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K.1 INTRODUCTION 

This appendix contains a list of 23 substantive comment submissions received 
concerning the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) during the 45-day comment 
period between February 22, 2022 and April 7, 2022 and the responses to those 
comments.  

Following this introduction, Section K.2 provides a list of commenters grouped by 
agencies, organizations, and the general public. Within the groupings, commenters 
are organized in alphabetical order.  

Section K.3 contains copies of comments received during the comment period and 
responses to those comments. Commenters provided these comments in oral, 
written, and electronic formats. FAA solicited comments through public notices and 
collected orally at the virtual public hearing (March 23, 2022) and in-person public 
hearing (March 26, 2022); in writing via U/S/ mail comment submissions, 
electronically at the speakupaustin.org website; and electronically via email. Each 
written comment is presented as it was received by the FAA and any misspellings 
have not been corrected. Each written comment is numbered in the margin of the 
comment letter, website submission, or the comments taken from the public 
hearings, and the responses to all the comments follow that comment letter, 
website submission, or comments taken from the public hearings. Following each 
comment submission, responses to each of the comments are provided. 

Section K.4 is the memorandum to the Mayor and City Council dated July 13, 2021 
regarding the Airport Expansion and Development Program Update.   

  



P U B L I C  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  

Austin-Bergstrom International Airport K-2 
Airport Expansion and Development Program Environmental Assessment 

K.2 LIST OF COMMENTERS 

TABLE 2-1  
LIST OF COMMENTERS 

Commenter 
Number 

Name Affiliation Date 
Submission 

Type 
Agency     

A-1 
Ryan Vise Texas Commission on 

Environmental Quality 
3/4/2022 E-mail 

Organization     

O-1 
Paul DiFiore People Organized in 

Defense of Earth and 
her Resources 

4/6/2022 E-mail 

O-2 
Andrew Hoekzema Capital Area Council 

of Governments 
3/2/2022 E-mail 

O-3 
Jeff Pearse Lonestar Airport 

Holdings, LCC. 
4/7/2022 Website 

Public     
P-1 Anonymous  3/13/2022 Website 
P-2 Bobs  4/7/2022 Website 
P-3 Brandon  3/21/2022 Website 
P-4 Edgar  3/11/2022 Website 

P-5 
Bertha Rendo 
Delgado 

 3/26/2022 Public 
Meeting 
comment 

P-6 Jo Hamiltin  3/31/2022 Website 
P-7 Susan Pantell  4/1/2022 Email 
P-8 Alex S  3/16/2022 Website  
P-9 Alex S  3/16/2022 Website 

P-10 Alex S  3/16/2022 Website  
P-11 Alex S  3/16/2022 Website 
P-12 Alex S  3/16/2022 Website 
P-13 Alex S  3/16/2022 Website 

P-14 
Rita Ann Supeda Soiz  3/26/2022 Public 

Meeting 
Comment 

P-15 SouthAustinRules  4/7/2022 Website 
P-16 SouthAustinRules  4/7/2022 Website 
P-17 SouthAustinRules  4/7/2022 Website 
P-18 Triguy  3/1/2022 Website 
P-19 Howard Yancy  2/23/202 Website 

Sources: RS&H, 2022. 



P U B L I C  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  

Austin-Bergstrom International Airport K-3 
Airport Expansion and Development Program Environmental Assessment 

K.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA 

Commenter A-1 
Ryan Vise 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
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Response to Commenter A-1 

1. Comment noted. 

2. As described in Section 3.14.3.5.2, Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
would be defined in the Airport’s Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) and be implemented on construction sites, and the Proposed Project 
would not result in any adverse effects to surface waters. Furthermore, as 
described in Section 3.14.4.5.2, by obtaining any required permits 
associated with dewatering activities, no significant impacts to groundwater 
would occur as a result of the Proposed Project. 

3. As stated in Section 3.8.5.2, any hazardous waste generated during 
construction and operation would be managed and disposed of in compliance 
with federal, state, and local hazardous materials guidelines. Solid debris and 
waste generated would be disposed of at the Texas Disposal Systems 
Landfill. The increase in solid waste generated by the Airport would not be a 
significant impact, given the capacity of the landfill. 
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Commenter O-1 
Paul DiFiore 
People Organized in Defense of Earth and her Resources 
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Response to Commenter O-1 

1.   Amended CEQ regulations were released in July 2020 and subsequently 
placed under review in January 2021 until April 2022.  This project’s NEPA 
process began in October 2021 and therefore uses the 2020 regulations. The 
revised regulations stated that they applied to any NEPA process begun after 
September 14, 2020. See Revised 40 C.F.R. §1506.13. 

2.   As stated in Section 3.13.3.4, the methodology used for assessing impacts to 
environmental justice populations followed the guidance provided by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency. The commenter is correct in noting that no 
significant impacts would occur as a result of the Proposed Project compared 
to the No Action Alternative and that no disproportionately high and adverse 
effects to environmental justice populations would occur. Also, as stated in 
Section 3.13.3.5.1, the No Action Alternative also would not result in any 
impacts to environmental justice populations. 

3.   The commenter’s suggestion that FAA policies should be reformed is 
acknowledged. The EA has been prepared in compliance with all existing FAA 
policies and regulations.    
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Commenter O-2 
Andrew Hoekzema 
Capital Area Council of Governments 

  

1 

2 

3 
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Response to Commenter O-2 

1. The commenter is correct in noting that estimated construction and operational 
emissions should be reported as nitrogen oxides (NOx). As a result, Tables 3.4-1 
through 3.4-8 are revised to identify the pollutant as NOx. 

2. AUS is committed to mitigating emissions from construction and operational 
emissions including aircraft for all criteria pollutants.  See Section 3.4.6 for 
information on these air quality mitigation measures. 

3. The commenter’s suggested mitigation measures will be considered by AUS for 
implementation during construction and operation of the Proposed Project. 
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Commenter O-3 
Jeff Pearse 
Lonestar 
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Response to Commenter O-3 

1.  The commenter’s suggestion for an Executive Summary is acknowledged. 
However, an Executive Summary is not required for an EA. 

2.   In compliance with Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, the 
EA is 75 pages in length. In accordance with those CEQ regulations, tables 
and exhibits are not counted in the page total. Thus, no approval is needed 
from a senior FAA official for exceeding the page limit. 

3.   Section 3.4.5.2.2.2 identified the air quality permit from the Texas 
Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) associated with the new boiler. 
In addition, Section 3.14.3 identified the need for a permit for increase in 
stormwater runoff as part of the Texas Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System (TPDES) and the City of Austin site development permit. 
 
Section 1.6 of the EA has been added to include these permits and approvals. 

4.   Section 1.2.2.2 has been revised to expand the discussion of the current 
operations of the South Terminal.  

5.   Section 1.2.2.2 describes the existing terminal facilities. Table 1-2 details the 
facilities within the South Terminal, including the three aircraft gates. 
Further, Exhibit 1-5 depicts the aircraft parking area, automobile parking 
lots, and paved driveways. Ancillary facilities, such as Transportation 
Network Company parking and security booths are not specifically identified 
as these facilities are not relevant to the broader purpose and need, which, 
as described in Section 1.3.1 is “to provide facilities that will accommodate 
forecast increases in enplanements at an adequate level of service and 
enhance the operational efficiency of the airfield”. In addition, as discussed in 
Section 1.3.2, the Proposed Project is designed to address four needs: 

• insufficient passenger processing facilities and gates to accommodate 
forecast enplanements at an adequate level of service; 

• inefficient taxiways on the west airfield; 
• achieve Airport Design Group (ADG) VI design standards for designated 

taxiways; and 
• maintain efficient movement area access between the east and west 

airfields. 
 

