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.-Does the twin Cities' 
Need a New Air'port? 

It is hlghly likely that the Twin 
Cities region'will need,more airport 
capacity in the future. The big ques­
tion is whether major improveme~ts ., 
to the existing airport would provide · 
enough capacity or wh~ther we need 
a new, replacement airport. 

We can't answer that question 
today. It is going to take aqout six . 
years to gather the _data and to con­
duct the planning necessary to have 
the answers. It will also take the in­
volvement of the people who liv~ here · • 
so tomorrow's decisions refle~t the 
bask.values ofthe community. That's 

• a big order because it's a large "conit­
munity of int~resl," and inc_ludes the 
flying public, the airlines, busir:tesses 
that u~e the airport, and the affected 
local governments; airport neighbors , 
and people in Greater Minnesota. By 
1996, the region; together with the 
Minnesota Legislature, will be in a 
position to make decisions about the 
region's major airport. · 

This citi~en's· guide summa­
riz~s. the legislatively mandated steps 
the Metr-opolitan Council and the 
Metropolitan Airports Commission 

- (MAC) are taking. It describes the key 
steps mandated .by the 1989 Metro­
politan Airport Planning Act, the dif­
ferent roles of the_ Council and the 
MAC, and the committees that are 
involved with the effort. 

The guide also answers some 
of the commonly asked questions 
about the airport planning. • 

The guide does not have infor­
mation about specific planning pro­
posals. Such info_nnation is available 
in other repotis published by the dual­
track organizations. 

One track f o:;, 
cuses on the 

' current 
• airp.ort ... the 
other track 
focus~s on a 
replacement 
airport. 
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-It's a Dual-Track 
Process 

Planning 
0

for ~ majo~ Twin 
Cities airport is a single, comprehen­
sive effort called the "dual-track" 
p'rocess. One track focuses on possible 
ways to improve the capacity of the 
.current airport. The MAC isr.conduct­
ing this planning, and is focusing on 
meeting needs _ projected to the year 
2020. 

The other track focuses on des­
ignating a search area ( a large tr~ct of 
land within which a site will be se­
lected) for a possible.replacement air­
po:rt for the region. The Metropolitan 
Cqµncil is dojng the search-area work 
After the search area has been selected, 
the MAC ~ill select ,a site within it. ' I 

: . The planning. is under way 
because separate studies conducted 
by ~he MAC and the Metrol?oli_ta_n 
Council recently have shown that 1t 1s 
quite possible that additional capac­
ityis needed at the current airport and 
that, even with that capacity, the air­
port ·may not 'he adequate in the fu-
ture: • • • 
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The MAC and the Metropoli­
tan Council are also monitoring trends 
and forecast$ annually on such factors 
as aircraft landings and takeoffs, the 
economy of the regipn, growth in 
passenger and freight · traffic, and 
changes in th~ airline industry. By 
monitoring and reporting these fac­
tors, the region and the legislature 
will be able to -decide when--and 
whether--to implement one option or 
the othe:r:. 

The dual-track effort is de­
signed to pr~serve the region's afrport 
options for the future, and to move 
into a position to make decisions about 
expanding airport ·capacity. 

The region_ wants to ·avoid · a 
future situation in which it should go 
forward but can't, because. land de­
velopment or other events have' re- / • 
moved some options. It could take 20 
years or more to site and build a new 
airport, and at least 10 years to build a 
new runway at the existing airp9rt. If 
the region waits until it is sure it needs 

' a new airport or major improvements 
at the current site, it may be too late to 
build them in time. That would mean 
making do with i~adequate air trans­
portation for many years. It could also 
mean economic growth here might be 
stifled. Minnesota's businesses could , 
be put at a disadvantageous posi,tion 
in the national ~d world economy. 

The airpor_t 
generates_ an 
estimated $2 
billion in 
economic 
activity an­
nually in the 
state. • 

Minneapolis-St. Paul 
International Airport . 

.Today 

Minneapolis-St: Paul Interna­
tional Airport (MSP) lies on pancake­
flat land in the heart of the Twin Cities 
Area. It sits just above the confluence 
of the ·Mississippi and Minnesota 

' Rivers. The airport is to today's resi-. 
dents what those rivers represented 
to the region's pioneers--a way to get 
access to the nation and the world. 

