9759 6869

3. How important is it to you that the Airport maintain three runways?

O O O O

Not important at all Slightly important Moderately important Very important (essential)




Airfield/Hangar Alternative 1 (All Runways Open)

HANGAR DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE - SCENARIO 1 (ALL RUNWAYS OPEN)

VEHICLE ACCESS
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— o
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\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

Maintains 3-runway system
* Only one crosswind has “legacy” eligibility
* 14.8 acres of developable land
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Airfield/Han

gar Alternative 2 (Close Runway 13/31)

HANGAR DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE - SCENARIO 1, PHASE 2 (RUNWAY 13/31 CLOSED)

FUTURE HANGAR
DEVELOPMENT AREA
(6.3 ac)

— -

- 1l
-~ g -
/ | ~
< _ FUTURE HANGAR ¥ N
~ DEVELOPMENT AREA
(4.5 ac) F NGAR
UTURE HANGAR VELOPMENT
7 DEVELOPMENT AREA AREA : 77
7 (5.5,ac) (8.9 ac) : :
j /_A(A/ . . e“'~/ :
, A
-7 | 4 | \
.5.\ \ EXISTING ASOS
\ \
f§‘\ : : — - "N
g 7‘2' \ RELOCATED GLIDE SLOPE—1 i
i SN
RUNWAY 14/32 = == Y “
- - . . 1T
. 8 = o
\ E
N N R T
BRL- BRL \\\BH‘L\ BRL \:,4*' ’ N
. LEGEND
Key Featu res PHASE 2 PHASE 1
- 35' BUILDING RESTRICTION LINE (BRL) = IR — SAME
Standard parallel taxiway east of 14/32 | [Frerovenmen j | ]
i i FUTURE TAXIWAY PAVEMENT [ | ]
Standardlzes taXIway geometry FUTURE LANDSIDE PAVEMENT |
Mitigates Closely a“gned runways FUTURE HANGAR DEVELOPMENT AREA [
. . . . FUTURE RUNWAY MARKINGS SAME
Maintains crosswind for smaller aircraft " o FUTURE EwAS SAvE
Centralizes aircraft taxiing locations e e =T
34.5 acres of developable land (additional e FUTURE LOGALIZER GRITICAL AREA SAvE
GLIDE SLOPE CRITICAL AREA SAME

19.7 acres)




Airfield/Hangar Alternative 3 (Close Runway 9/27)

HANGAR DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE - SCENARIO 3 (RUNWAY 9/27 CLOSED)
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VEHICLE ACCESS

FUTURE HANGAR
DEVELOPMENT AREA

(4.5 ac)
APRON EXPANSION (9.590 SY)W
f BRL BRL
e /

BRL

EXISTING ASOS J

,

RELOCATED GLIDE SLOPE —/ﬂ‘_ e

%
~

Key Features \

LEGEND

35 BUILDING RESTRICTION LINE (BRL)

* Does not allow for full parallel taxiway FUTURE APRON PAVEMENT
P FUTURE TAXIWAY PAVEMENT

east of Runway 14/32 X FUTORE LANOSIE PAVENENT

° Maximizes Runway 9/27 space for hangars / FUTURE HANGAR DEVELOPMENT AREA
. . - FUTURE RUNWAY MARKINGS
e Standardized taxiway geometry around P A FUTURE ENAS
DEVELOPMENT AREA FUTURE DEMOLITION

Ru nway 13/3 1 . Q (10.3 ac) FUTURE FLOODWALL (PERMANENT / TEMPORARY)

* 40.4 acres of developable land ol e FUTURE LOGALIZER CRITICAL AREA
] — i, _—— .-. = GLIDE SLOPE CRITICAL AREA




Join at menticom | use code 9759 6869

4.\Which airfield/hangar concept is most favorable?

Alternative 1 (all runways open)

Alternative 2 (close Runway 13/31)

e Alternative 3 (close Runway 9/27)
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5. Would you be interested in a focused discussion on runway alternatives
and impacts?

Yes No




If interested in a focused discussion on runway alternatives and impacts,
please provide your emaiil.
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<4 NEXT STEPS

LTP Development

.

» Consider tentative preferred
Alternatives

* |dentify Project Costs and
Phasing

* ALP Development

Stakeholder Engagement

STP St. Paul Downtown Long-Term Plan 2045

* Discover STP #2: March 2026

« SAP and Discover STP Meetings
(Tentative): Jun./Jul. 2026

38
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QUESTIONS / COMMENTS

Please send additional questions and comments to:
eric.gilles@mspmac.org | MAC Project Manager
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THANK YOU!
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