6.   Runways are identified either with a hyphen or a slash, as in 18R-36L or 
18R/36L. For consistency purposes, the EA uses the same convention that 
was used throughout the AUS Master Plan.  
 
 



P U B L I C  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  

Austin-Bergstrom International Airport K-30 
Airport Expansion and Development Program Environmental Assessment 

 
Exhibit 1-2 is the standard FAA Airport Diagram (available at 
https://www.faa.gov/airports/runway_safety/diagrams/). For clarity, 
Exhibit 1-3 was included to clearly differentiate between the Barbara Jordan 
Terminal and South Terminal. Exhibit 1-3 has been revised to include labels 
for the runways. 

7.   As indicated in the response to comment #4 of this comment submission, 
Section 1.2.2.2 has been revised to provide further information regarding the 
current operation of the South Terminal. However, compliance with NEPA 
does not require the level of detail recommended by the commenter 
regarding entities operating at the Airport through lease or operating 
agreements. Sections 3.13.1.2.2 and 3.13.1.5.2.2 have been revised to 
discuss employment at the South Terminal. 

8.   Exhibit 1-5 has been revised to show the additional public parking locations 
in the vicinity of the South Terminal.  

9.   The percentage change in aircraft operations and enplanements at the 
Airport is not required for the EA because none of the project components 
are based on those percentage changes. In addition, because of the COVID-
19 pandemic, presenting percentage changes that involve the years 2020 
and 2021 would be misleading in describing trends in aircraft operations and 
enplanements. For reference, aircraft operations are expected to increase by 
an average of 0.8% between 2002 and 2032 and passenger enplanements 
are expected to increase by an average of 4.7% between 2002 and 2032. 

10.   The information on passenger enplanements provided in Exhibit 1-7 is from 
the FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast for AUS. No revisions to this information is 
warranted.  

11.   The commenter is correct in noting that there are four independent needs 
that affect the future ability of AUS to maintain its essential function as the 
primary commercial service airport in Central Texas. As a result, the first 
sentence of Section 1.3.2 has been revised.  

12.   The information presented in Table 1-5 is associated with both the Barbara 
Jordan Terminal and the South Terminal. If a functional component is 
deficient at one or both terminals, then it is identified as being deficient in 
Table 1-5. No differentiation between the two terminals is warranted for 
identifying whether the functional components meet or are deficient. 
 
Thus, the existing terminal gates discussed in the section include South 
Terminal gates. The Proposed Project is for 20 additional gates which are 

https://www.faa.gov/airports/runway_safety/diagrams/
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required to meet the passenger forecast. As stated in Section 2.2, the No 
Action Alternative would include the three gates at the South Terminal plus 
up to 20 hardstands for remote passenger operations. 

13.   As stated in Section 1.3.2.1, the reference to 57 gates is from the Master 
Plan. This is an overall assessment of the number of gates needed at the 
Airport and does not indicate where those gates would be located. 

14.   The airfield at AUS includes two widely-spaced runways, which are currently 
connected by a pair of crossfield taxiways. The purpose of these crossfield 
taxiways is to facilitate bi-directional movement of aircraft from one side of 
the airfield to the other. With regard to the airfield, the Master Plan assumed 
that an apron edge taxilane in combination with a single separate taxiway 
could provide sufficient crossfield movement capacity. However, after 
completion of the Master Plan, the Department of Aviation conducted 
significant additional technical discussions with the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) Air Traffic Control during which the parties noted that 
the Master Plan taxiway configuration would involve aircraft transiting areas 
known as “non-movement areas”, which are not under the control of the 
FAA. This could cause aircraft delays and potentially require aircraft to be 
escorted by ground vehicles while in the non-movement area. As a result, 
the Department of Aviation concluded that the single planned taxiway near 
the apron (as envisioned in the Master Plan) would have limited lifespan and 
would represent a sunk cost as it would need to be replaced in another 
location in short order. Therefore, in coordination with the FAA, the 
Department of Aviation decided to add a second taxiway to the proposed 
cross taxiway location south of the proposed new Concourse B to provide the 
most efficient aircraft crossfield movement. It should be noted that this 
taxiway layout mimics the previous FAA-approved Airport Layout Plan (ALP), 
having been evaluated in the previous Master Plan. This revision was 
described in more detail in the Memorandum to the Mayor and City Council 
dated July 13, 2021 and is included in Section K.4. 

15.   The commenter is correct in noting that the Proposed Project includes 32 
project components. As a result, the first sentence of Section 1.4 has been 
revised 

16.   The commenter is not correct in asserting that the Proposed Project is a head 
house and concourse project. As stated in Section 1.4, the Proposed Project 
has many project components that are not associated with a head house or a 
concourse. Project D-2 includes the demolition of the South Terminal. 

17.   Project T-4 has been revised to read that the connector would be a tunnel 
between the existing BJT and the new Concourse B. 
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Project T-5 is described as the construction of a new/expanded 
arrival/departure hall and is not described as a concourse. As a result, no 
revisions to the EA are warranted. 

18.   Exhibit 1-8 does include Project T-7. In addition, the text in the EA does 
indicate that the three additional aircraft gates of the BJT would increase the 
number of aircraft gates from 34 to 37. No revisions to the EA are warranted. 

19.   The construction lay down zone on the south side of the Airport was sized to 
give adequate room and flexibility for staging equipment and materials and 
to allow for a buffer to surrounding areas of the Airport. With regard to the 
haul routes, those will be identified for the various project components as 
they progress further into design over the next 5 to 7 years. 

20.   The definitions of AIP (Airport Improvement Program) and PFC (passenger 
facility charge) have been added to footnote /c/ in Table 1-7. 

21.   The demolition of the South Terminal is eligible for Airport Improvement 
Program (AIP) funding. Passenger Facility Charge (PFC) funding is typically 
reserved for airport debt service. 

22.   The commenter is correct in noting that Project A-1 in Table 1-7 should read 
“Relocation of Taxiways H and J”. Table 1-7 has been revised. 

23.   The 2040 Master Plan was submitted as a final draft to the FAA in 2019 
following Austin City Council acceptance in late 2018. The FAA then reviewed 
and accepted the Final Draft of the 2040 Master Plan in March 2020. During 
the review time there were no additional versions of the Master Plan. Airport 
Layout Plans (ALPs) are subject to review and reconsideration as programs 
and projects enter the implementation phase. It should be noted that the 
crossfield taxiways that are part of the Proposed Project are not new 
alternatives as they were on previous FAA-approved ALPs. 

24.   The purpose and need for the Proposed Project is to provide facilities that will 
accommodate the forecasted increase in enplanements at an adequate level 
of service and enhance the operational efficiency of the airfield. The Proposed 
Project addresses the four major components of the Purpose and Need (as 
discussed in Section 1.3.2) including insufficient passenger processing and 
gate facilities, inefficient taxiways on the west airfield, achieving ADG VI 
design standards for designated taxiways, and maintaining efficient 
movement area access between the east and west airfields. 
 
The Master Plan, completed in 2018, included the alignment of Taxiways H 
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and J and other airfield components of taxiways [runway high speed exits], 
as well as other components of the Proposed Project, such as landside 
access, employee and public parking, support facilities, and utilities that 
meet the purpose and need for the Proposed Project. In addition, the 
proposed alignment of Taxiways H and J was further evaluated in 2020 
through an independent screening process. This study determined that the 
Taxiways H and J alignment proposed in this EA (Taxiway Alignment) is the 
optimal alternative that best meets the screening criteria related to financial 
feasibility, operational safety and efficiency, and compatibility with future 
development. As a result, the optimal Taxiway Alignment is shown for EA 
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 where the current taxiway alignment could not be 
maintained. Terminal Alternative 5 of the Master Plan, as mentioned by the 
Commenter, was not included in the EA analysis due to a focus on reasonable 
alternatives that maximized existing infrastructure and access points on the 
north side of the Airport. 
 