The airport is the home base 
and one of the major hubs for North- . 
west Airlines, now the fourth-largegt; 

.airline in the nation. Northwest and 
other carriers serving the airport offer • 
direct seivice (thatis, passengers .don't 
have to change planes) to 122 national . 
and 12 international destinations. In 
additi()n, seven smaller airlines pro­
vide seivice to Upper Midwe_st cities. 

The airport is a busy place, 
particularly during times most people -
want to travel. In 1989 there were 
364,000 landings and takeoffs. Those 
flights moved more than 18 million 
passengers and 242,000 metric tons of 
cargo. 

• • ,The airport generates an esti­
mated two billion in economic activ­
ity annually in the state. An estimated 
80,000 jobs are directly or indirectly 
tied to the airport. . 

The airport's Lindbergh Ter­
minal was built in 1961 and has been 
expanded and modernized several 
times. It has 67 arrival and departure 
gates on color-coded concourses that 
extend from the Lindbergh building 
and straddle two large parking ramps. 
~ rom the air, the terminal, gates and 
park~rtg complex look li,ke a big, 
immobilized beetle. 

, The airport comprises nearly · 
3,100 acres. That's roughly ten times 
the size of the State ·Fair grounds. 
Richfield, a neighboring community, 
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has 4,600 acres. The airport has two 
parallel runways laid out in a north­
west-to-soutneast direction, which is 
the way the wind blows most of the 
time, and one crosswind runway in a 
northeast-to-southwest direction. 

- The two parallels together can 
normal~y handle a maximum of lQ? to 
112. landings or takeoffs per hour · in 
clear weather, and about 68 to 80 when 
instruments are required. However,_ 
that range in airc.raft arrival Cqpacity 
is generally able to meet today's peak 
hour demand. Today's aircraft delays 
caused by' airport congestion average 
about two minutes during clear 
weather. However, delays are longer 
when the airport i~ . on instrument . 
flying conditions.' · 

The airport's location makes it 
very convenient and accessible to air 
travelers. But that same location, and 
the relatively small amount of buffer 
land between runways and neighbor­
ing communities; especially on 'the -: 
north and west sides, creates noise 
and potential safety problems in some 
communities. Aircraft noise has in.: 

_ ~reased as the airport has become 
busier. 

The airport got busier during 
the last decade because the airlines 
are now a deregulated industry and 
Northwest (and Republic before the 
merger) uses the airport as its main 
hub. Northwest collects passengers 
from throughout the Upper Midw~st 
and brings them here to conn~ct with 
national and international flights·. The 
airline also uses the airport as a na­
tional hub. Traffic is • also growing 
because· people ~ant to _fly more. • 

'The number of .. passengers 
using the airport every year grew from 
8.7 million in 1980 to 14 million in 
1985. It continued to grow to an esti­
mated 19 million in 1990. Annual air­
craft operations have grown from 
282,000 in 1980 to an estimated 373,000 
in 1990. 

The airport ~ 
got busier 
during the 
las(de~ade 
~ecause the 
airlines are 

. now-a de~ .· 
• ·reguJated 
industry and 
Northwest 
uses the air­
port as its 

· main hub. 
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... , Annual • aircraft operations 
have stabilized somewhat since 1985 
because the airlines are filling their 
flights with more people. In addition, 
the merger of Republic and North­
west airlines resulted in route restruc­
turing that has reduced the num~er of 
a~rcraft operations for the short term. 

Need for Major · 
Improvements in 
Capacity Is HighJy 
Likely 

It is very likely that the region . 
is going to need additional commer- · 
c~al aircraft capacity in the long term. 
Studies · the Metropolitan Council 
_conducted in 1987 and 1988 concluded 
that the current airport uiarrlOt be . 
adequate. to meet the region's and th~ 
state's needs beyo~d the year 2008. 

. ~A MAC study _in 1990 con­
cluded the airport will need more 
runway capacity within 20 years. 
Without improvements, flight delays 
could-average 1about 49 minutes un­
der instrument flying conditions dur..: 
ing bad weather. The airport simply 

• wouldn't work . under that kind of 
delay. The airlines would· no doubt 
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cancel or reroute some flights. They 
might also fly at less congested hours 
to avoid such a long delay. 

The result would be reduced 
access to the natiori and the world, or 
the need to travel during less conven­
ient times. The region's economy might 
also be dampened. • • , . • 

As a result, 'the airport_ will 
co!ltinue to need improvements to 
handle growth. More interim termi­
nal, gate, parking and other airport 
f~cilities will be' needed during the 
next decade: Additional major devel-1 
opm~nts, such as a fourth or a fifth 

_ runway, plus some major expansions 
of terminal, gate, and parking facili­
ties, could make the •airport viable, 
through the year· 2020,. MAC studies 
show.: These facilities would, of tourse, 
have ~ignificant impacts on surroU:nd- / 
ing communities. • 

_ Preparing the airport to ~die_ 
capacity is part of the picture. In addi­
tion, the regi_on needs to provide an 
airport that pteets t}le long-~enn needs 
of the region's economy. Getting the 

. publi~ infrastructure in place--tne air­
ports, road~ and sewers-:to s_upport 

. economic activity,. <?r to promote it, 
requires a long le.ad time. • 

S_h~uld_ these major i~prove­
ments be made at the existing airport 
or should a.new c_lirport be built? 

_ The airport plannirtg track 
being carried out l?Y the MAC focuses 
on MSP~s future need for additional 
capacity. It will identify improvements 
that mi?ht be for the short term oniy, 
or possibly for the long term under a 
':iew that the cur~entairport would be 
the region's majot·airport for the fore­
seeable future. _ • 

The other track focuses on 
finding a general location, or sea_rch 
area,Jor a new ai_rport, in the event the 
new airport option is selected; The 
Metropolitan Council is carrying out 
this task. Once a search area--a sizable 
tract of la:nd--has been identified, the 

... the_region 
needs-to pro­
-vide,an air­
port -~hat 
meets the 
long-terfn 
~eeds of the 
region's· 
economy. 

MA~ will do detalled site -planning . 
and determine the precise location : . 
within. the search area where the air­
port would be located. Th~ MAC will -
then conduct an e~vironmental evalu­
ation.and prepare a detailed p1a:n for 

• , the new facility. , • 

Timetable _ 

• The MAC expects to narrow 
th~ new runway alternatives and new 
terminal concepts for the current air­
port to two by the end of 1990. Follow­
ing legislative approval of a time ex­
tension, the MAC wants to encourag\ -
com~unity discussion of the alteina..: 

· tives artd to comp~ete its coinprehen­
s~ve planning for the airport by the 
end of 1991: 

. The Metropolitan Council 
expects to select a search area by th~ 

. e~d of 1991, then the MAC will pick a 
site and prepare.a comprehensive plan 
for the -new airport's development. 
That work i~ to be finished by the end 
of 1995. 
' . 

hi 1996 the two agencies are to 
report their recomqiendations to the 
Minnesota Le~islature. 

'fhe· d1:1al-track planning en­
compasses so~e of the preliminary 
steps that would need to be done 

• should either option be ·selected.' At 
. _that time, the region could move more 

quickly to _ implement the selected 
option th~ if it had to start from 
scratch--with no pl~. 

I 

. I 
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Dual-Track Timetable 
• \ r-------r---,------, 

Metropolitan Task Metropolitan 

December '19$)0 
. New Airport Search Area Advi­
sory Task Force identifies 
severa~ candidate search areas 

Ji.me 1991 ------­
Task force propose·s one 
candidate search area 

·December ,1991 ____ _ 
Metropolitan Airports Com­
.mission· acts on new com­
prehensive plan for MSP 

January 1996 ------
• -Metropolitan Airports Com-
• mission picks site, completes 

comprehensive plan for new 
airport 

Airports Force Council 
Commission 

, E~,rly 1996 
Region, legis·lature in position to 
make a decision 
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January 1991 
Metropolitan Council designates 
several candidate search areas 
for further study. Land use 
controls taker effect 

December 1991 
Metropolitan C~uncil selects 
search area 

Jan\lary 't992 
Metropolitan Airports Com­
mission initiates comprehen.: 

. sive planning for new airport • 
in search area • 

January 1993 
• Metropolita_n Council. com­
pletes reuse plan for MSP -

Ear_ly 1996 
Metropolitan Council, Metro-­
politan Airports Commission 
makes recommendations to 
the l_~gislature 
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W~o Is Doing the 
Pla11ning? 