Because the Taxiway Alignment requires that the South Terminal Facility be 
included in Project D-2: Demolition of South Buildings, LoneStar Airport 
Holdings, the operator of the South Terminal, was notified on July 13, 2021 
that the City of Austin would acquire its leasehold interest in the South 
Terminal facility owned by the City. 

25.   Section 504.d.1 of FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions, requires that: 

“[a]irport sponsors and their planners consider various ways of solving an 
airport’s problems before FAA begins its formal NEPA process. According to 
Chapter 5 of AC 150/5070-6B, the sponsor, its planners, and FAA airport 
planners, during project master planning, should consider safe, efficient 
alternatives within the airport sponsor’s or FAA’s jurisdiction. When 
developing these alternatives, FAA environmental specialists should advise 
the sponsor and the planners about obvious, sensitive environmental 
resources in the airport vicinity. This step highlights the need for the 
sponsor and planners to consider alternative project layouts or designs that 
could eliminate or reduce environmental impacts when the widest range of 
layout or design options exists.”  

Prior to initiating the formal NEPA process and prior to the development of the 
alternatives for the Proposed Project as set forth in Section 2.2, the 
Department of Aviation – in coordination with FAA – conducted significant 
analyses on several components of the Proposed Project, and including, 
specifically, the analysis to determine the optimum alignment of the midfield 
taxiway (Taxiway Alignment).  



P U B L I C  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  

Austin-Bergstrom International Airport K-34 
Airport Expansion and Development Program Environmental Assessment 

 
The screening analysis identified the optimal alternative for the Taxiway 
Alignment that best meets the screening criteria related to financial feasibility, 
operational safety and efficiency, and compatibility with future development. 
The “three alternatives” provided by the commenter are not consistent with 
the optimal alignment identified by the City of Austin Department of Aviation 
and FAA.  By contrast, the selected Taxiway Alignment included as a 
component of the Proposed Project not only meets all FAA design standards 
for aircraft movement, but also will enable the most efficient operation of 
aircraft movements as coordinated with FAA Air Traffic Control, resulting in the 
safest, most operationally efficient, and most cost-effective alignment 
alternative.  

In addition, the three alternatives provided by the commenter are in conflict 
with the long-term vision for development of Airport facilities. As shown in the 
Master Plan, the ultimate development of the Airport would include a series of 
parallel passenger concourses south of the proposed new Concourse B. Each 
of the three alternatives provided by the commenter would result in the 
construction and implementation of facilities at the Airport that would need to 
be replaced in the future to accommodate the construction of additional 
facilities needed for future growth. This approach of creating temporary 
facilities is not financially prudent. 

As a result, none of the three alternatives provided by the commenter would 
be considered practical and feasible to implement as described in 
Sections 2.3 and 2.5. Therefore, no revisions to the EA are warranted. 

26.   The commenter’s statements regarding excerpts from FAA Order 5050.4B are 
acknowledged.  

27.   As stated in the response to comment #14 of this comment submission, after 
completion of the Master Plan, the Department of Aviation conducted 
significant additional technical discussions with FAA Air Traffic Control, during 
which the parties noted that the Master Plan taxiway configuration would 
involve aircraft transiting areas known as “non-movement areas,” which are 
not under control of FAA.  This could cause aircraft delays and potentially 
require aircraft to be escorted by ground vehicles while in the non-movement 
area.  As a result, the Department of Aviation concluded that two midfield 
taxiways are essential for safety and efficiency reasons. 

28.   Eighteen departures per day at the South Terminal was used for modeling 
the noise impacts associated with the No Action Alternative. This number of 
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departures was used because it is the maximum number of operations that 
can occur at the South Terminal under its current configuration. 

29.   As stated in Section 2.2, Alternative 1 describes maximizing the BJT and 
expanding the passenger processor (head house) to the northwest. However, 
as described in Section 2.4.1, Alternative 1 would not meet the purpose and 
need of the Proposed Project and was eliminated from further consideration. 

30.   As stated in Section 2.2, Alternative 2 would expand the BJT to the northwest 
before adding a western concourse running in a north-south configuration. 
This alternative would have some expansion of the head house in the 
northwest direction, which is similar to Alternative 1. However, this 
alternative would not meet the purpose and need of the Proposed Project and 
was eliminated from further consideration. 

31.   Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 all have higher number of gates compared to the 
Proposed Project due to the amount of airfield space being utilized. However, 
the purpose and need is not solely focused on number of gates, but on a 
combination of needs which required a balanced alternative and not one that 
had the highest number of gates. 

32.   With Alternative 3, the requirement for efficient crossfield aircraft movement 
would remain. Therefore, two midfield taxiways are shown for Alternative 3. 
This would require the removal of all infrastructure in the vicinity of the 
proposed midfield taxiways, which would include the demolition of the 
existing South Terminal. With Alternative 3 there would not be an option to 
re-orient aircraft parking or make other modifications to allow the South 
Terminal to remain in operation because the building itself would have to be 
removed to facilitate the taxiway construction and eventual aircraft 
operations. 

33.   Section 2.2 has been revised to indicate that Alternative 4 would require 
demolition of the South Terminal. In addition, Section 3.13.1.5.2.2 has been 
revised to identify the impacts to current South Terminal tenants and 
employees. 

34.   Timing and connectivity were considered when developing the project list for 
the EA. No other projects from the 2019 Master Plan are connected to the 
Proposed Project. 

35.   Sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2 provide the details on how the two study areas were 
determined. With respect to the Environmental Justice analysis, the larger of 
the two study areas, the General Study Area, was used to determine impacts 
related to environmental justice populations. As stated in Section 3.2.2, the 
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General Study Area boundary was based on the Airport’s existing 2019 DNL 
65 dB noise contour and the boundary lines were squared off to follow 
natural boundaries and roadways in the Airport vicinity. The General Study 
Area is the area encompassing the project’s potential direct and indirect 
impacts. No revisions to the study areas are warranted. 

36.   The legend in Exhibit 3.2-1 has been revised to read “Project Study Area.” 

37.   The FAA, as the lead agency in the preparation of this EA, does not have a 
requirement in any FAA Order for a detailed construction transportation 
analysis. In addition, according to FAA order 5050.4B, FAA requires no more 
than 25 percent level of design to avoid the appearance of being pre-
decisional  regarding the Proposed Project prior to the completion of the 
NEPA process. Therefore, detailed construction planning has not yet been 
developed to a level sufficient to evaluate specific haul routes. 

38.   As stated in Section 3.4.5.2.2.2, an air quality permit for the new boilers 
associated with the Central Utility Plant (CUP) would need to be obtained 
from the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ). 

39.   Section 5.2.2 of Appendix D presents the methodology for estimating 
construction emissions, including the use of the Environmental Protection 
Agency’s Motor Vehicle Emissions Simulator (MOVES) model for developing 
emission factors and the Airport Construction Research Program’s Airport 
Construction Emissions Inventory Tool (ACEIT) model for developing the 
construction schedule for each activity. Appendix A within Appendix D 
includes the ACEIT model output, which provides the individual construction 
equipment including horsepower (HP), load factors, hours of operation, 
emission factors and emissions and summaries for each year. 