The six organizations de­
scribed below have been actively car-. 
rying out the steps called for in the 
dual-track approach. Their activities . 
will become mote visible as decision 
time nears on the plans.for e_xpanding 
capacity at the • current airport . and 
designation of ,one search area for a ­
possible new airport. 

Minnesota Legi~lature 
The 1989 legislature estab­

lished the dual-track process. It will • 
decide about major.imprqvements at 
the current airport or whether to build 
a new replacement airpo~t, baseq. . on . 

_ recommendations to be developed by. ,r 

the MAC, the Metropolitan Council 
and others. 

The legislature . will play an 
oversight role during the planning 
process. The Metropolitan Council and 
the MAC must produce annual prog­
ress reports to the legislature, and 
members of the legislature sit _on the 
Minnesota Advisory Council on Met­
ropolitan Airport Planning, which 
advises the full legislature. 

The legislature said it wants 
both tracks to move forward simulta­
neously, so there is a balance of activ­
ity and data gathering supporting each 
approach. That way, neither option 
gains a real or perceived advantage-­
some favorable status--over the other 
option. The goal here is to keep both 
options viable during the planning 
process. 

Du~g the· 1990 session, the 
legislature passed a law to protect the 
search areas , from conflicting devel­
opment. 

' I 

Min·nesota Advisory 
Council on Metropolitan 
Airport Planning 

The 23-member organization 
functions ~s a statewide forum for 
education and discussion of the dual­
track planning process. It reviews and 
comments on Metropolitan Council 
and MAC reports, and advises the 
legislature. It holds public • meetings 
and gathers research information. It is 
made up of legisla~ors, state agency 
heads, Metropolitan Coun~ and MAC 
members, airline representatives ~d 
citizens. 

The advisory council has been 
I monitoring·· progres~ and reviewing 

1 whether changes should be made in 
• the dual-track legislation. 

Metropolita·_n. Council 
The 17-member public body • 

coordinates the planning and devel­
opment of the seven-county Twin 
Cities Area. The Council develops an 
overall guided-growth plan for the 
regioncalled the Metropolitan Develop­
ment and Investment Framwork for the .­
area and an Aviation Development Guide 
that meshes with its overall approach 

. to the region's development. The 
Council aiso has some airport-related 
'review re~ponsibilities. The Coundl 
reviews the comprehensive plan for 
the region's major airport and any 
sizable capital improvement projects 
proposec;l by the MAC. ' • " 

The Council has developed 
guidelines under which it will review 
proposed land use changes in candi­
date search areas and established the 
environmental review process it will 
follow during the search area plan-

-, mng~ 

·/ 



Metropolitan Airports · 
Comp,ission 

The commission was created 
by the legislature to promote aviatjon~ 
in the region and the state, and to • 
minimize adverse environmental 
impact in surrounding communities. 
It owns and operates seven public • 
airports in the Metropolitan Area, in­
cluding Minneapolis~St_.. Paul Interna­
tional and six general aviation ." re­
liever" airports. The MAC has 14 
commissioners, plus a chair. It is a 
public corporation ,and an independ­
ent agency that reports to the legisla­
ture. 

The MAC has narrowed the 
possible runway an-cl terminal options 
for the current airport and is continu­
ing to assess them. 

New Major .~irport _Sear~h 
Area Advisory Task Force 

The 37-member group advises 
- the Metropolitan Council in locating a 
ne·w airport search area. It also ad­
vises on cost, economic impact and 
environmental impact questions. The 
task force includes·representatives of 
Minnesota's business and economic 
interests, labor~ the airlines, public 
affairs, the environment and local gov­
ernment. 
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The tas~ force has set the cri te­
ria it is using to select candidate search 
areas, and has used the criteria to 
identify search area locations. 