40.   A discussion of the construction and demolition emissions is presented in 
Section 3.4.5.2.1 and summarized for each construction year in Table 3.4-3.  
Section 5.2.8 of Appendix D discusses the Significance Thresholds for 
Construction and Operational emissions. Table 27 of Appendix D presents the 
Construction and Operational emissions compared to appropriate de minimis 
significance thresholds. As shown in that table, the construction emissions for 
each year are below the established de minimis thresholds for all pollutants 
and would not result in a significant air quality impact. 

41.   The new Central Utility Plant boilers would require Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality permitting as they are new stationary sources. New 
backup generators would be installed to support the new concourse. Backup 
generators are rarely operated at the Airport.  Emergency power generators 
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and boilers would require permits from the Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality. 

42.   Section 3.4.2, as well as Section 5.1 of Appendix C discusses the regulatory 
setting and the attainment status of Travis County. A sentence is added to 
Section 3.4.2 referencing Appendix D as the location where ambient air 
conditions are presented. 

43.   Table 3.4-1 presents the EPA National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS). In addition, a discussion of the NAAQS is provided in Section 3.4.2 
as well as in Section 5.1 of Appendix D.  

44.   The EA is a document intended for a general audience and not a technical 
report; therefore, scientific names were not included in the main body of the 
EA.  

45.   A footnote regarding the milkweed genus has been added to Section 3.5.2.1. 

46.   Bird Conservation Regions were developed by NABCI and used by USFWS in 
the 2021 Birds of Conservation Concern report. The USFWS website was 
redeveloped after the draft publication of this EA, and the report URL has 
been corrected. 

47.   Section 3.5.2.2 has been revised to state that IPaC was used to evaluate the 
Project Study Area.  

48.   Section 3.5.2.2 has been revised to clarify the discussion of habitat location 
for species of federal concern and to add a reference to the Ecological 
Mapping System of Texas.  

49.   Section 3.5.2.2 has been revised to clarify that the Whooping Crane has 
potential stopover habitat within the Project Study Area.  

50.   The legend in Exhibit 3.5-1 has been revised to read “Project Study Area.” 

51.   The Monarch Butterfly is not federally listed as endangered or threatened. 
Following USFWS protocol, the USFWS has not been contacted to determine 
if the Proposed Project would be likely to jeopardize the continued existence 
of the species. Section 3.5.6 has been revised to include landscaping for 
Monarch Butterfly habitat.  

52.   Section 3.5.6 has been revised to include pollinator conservation and 
management.  
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53.   Section 3.5.6 has been revised to clarify and incorporate the 
recommendations of Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD).  

54.   Approximately 90% of the Project Study Area is located in a highly disturbed 
and maintained portions of the Airport. The Proposed Project would have no 
effect on the continued implementation of the Wildlife Hazard Management 
Plan at AUS.  

55.   The City of Austin’s Climate Equity Plan is discussed in Section 3.6.6 and its 
application to the Airport is summarized in Table 3.6-3. 

56.   The discussion on the City’s Climate Equity Plan has been moved to 
Section 3.6.2. In addition, to accompany this text, Table 3.6-3 in the Draft 
EA has been moved and is now labeled as Table 3.6-1.  

57.   Section 3.6.5.1 has been revised to indicate that Appendix D includes the 
output data used for climate modeling.  

58.   As stated in the title of Table 3.6-1 (which is now labeled Table 3.6-2), the 
information contained in this table is related to aircraft operations and not 
construction. Thus, the commenter’s suggestion to add the word 
“Construction” in the heading titled “Activity” is not correct. To further clarify 
the table, that heading in the newly labeled Table 3.6-2 is revised from 
“Activity” to “Alternative”.  

59.   Section 3.6.2 presents the sources of greenhouse gases (GHG) in the United 
States by sector. For example, it is estimated that 19% of GHG emissions in 
the United States are from the transportation sector. Construction activities 
do not account for a significant source of GHG emissions. 

60.   Table 3.6-3 (now labeled as Table 3.6-1) summarizes the Climate Equity 
Plan’s applicability to the Airport. The GHG Reduction Programs are on-going 
efforts that reduce GHG emissions from all Airport activities, including those 
initiated by the Proposed Project. 

61.   The commenter is correct in noting that Exhibit 3.7-1 is after the start of 
Section 3.8. This was necessary because this exhibit is an 11-inch by 17-inch 
exhibit and must start on a right-side page. No revisions to the EA are 
warranted. 

62.   The Bergstrom Air Force Base (BAFB) is listed in the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) Database. Section 3.8.2.1 is revised to include this 
information. 
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63.   As stated in Section 3.8.5.2, the information related to deed restricted areas 
would be shared with the design and construction teams to ensure workers 
are protected and proper measures are taken in the event any hazardous 
materials are disturbed.  

64.   As stated in Section 3.8.5.2, the Proposed Project would not disturb any 
areas known to contain hazardous materials, including Solid Waste 
Management Unit 76. 

65.   AUS does contain seven (7) landfills created during the Air Force’s operations 
at Bergstrom Air Force Base. Those landfills, which are not being used, are 
closed and have on-going monitoring conducted by the Department of the Air 
Force.  

66.   According to FAA Order 5050.4B, FAA requires no more than a 25 percent 
level of design to avoid the appearance of being pre-decisional in regards  to 
the Proposed Project prior to completion of the NEPA process.1 As a result, 
estimates of amount of waste that would be recycled is not possible. Per City 
of Austin regulations, the Proposed Project would recycle as much of the 
construction waste as possible. However, FAA does not require construction 
waste recycling, but it is encouraged. 

67.   The deed restricted areas would be shared with the design teams to avoid 
these areas as much as possible.  

68.   The hazardous materials survey and abatement plan for any asbestos found 
in affected buildings was completed in December 2021. Section 3.8.2.1 has 
been revised to include this information.  

69.   The assertions made by the commenter appear to be associated with 
guidance in FAA Order 1050.1F related to the preparation of a Categorical 
Exclusion for remediation of hazardous wastes. The Proposed Project is 
analyzed in an EA and the guidance associated with this Categorical Exclusion 
is not warranted.  

70.   A new Exhibit 3.9-1 showing the Areas of Potential Effect is included in the 
EA.  

71.   The footnote referencing that the FAA and the Texas SHPO concurred that no 
above-ground historic architectural resources are in the direct or indirect 

 
1  FAA. (2006, April 28). Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for 

Airport Actions, Section 1004c. 
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APEs has been revised. Correspondence from the Texas Historical 
Commission has been included in Appendix I. 

72.   Exhibit 3.10-2 has been revised to show the overlay zones in different colors.  

73.   As stated in Section 3.10.5.2, the Proposed Project would occur entirely on 
Airport property. Therefore, none of the project components are within any of 
the three airport overlay zones. No revisions to the EA are warranted. 

74.   The commenter’s suggestion that other environmental resource areas 
associated with land use be cross-referenced was completed as part of 
Section 3.10.5.2. No revisions to the EA are warranted. 

75.   The EA has been revised to include a reference to Exhibit 1-8 in Section 
3.11.5.2. 

76.   As stated in Section 2.2, the No Action Alternative would accommodate about 
10.5 percent fewer passenger enplanements than the Proposed Project. This 
would equate to about 4.4 percent more aircraft operations under the 
Proposed Project compared to the No Action Alternative. The commenter’s 
characterization of this increase as significant is not correct. No revisions to 
the EA are warranted. 

77.   FAA environmental orders do not require construction-related noise analyses; 
thus, FAA does not have a significance threshold for construction noise. The 
closest noise-sensitive land uses to locations where construction would occur 
with the Proposed Project are the residences on the west side of U.S. 
Highway 183. These noise-sensitive land uses are 1,250 feet from Project 
Components A-4 (Runway 18R-36L Rapid Exit Taxiways) and A-6 (Demolition 
of Airfield Pavement). Given the distance from areas on the Airport where 
construction would occur and the nearest noise-sensitive land use, noise 
associated with construction activities would be attenuated to less than 65 dB 
Lmax (which is the highest sound level for a single event). For example, the 
noisiest construction equipment (i.e., the jackhammer) would attenuate to 
62 dB Lmax at 1,250 feet. In addition, construction noise is intermittent and 
would only occur during daytime hours. As a result, no impacts related to 
construction noise would occur with the implementation of the Proposed 
Project. 

78.   Section 3.12 has been revised to provide identification of acronyms used in 
the noise analysis.  

79.   Section 3.12.2 has been revised to indicate that an explanation of noise 
metrics is provided in Appendix D. 
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80.   The third sentence of paragraph 3 of Section 3.12.5 is revised to read: “The 
analysis also shows a less than 1.5 dB increase in DNL as a result of the 
2032 Proposed Project compared to the NO Action Alternative.” 

81.   Data on the block group level from the 2020 U.S. Census has not been 
released. The data provided in the EA is the most recent available data that 
can be used for the analysis. No revisions to the EA are warranted. 

82.   Section 3.13.1.5.2.2 has been revised to identify the impacts to current 
South Terminal tenants and employees. 

83.   The commenter acknowledges that FAA has not established a significance 
threshold for socioeconomics but references the factors identified in FAA 
Order 1050.1F Desk Reference including actions that may cause “extensive 
relocation of community businesses that would cause severe economic 
hardship for affected communities”. However, the excerpt cited by the 
commenter is taken out of context. Citing the federal regulations, FAA Order 
1050.1F Desk Reference explicitly states that such factors are only 
appropriate to consider “if they are interrelated with natural or physical 
environmental impacts”. The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
regulations make clear that “economic or social effects are not intended by 
themselves to require preparation of an environmental impact statement” 
(40 CFR § 1508.14). Rather, it is only when the economic or social and 
natural or physical environmental effects are interrelated that this analysis is 
mandated. While there may be impacts to specific businesses operating at 
the South Terminal, these impacts do not rise to the level of extensive 
relocations that would create impacts to the natural or physical environment.  

84.   FAA Order 1050.1F does not require the reporting of employment at an 
Airport. The FAA order 1050.1F Desk Reference recommends reporting 
unemployment rate within the geographic area in which a project is 
proposed. Section 3.13.1.2.2 provides that information. As stated in Section 
3.13.1.5.2.2, the Proposed Project would positively affect employment by 
creating a temporary demand for construction employment and a permanent 
demand to serve the increase in passengers at the Airport.  

85.   Section 3.13.1.5.2.2 has been revised to identify the impacts to current 
South Terminal tenants and employees. 

86.   Section 3.13.1.5.2.2 has been revised to identify the impacts to current 
South Terminal tenants and employees. In addition, Section 3.13.1.5.2.1 has 
been revised to avoid any confusion regarding impacts to businesses. 
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87.   Impacts to employment are addressed in Section 3.13.1.5.2.2. Section 
3.13.1.5.2.1 of the EA has been amended to avoid any confusion regarding 
impacts to businesses. 

88.   The commenter’s assertion that surface traffic was not grown for the South 
Terminal is not correct. As stated in Section 3.13.2.2, traffic was not grown 
using passenger data, but rather using the background traffic factor. This 
was done because the South Terminal was under renovation at the time, so 
passenger data was not a reasonable metric to use to grow the traffic.  

89.   The Proposed Project would result in the removal of the South Terminal. 
Therefore, access for passenger-related surface traffic to the South Terminal 
would not occur once the new concourse is operational. Thus, surface traffic 
currently using the South Terminal would use the existing entry points for at 
Spirit of Texas Drive and Presidential Boulevard. This shift in surface traffic is 
accounted for when calculating the growth factor for future scenarios as it 
takes into account the enplanement data. 

90.   The improvements to SH 71 and Spirit of Texas Drive are previously 
approved projects being completed by TxDOT.  

91.   FAA Order 1050.1F does not specifically require analysis of the temporary 
traffic effects of construction activity. Because construction traffic would be 
intermittent and would not occur during peak hours, the construction traffic 
resulting from the Proposed Project would not disrupt local traffic patterns 
nor substantially reduce the levels of service on roads around the Airport. 

92.   The improvement in the level of service at the intersection of Emma 
Browning Avenue and Burleson Road is due to the shift in traffic from the 
South Terminal to the Barbara Jordan Terminal that would occur with the 
removal of the South Terminal. 

93.   Section 3.13.3.1 references Appendix C for the regulations associated with 
environmental justice. In addition, Section 3.13.3.3 does indicate that the 
purpose of the environmental justice analysis is to determine whether a 
significant impact would have the potential to disproportionately affect a low-
income or minority population. No revisions to the EA are warranted. 

94.   No FAA policy or regulation, or other guidance requires the use of block 
group level data for environmental justice analysis. As shown in Table 3.13-
6, the low-income and minority populations were provided for the Project 
Study Area and the General Study Area, as well as the City of Austin and 
Travis County. In accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, the various sizes of 
Census data available allow project developers to choose the most 
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appropriate data for the specific study area identified in the NEPA evaluation. 
No revisions to the EA are warranted.  

95.   The commenter is correct in noting that census tracts that have a population 
of 50 percent or more exceeding the poverty guideline constitutes a low-
income environmental justice community and census tracts that have a 
population of 50 percent or more exceeding the minority guideline 
constitutes a minority environmental justice community. As stated in 
Section 3.13.3.4, these guidelines were used for determining environmental 
justice populations in the Airport vicinity.  

96.   The EA followed the guidance provided by the FAA regarding the 
identification of environmental justice populations. As stated in the response 
to comment 94 of this comment submission, no FAA policy or regulation, or 
other guidance requires the use of block group level data for environmental 
justice analysis. No revisions to the EA are warranted. 

97.   As stated in Section 3.13.3.5.2, no significant impacts would occur as a 
result of the Proposed Project compared to the No Action Alternative. As a 
result, no disproportionately high or adverse effects to environmental justice 
populations would occur. No revisions to the EA are warranted. 

98.   Text in the EA has been modified to identify the resource as the National 
Wetlands Inventory.  

99.   Exhibit 3.14-2 has been changed from “Figure 3.14-2” to “Exhibit 3.14-2”. 

100.   Section 3.14.1.2 has been revised to clarify the location and type of wetlands 
at AUS.  

101.   Section 3.14.1.2 has been revised to clarify the information obtained during 
the completed field surveys. 

102.   Section 3.14.1.4 has been revised to clarify the use of the USACE Wetland 
Delineation Manual.  

103.   Section 3.14.1.4 has been revised to clarify the use of the recommended 
routine method of wetland delineation that was performed for the EA. As a 
result, the statement that no impacts to wetlands would occur as a result of 
the Proposed Project is correct.  

104.   Section 404 of the Clean Water Act regulates the placement of dredge or fill 
material within waters of the United States and does not pertain to runoff 
from facilities or construction activities. Section 401 of the Clean Water Act 
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regulates discharges to waters of the United States from runoff. As stated in 
Section 3.14.3.5.2, the permitting process of the Texas Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (TPDES) and the City’s site development permit process 
would require implementation of measures related to runoff.  

105.   Section 3.14.1.6 has been revised to identify erosion and sedimentation 
controls and other best management practices to minimize indirect impacts 
to wetlands.  