Contingency Planning 
Group 

This group keeps tabs on any 
unforeseen changes in su~h things as 
technology, travel habits,· or the econ-

• omy that )Jlight require adjustments 
to the dual-track strategy. The group 
uses the infqrmation to make an an­
nual asses~ment of the-need to pro­
ceed with any major improvements at 
the current airport or to acquire or de­
velop a new majc;>r airport. The 15-1 

member group is made up of Metro­
politan Council and MAC members, 
local officials and business represen-
tatives. • 

-The group completed its first 
assessment an__d is now looking at data 
that will be part of its second annual 
report. 
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.<;ommonly· Asked Que~tions 
I . 

This ·section· answers some of the questions most fre­
quently asked ot the Metropolitan Council and the MAC 

. 1 • ·about the dual-track process. '-" 

. . . ,.. 

What started all this 
p.l~nning? 

. What's wrong with th_e 
current airport? . • 

Do we need a new airport? 
. . 

What happen_s if ~e do not 
·make major improvements 
at MSP or build a new 
airport? 

The nation's airlines were deregulated in 1979, and that 
led to increased competition among airlines. The public's 
flying appetite has continued to soar. Hubbing at the 
airport added more traffic. Noise increased. In 1987, the 
Citizens League urged planning to acquire a new airport 
site in the event it would be. needed in the future. Pollo.w­
ing a request from Minneapolis City Council members and • 
legislators, the Co1:1ndl conducted a lengthy stu~y of the 
adeq1,1acy· of the ~irport. Th~ dual-track proce$s, mandated 
by the 1989 legislature, grew put of this .milie1,1. 

There are two answers to this question. The. first is that the 
,; airport could serve the state well into the future, with 

some interim improvements to assure the airport is safe 
and modem, and can accommodate the needs of the 
traveling public. The second is that the airport has a num­
ber of limitations. Its runways int~rsect .each other, and are 
not long enough for some international flights. It wasn' ~ 
designed for hub bing,· and its international terminal is -
~eparated from the main terminal. Noise is a problem in 
many adjacent neighborhoods, because many ohhem . 
were built in pre-jet days. Some residential neighborhoods 
are also out of complia~ce ~ith_ land u~e safety standards 
that ,were adopted after the neighborhoods had developed. 

No omd<nows the answer right now. The dual-track 
process is intended to provide information about alterna­
tives and trends in order to answer the q1:1estion. It could 
be "yes" if aviation grows con~iderably, if a new airport is 
needed to support an expanding economy; if for some . 
reason the current airport can't develop enough capa.city 
and if it is cost-effective to 'build a new one. The answer 
could be," no" if none of the above happen 9r it turns 'out 
to be impossible to site <;>r pay for a new airport. 

' 
_ Doing nothing could, of course, tum out to b~ t~e right 
decision. Based on current trends, however, jt is more 
likely that improvements will be needed. Without them, 

- there couldbe lllOre delays--or severecongestion--at the 
airport. The region arid the state could suffer economically · 

: as a result, or lose opportunities in the national and inter­
national µiarketplace. • 



How wJII the choices be 
made? Who decides? 

How much wolild a new 
airport or MSP 
improvements cost? 

What are other 
metropolitan areas doing? , 

Where _would a new afrport 
be located? 

, How will -the search area 
and final site be "saved" 
for possible airport use? • • 
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The major airport is a public facility. Decisions about 
airport $ervice here will1be shaped by the groups men­
tione~ above. The Minnesota Legislature will make, the -
final decisions. The Metropolitan Council and the M"AC 
will serve as forums where itµormation can be aired. They 
intend tb follow an open, public process so interested 
parties can work together to ~hape a consensus on what 
should be done. The Council's New Airport Search Area 
Task Force has representatives of ~any of the orgaajza-

• tions most directly affected by the airport. The task force is · 
a goo~ ~ay to involve them directly. _ • 

Either option will be very expensive. The costs for major 
-development at either the c~rrent airport or a new one 
could be in th~ $2 billion ·range, or more. 

- • ,· I 

Denver is building a new airport, in part to stimulate 
. economic growth in Colorado. Seattle and Chicago are 
looking aUhe possibility of new airports. Detroit and St. 
Louis are planning major imprqvements at their existing 
airports. Many other ai:cports are looking at how they 
could expand airport capacity. A r~cent National Research 
Council stµdy for the Federal Aviation Admi:nis.tra!ion 
projected that _the number of airline passengers might 
triple nationally by the year 2040. 