106.   Section 3.14.3.2 has been revised to include the Colorado River as a 
perennial stream in the vicinity of AUS. 

107.   Appendix I contains a full record of the agencies and persons consulted as 
part of the preparation of the EA. Documentation of discussions regarding 
individual lease agreements and negotiations is not required under the 
National Environmental Policy Act.  

108.   Chapter 4 has been revised to include the public outreach efforts that 
occurred during the 45-day review period of the Draft EA, the public 
meetings that were held during that 45-day review period, and all comments 
received during that 45-day review period. 

109.   The legend in Exhibit 3.2-1 has been revised to read “Project Study Area.” 

110.   The legend in Exhibit 3.5-1 has been revised to read “Project Study Area.” 

111.   The legend in Exhibit 3.13-1 has been revised to read “Project Study Area.” 

112.   Exhibit 3.14-1 has been changed from “Figure 3.14-1” to “Exhibit 3.14-1”.  

113.   The title of Exhibit 3.14-1 has been revised to read “Wetlands in Vicinity of 
Project Study Area”. 

114.   Exhibit 3.14-2 has been changed from “Figure 3.14-2” to “Exhibit 3.14-2”. 

115.   Exhibit 3.14-3 has been changed from “Figure 3.14-3” to “Exhibit 3.14-3”. 

116.   The legend in Exhibit 3.14-3 has been revised to read “Project Study Area.” 
In addition, the title of Exhibit 3.14-3 has been revised to read “Floodplains 
in Vicinity of Project Study Area”. 

117.   The commenter is correct in noting that the relocation of Taxiways H and J 
are not the same project as that depicted in the Master Plan. The Proposed 
Project uses the concepts in the Master Plan and takes a re-strategized 
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approach at implementing key components of the Master Plan. As noted 
previously, additional planning and coordination with FAA Air Traffic Control 
derived the most safe and efficient locations for the crossfield taxiways. No 
revisions to the EA are warranted.  

118.   Appendix C provides the regulations that apply to the AEDP. The definitions 
referred to by the commenter are part of the regulations. No revisions to the 
EA are warranted.  

119.   See the response to comment #39 of this comment submission. 

120.   Section 3.5.6 has been revised to include landscaping for Monarch Butterfly 
habitat and pollinator conservation and management. 

121.   As stated in Section 3.5.1, TPWD provided a letter with general construction 
and design recommendations. Section 3.5.6 indicates that the City would 
implement these TPWD recommendations.  

122.   This comment repeats the table of contents of Appendix F. No revisions to 
the EA are warranted. 

123.   Direct impacts would occur only within the Project Study Area. Therefore, a 
query of the IPaC for the General Study Area is not appropriate for the 
Proposed Project.  

124.   It is acknowledged that the commenter has no comments on Appendix G. No 
revisions to the EA are warranted. 

125.   FAA Order 1050.1F does not specifically require analysis of the temporary 
traffic effects of construction activity. Because construction traffic would be 
intermittent and would not occur during peak hours, the construction traffic 
resulting from the Proposed Project would not disrupt local traffic patterns 
nor substantially reduce the levels of service on roads around the Airport. 
 
The information contained in Appendix H is summarized and presented in 
Tables 3.13-3, 3.13-4, and 3.13-5. 

126.   Appendix I has been revised to include additional documentation regarding 
coordination with other agencies regarding the Proposed Project.  

127.   The correspondence provided in Appendix I was part of consultation efforts 
with these other agencies and does not require responses to comments 
contained in the correspondence. The EA was written to reflect the comments 
and recommendations contained in the correspondence.  
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128.   Appendix J has been added to the EA to document all public outreach efforts 
that have occurred associated with the 45-day review period of the Draft EA.   
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Commenter P-1 
Anonymous 

X 

Response to Commenter P-1 

1. The commenter has not provided any specific comment on the Draft EA. 

  

1 
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Commenter P-2 
Bobs 

I live near the airport and I don't want that new fuel expansion. Put that shit in 
Westlake. Austin decade after decade puts the nasty shit on the other side of town. 
The only people who even use the airport already have disposable income. DO NOT 
EXPAND FUEL in Southwest Austin. None of the people who stand to profit from this 
expansion live in the area that will be affected when that thing leaks or blows up. 
Please stop. This is not wanted. Anybody you talk to who understands the danger 
will say no. 

Response to P-2 

1. The commenter’s opposition to the fuel storage facility is acknowledged. 
However, the expansion of the fuel storage facility is a separate action and is 
not included in the Proposed Project. The fuel storage facility was the subject 
of a separate EA that was approved in 2020.   

1 
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Commenter P-3 
Brandon 

Build it all now.  

Response to Commenter P-3 

1. The commenter’s statement to construct the Proposed Project is 
acknowledged. 

 

Commenter P-4 
Edgar 

While I live quite far from the proposed expansion, I’m concerned with the tax 
burden that the proposed expansion will imposed on the residents of that area. The 
trend will continue of displacing long-established residents. I hope there would be 
plans in placed to mitigate the financial burden that the local residents may benefit 
from. Thanks 

Response to Commenter P-4 

1. All DOA projects are funded through FAA grants or airport revenue. As a 
result, no local tax burden falls on the public. 

1 

1 



P U B L I C  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  

Austin-Bergstrom International Airport K-50 
Airport Expansion and Development Program Environmental Assessment 

Commenter P-5 
Bertha Rendo Delgado 

 

1 
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Response to Commenter P-5 

1.  Comment noted. As stated under Section 3.8.5.2, there are no significant 
impacts related to hazardous and solid waste. The Airport implements Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) to address pollution prevention initiatives, and 
the Proposed Project would not disturb any areas known to contain 
hazardous materials. All hazardous waste generated during construction and 
operation of the Proposed Project would be managed and disposed of in 
compliance with federal, state, and local hazardous materials management 
guidelines.  

  



P U B L I C  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  

Austin-Bergstrom International Airport K-52 
Airport Expansion and Development Program Environmental Assessment 

Commenter P-6 
Jo Hamiltin 

I, and my neighbors in the Colorado Crossing subdivision, are concerned that the 
plans to store spent jet fuel adjacent to our community pose an environmental risk. 

Response to Commenter P-6 

1. As described in Section 3.8.5.2, all fueling operations would be performed 
in compliance with federal, state, and local hazardous materials guidelines 
and would not be considered a significant impact.  
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Commenter P-7 
Susan Pantell 

I. Climate Change Emissions 
 The AUS EA does not adequately assess the impacts to climate change from the 
proposed airport expansion project because it does not include the greenhouse gas 
emissions from the airplane travel that will result from the airport expansion. 
Although the law does not require that the FAA consider those emissions, that is a 
serious flaw in this EA. 
  
It is not adequate to only consider the climate change impacts from the on-the-
ground airport activities, when the more significant and long-lasting impacts will be 
from the increase in air travel. Airport expansions are happening around the 
country, and none of the NEPA documents associated with those projects take into 
account the increased climate change emissions from all of the added air travel. 
Because of that omission, significant amounts of additional climate change 
emissions are being ignored. It is estimated that the percentage contribution of air 
travel to climate change emissions will triple by 2050 [Fact Sheet from the 
Environmental and Energy Study Institute]. It is irresponsible to ignore these 
impacts in the AUS Environmental Assessment. 
  
The AUS EA states in the first chapter that the planned expansion of airport 
facilities is not correlated with increased airplane travel. The FAA bases the need for 
airport expansions on its projections of future airline travel; and when the 
expansions are built, they allow for additional air travel. By relying on the 
projections of increased air travel, the FAA is creating a self-fulfilling prophecy 
instead of helping to lead the country in a better direction. As a nation, we should 
set policies to reduce air travel over the long term to reduce climate change 
emissions and replace it with options like high speed rail and meetings on the 
internet. That would lower the FAA projections of future air travel and reduce the 
need for airport expansions. 
  
The statement that the proposed project will not result in increased air travel is also 
flawed because the proposed project is part of the larger 2040 Master Plan, which is 
designed to facilitate continued growth. It is not right to separate out one project 
and say that it will not result in an increase in air travel. Without each expansion 
project, the continued growth in air travel would be limited. 
  
Airport expansions are happening around the country, and even though many cities 
and states have climate change reduction goals, the emission estimates do not 
include the emissions from airplane travel. The city of Austin's Climate Equity Plan 
sets a goal of net zero climate change emissions by 2040. It does not include the 
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additional emissions that will be caused by the expansion of the airport, which will 
detract from achieving that goal. 
 
II. Air Quality 
 Regarding the air quality emissions, the EA shows that the projected 2032 NO2 
emissions exceed the EPA standards, but it says that is not a problem because 
Travis County is in attainment. NOx pollutants are ozone precursors; and although 
Travis County is currently in attainment, it has come very close to ozone non-
attainment during the summer months. The county should do everything possible 
to not exceed attainment levels, and the proposed airport project would contribute 
toward non-attainment and potentially push the county over the threshold. The 
projection only goes to 2032, and emissions from the project are likely to increase 
in later years. Therefore, the assessment of air quality impacts is not adequate. 
  
III. Environmental Justice 
 The consideration of environmental justice impacts is inadequate. Even if the noise 
and air quality impacts will not exceed the regulatory requirements within the small 
areas that are designated in the EA, there will be added noise and air pollutants in 
the flight path to the airport that will adversely impact the people who live in those 
areas, many of whom are minority populations. Even if the thresholds that are set 
in the law are not exceeded, common sense will tell you that there is a 
disproportionate burden on people of color and lower income people. 
  
The location of the jet fuel tank farm is another environmental justice issue that has 
not been adequately addressed by the airport staff. I did not see it discussed in the 
EA, and it should be included. See this article about concerns from the community. 
  
IV. Public Involvement 
 The public involvement efforts have not been adequate. The law may require that 
public notice only be posted in one print newspaper in the city, but that is clearly 
not sufficient in an age when newspaper subscriptions have gone way down; only a 
small percentage of the population was reached that way. The Department of 
Aviation only received eight comments on their proposals in September-October of 
2021, and that is clearly inadequate in an area with a population of over a million. 
  
The city of Austin has not held any public meetings in recent years on the pros and 
cons of the larger plans to expand the airport, and so has not received public 
feedback on that. 
  
For the reasons discussed above, the Draft AUS Environmental Assessment is 
inadequate and incomplete. I oppose the proposed project and support the No 
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Action Alternative.  
 

Response to Commenter P-7 

1. The climate impacts were conducted consistent with the FAA guidelines2.  
Fuel usage and CO2 equivalent emissions were estimated for the construction 
and airport operations for the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Project  
and are presented in Section 3.6.5. As stated in Section 3.6.5.1, the 
Proposed Project would comprise a very small fraction of the GHG emissions 
in the Austin-Round Rock-San Marcos Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA). 
Mitigation measures are discussed in Section 3.6.6. 

2. The commenter’s assertion that policies should be set to reduce air travel 
over the long term is acknowledged. The EA was prepared to respond to the 
forecast increase in passenger enplanements at AUS. Table 1-4 and 
Exhibit 1-7 provide the information used in identifying this forecast increase 
in passenger enplanements.  

3. As stated in Section 1.3.2, there are four independent needs that affect the 
future ability of AUS to maintain its essential function as the primary 
commercial service airport in Central Texas. One of those four needs is the 
insufficient passenger processing facilities and gates to accommodate the 
forecast enplanements. Thus, the Proposed Project is intended to 
accommodate the forecast increase in passenger enplanements. 

4. See the response to comment #1 of this comment submission. 

5. The air quality impacts were conducted consistent with the FAA guidelines. 
Travis County is in attainment of EPA’s NAAQS for all criteria pollutants, 
therefore the 100-ton de minimis threshold for NOx emissions (which is the 
de minimis threshold for areas designated as maintenance by EPA) was used 
in lieu of an attainment area threshold for determining a significant impact 
for NEPA and indicates estimated net change in emissions may or may not 
exceed the standard. The Airport is committed to mitigation as described in 
Section 3.4.6. 

 
2  FAA Order 1050.1F Desk Reference, 

https://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/apl/environ_policy_guidance/policy/ 
faa_nepa_order/desk_ref/media/3-climate.pdf 
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6. The EA followed the guidance provided by the FAA regarding the 
identification of environmental justice populations. As stated in 
Section 3.13.3.5.2, no significant impacts would occur as a result of the 
Proposed Project compared to the No Action Alternative. As a result, no 
disproportionately high or adverse effects to environmental justice 
populations would occur. For airport projects that do not include airspace or 
procedure actions, analyzing noise and air impacts above 3,000 feet is not 
required. No revisions to the EA are warranted. 

7. The Proposed Project does not include the expansion of the fuel storage 
facility. A separate EA, which was approved in 2020, was prepared for the 
fuel storage facility.   

8. The public outreach associated with this EA exceeded the requirements 
established by the FAA. For an overview of all of the public outreach efforts, 
see Appendix J. 

9. AUS has conducted numerous public meetings during the Master Plan process 
from 2017 to 2019, in addition to updates given to City Council as well as the 
Airport Advisory Commission. For this EA, AUS held a public scoping meeting 
in September 2021 and two public meetings in March 2022, in addition to 
several notices and updates being sent out to the community and 
stakeholders. 

10. The commenter’s support for the No Action Alternative is noted.  
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Commenter P-8 
Alex S 

The CapMetro airport light rail line terminal does not appear to be depicted as a 
part of the current master plan or alternatives. The rail terminus must be very close 
to the terminal facilities in order to make it an attractive option and decrease 
reliance on passenger vehicles. Where does light rail fit into the airport’s long term 
plan? Will the current plans be revised to ensure light rail is well integrated into the 
planned departure/arrival facilities? 

Response to Commenter P-8 

1. As described in Table 3.6-3, the light rail project is still in the planning 
phase, so the level of detail to determine where it would connect to the 
Airport or how the project would fit into the Airport’s Master Plan has not 
been determined. However, the Project Connect Blue Line would connect 
downtown with the Airport.  
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Commenter P-9 
Alex S 

The existing airport-operated parking lots filled up over the winter holidays in 2021. 
What is the plan to increase the supply of parking spaces alongside increased 
passenger demand and the demolition of the red garage? 

Response to Commenter P-9 

1. As stated in Section 1.3 of the Draft EA, the purpose for the Proposed 
Project is to provide facilities to accommodate forecasted enplanements at an 
adequate level of service. Section 1.4.3 lists the proposed terminal projects, 
including Project T-6, which would be the construction of a pedestrian bridge 
to the existing consolidated rental car facility (CONRAC) and a new parking 
garage.  
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Commenter P-10 
Alex S 

The current volume of air traffic using the airport often creates hazards for slower 
aircraft, which are asked by air traffic control to keep their airspeed significantly 
above that which is considered stable for a normal approach to landing in order to 
accommodate faster moving airline traffic. How will the airport ensure that business 
and general aviation aircraft operations are not negatively impacted as a result of 
increased air carrier traffic? 