No site has been selected yet. The Metropolitan Council . 
ha~ identified several large tracts of land, called candidate 
search areas, for further evaluation, and·will designate one 
of them-by the end of 1991. Then the.MAC will pick a site 
within the search area, and prepare a plan for the_ airport's 
development by the end of 1995. \ -

If the search area--or the final.site--is in the seven metro-
- politan counties (Anoka, Carver, Pakota, Hennepin, 

Ramsey, Scott or Washington),Jhe land uses on.the site 
will be temporarily controlled by the local governments 
·and the Metropolitan Council under a state law. The law is 
designed to discourage land use changes thal ~ould be . 
incompatible with possible airport development. For 
search areas or sites beyond the seven metropolitan coun-·· 
ties, some arrangement, or possibly .legislation, will need 
to be worked ouf between the Metropolitan Council and 
the affec~ed communities. After all the planning p:as been 
completed, .the legislature could choose to have t:re site . 
put in a "land bank," or to put land use controls into effect 
that would have the same effect. 

.I 
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What information will be 
necessary to exercise one 
of th_e options? 

How'would a· new airport 
affect the Metropolitan 

/ 

Area's devel~pment 
pattern? 

, Why not have ,,two major· 
airports? · 

. How_ Ion~ will it take to 
carry out ttae dual track? 

A purpose of the dual-track approach is to develop com­
parable information on how the current airport could be 
expanded for mare capacity and where a new airport 
would be located and how it would be designed .. Costs, 
environmental impact and political acceptability will be 
important factors in the decision. • 

A new airport would have an economic impact on the entire 
region, regardles~ of its location. On a more local level, there 

, would be more direct economic and environmental impact. 
Local land use impact will be determined by local zoning 
decisions. The new airport could be some distance from the 
·densely populated part of the region. The airport could also 
be accompanied by associated development that could, over • 
time, connect to existing urban development. The choice will 
be made in the future. • 

Two airports means some passengers would need to travel 
across. the region from one airport to another to make con-· 

, necting flights. It also means airlines would have to maintain 
/' duplicate facilities at both airports, and that public facilities­

-control towers, instrument landing equipment, etc.--would 
have to be provid~d at two airp~rts. , 

The planning will be completed by the end of 1~95. In 1996, 
the Metropolitan Council and the MAC will make recom­
mendations to the legislature. 
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Metropolitan Council 
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Chair Steve Keefe 
District 1 Liz Anderson 
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District 15 Margaret Schreiner _ 
District 16 Patrick f (Pat) Scully 
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Commission Me-mbers 

Thomas Holloran, chair 
M. G. Brataas • 
Clinton Dahl 
Jan ·del Calzo 
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Sam-Grais 
Ron Jerich 
Thomas C. Kayser 
Virginia Lanegran 
Tim Lovaasen 
Robert McNulty 
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Faye Petron · 
Thomas A. Vecchi 
Wilfred Viitala 
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New Airport ,Search Area 
Advisory Task Force 
Members 

Dick Beens, -cochair 
• Josephine Nunn, cochair 

tiz Anderson • 
Be~erly Boyd 
Larry Buegler 
Wayne Burggraaff 
Steve Cramer . 
Jan Def Calzo 
Marilyn Deneen · 
James Dommel 
Ted Furber • 
Kathleen Gaylord 
Benjami!l Griggs 
Edward Gutzmann 
William Harper, Sr. 

. Beverly Hauschild 
James Hearon III 
Phyllis Hiller 
Gene Hollenstein 

, ·James Jensen -
Raymond R. Krause 

. Thomas C. Kayser,,, 
John Labosky 
David Lawrence 
Kay Louis 

, Thomas Morin 
E. Craig Morris 
Roberta Opheim 
William Peterson 
John Pidgeon 
J. Michael Podawiltz 
Dottie Rietow 
Larry· Sawyer 
John Tschida 
Ray Waldron 
Marcy Waritz , 
Robert Worthington 
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