Response to Commenter P-10 

1. The ability of the Airport to accommodate air carrier, cargo, military, and 
general aviation operates is a function of the number of runways and 
configuration of the runways system, air traffic operational procedures, and 
supporting navigational aids. As stated in Section 1.3.2.4, a purpose for the 
Proposed Project is to maintain efficient movement area access between the 
east and west airfields. Relocation of Taxiways H and J would ensure that 
access within the aircraft movement area between the east and west airfields 
is maintained and allow for aircraft to use either runway as required by air 
traffic control.  
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Commenter P-11 
Alex S 

Vehicular traffic in the current departure and arrival lanes is made congested 
partially as a result of pedestrian crossings. Will the new departure/arrival lanes be 
separated from pedestrian crossings? 

Response to Commenter P-11 

1. As listed under Section 1.4.3, one of the proposed project components is 
Project T-6, which is the construction of a pedestrian bridge between the 
new/expanded arrival/departure hall (Project T-5) and the existing 
consolidated rental car facility (CONRAC) and parking garage.  
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Commenter P-12 
Alex S 

Will the pedestrian bridge to the parking facilities include moving walkways to 
improve mobility and access to parking structures? 

Response to Commenter P-12 

1. According to FAA Order 5050.4B, FAA requires no more than a 25 percent 
level of design to avoid the appearance of being pre-decisional  in regard to 
the Proposed Project prior to completion of the NEPA process.3 The proposed 
pedestrian bridge has not been designed at a level to determine the inclusion 
of accessibility amenities, like moving walkways. That level of detail, which is 
not required to evaluate and disclose the environmental impacts of the 
Proposed Project under NEPA, will occur as part of the final design of the 
proposed pedestrian bridge.  

  

 
3  FAA. (2006, April 28). Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for 

Airport Actions, Section 1004c. 
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Commenter P-13 
Alex S 

The current departure and arrival passenger vehicle lanes are deficient and 
congested. How will the new departure and arrival lanes address congestion during 
peak hours?  

Response to Commenter P-13 

1. As described under Section 1.4.4, the existing access road network would 
be upgraded and a new terminal curbside roadway would be constructed on 
both the arrival and departure levels of the new/ expanded arrival/departure 
halls. These project components would allow for better vehicular access to 
the new/expanded arrival/departure hall. 

As stated under Section 3.13.2.4, there are no significant impacts expected 
to occur under the Proposed Project compared to the No Action Alternative. It 
is projected that surface traffic would improve based on the Airport working 
with the City of Austin and TxDOT to identify future roadway and/or 
signalization improvements at the SH 71 intersections with Spirit Texas Drive 
and Presidential Boulevard and the provision of light rail to the Airport. The 
light rail project has been approved by the City of Austin and is currently 
undergoing environmental evaluation.  

1 
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Commenter P-14 
Rita Ann Supeda Soiz 
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Response to Commenter P-14 

1. The comments regarding the public meeting are acknowledged. 
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Commenter P-15 
SouthAustinRules 

Dear Powers that Be, I live near the airport and I don't want that new fuel 
expansion near my home. You wouldn't either. Nobody needs a giant tank of jet 
fuel near their home. Put that shit in the rich part of town. Austin decade after 
decade puts the nasty shit on the poor side of town. There are too many people 
moving here generally speaking, and the basic services are suffering. The 
government should invest in water infrastructure, not expanding the airport. What 
good is it going to do to have more people move here? We (the city/state) can’t 
even keep shit out of our drinking water. Homelessness is rampant. And rich posers 
and their condo-lifestyles are ruining the vibe of our city. The only people who even 
use the airport already have disposable income. DO NOT EXPAND FUEL in 
Southwest Austin. None of the people who stand to profit from this expansion live 
in the area that will be affected when that thing leaks or blows up. Please stop. This 
is not wanted, except by people who are already rich and don’t live anywhere near 
here. 

Response to Commenter P-15 

1. The commenter’s opposition to the fuel storage facility is acknowledged. 
However, the expansion of the fuel storage facility is a separate action and is 
not included in the Proposed Project. The fuel storage facility was the subject 
of a separate EA that was approved in 2020. 
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Commenter P-16 
SouthAustinRules 

I live near the airport and I don't want that new fuel expansion. Nobody needs a 
giant tank of jet fuel near their home. Put that shit in the rich part of town. Austin 
decade after decade puts the nasty shit on the poor side of town. There are too 
many people moving here generally speaking, and the basic services are suffering. 
The government should invest in water infrastructure, not expanding the airport. 
What good is it going to do to have more people move here? We (the city/state) 
can’t even keep shit out of our drinking water. Homelessness is rampant. And rich 
posers and their condo-lifestyles are ruining the vibe of our city. The only people 
who even use the airport already have disposable income. DO NOT EXPAND FUEL in 
SouthEAST Austin. None of the people who stand to profit from this expansion live 
in the area that will be affected when that thing leaks or blows up. Please stop. This 
is not wanted, except by people who are already rich and don’t live anywhere near 
here. 

Response to Commenter P-16 

1.  The commenter’s opposition to the fuel storage facility is acknowledged. 
However, the expansion of the fuel storage facility is a separate action and is 
not included in the Proposed Project. The fuel storage facility was the subject 
of a separate EA that was approved in 2020. 
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Commenter P-17 
SouthAustinRules 

I live near the airport and I don't want that new fuel expansion. Put that shit in the 
rich part of town. Decade after decade, Austin puts the nasty shit on the poor side 
of town. There are too many people moving here generally speaking, and the basic 
services are suffering. The government should invest in water infrastructure, not 
expanding the airport. What good is it going to do to have more people move here? 
We (the city/state) can’t even keep shit out of our drinking water. Homelessness is 
rampant. And rich posers and their condo-lifestyles are ruining the vibe of our city. 
The only people who even use the airport already have disposable income. DO NOT 
EXPAND THE AIRPORT, and CERTAINLY DO NOT PUT HIGH CAPACITY FUEL 
STORAGE NEAR PEOPLE WHO WONT EVEN USE THE PLANES. None of the people 
who stand to profit from this expansion live in the area that will be affected when 
that thing leaks or blows up. Please stop. This is not wanted, except by people who 
are already rich and don’t live anywhere near here. 

Response to Commenter P-17 

1. The commenter’s opposition to the fuel storage facility is acknowledged. 
However, the expansion of the fuel storage facility is a separate action and is 
not included in the Proposed Project. The fuel storage facility was the subject 
of a separate EA that was approved in 2020.  
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Commenter P-18 
Triguy 

I believe any new construction should be energy neutral or even better, energy 
positive. There should be included sufficient solar/wind generation to not only cover 
the energy needs of the new development but also to retroactively cover the entire 
energy expenditure of the whole airport. Given the amount of available surface area 
of building and parking there should be extra capacity built in to support AE 
community solar subscriptions 

Response to Commenter P-18 

1. The commenter’s suggestions regarding new construction being energy 
neutral is acknowledged.  
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Commenter P-19 
Howard Yancy 

There is no mention whatsoever of the environmental impacts of the relocation of 
the jet fuel tank farm; has there been any environmental assessment of the 
relocation of the jet fuel tank farm somewhere else? 

Response to Commenter P-19 

1. The expansion of the fuel storage facility is a separate action and is not 
included in the Proposed Project. The fuel storage facility was the subject of a 
separate EA that was approved in 2020. The Fuel Farm EA and Finding of No 
Significant Impact can be found on the website Airport Project | SpeakUp 
Austin!. 
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K.4 MEMORANDUM TO MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL DATED 
JULY 13, 2021 
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