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1. INTRODUCTION

The Purpose of this Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and Record of
Decision (ROD) is to briefly present the reasons why the approval of Federal actions
supporting the proposed Terminal Development Program at the San Antonio
International Airport (SAT or Airport), which serves Bexar County, Texas, would not
have a significant effect on the human environment. The Federal actions necessary
for the implementation of the Proposed Actions are as follows:

e Unconditional approval of portions of the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) that
depict those components of the Proposed Project subject to Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) review and approval pursuant to 49 USC §
47107(a)(16).

e Determinations under 49 USC §§ 47106 and 47107 that are associated with
the eligibility of the Proposed Action for federal funding under the Airport
Improvement Program.

e Determinations under 49 U.S.C. § 40117, as implemented by 14 CFR 158.25,
to impose and use passenger facility charges (PFC) collected at the Airport to
assist with the construction of potentially eligible items shown on the ALP.

The FAA is the Federal agency responsible for the approval of the proposed federal
actions outlined below and analyzed in the Final Environmental Assessment (EA).
The FAA has determined that the Proposed Action would have no significant impact
on the human environment. Attached to this FONSI/ROD is the Final EA, approved
on October 23, 2024, (CEQ ID No: EAXX-021-12-ARP-1726742819), on which the
finding is made.



2. SUMMARY

The EA was prepared pursuant to the provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
regulations (40 C.F.R. Parts 1500-1508). Additionally, the EA meets the guidelines
identified in FAA Orders 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures,
and 5050.4B, NEPA Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions.

3. BACKGROUND

SAT is a commercial service airport owned and operated by the City of San Antonio
(Airport Sponsor) and is managed by the San Antonio Airport System (SAAS). SAT
encompasses around 2,600 acres and is approximately 8 miles north of downtown
San Antonio. The FAA’s National Plan of Integrated Airports System classifies the
Airport as a medium hub airport, meaning that it serves between a quarter percent
to one percent of all annual passengers boarding aircraft in the United States.

The Airport has three runways along with the associated taxiways, aprons, and
other airfield facilities. The Airport has two passenger terminal buildings,
Terminal A and Terminal B, with associated access roadways and parking facilities.
Terminals A and B are two-level structures with a total of 26 aircraft gates and 3
ground-load positions for passenger boarding and deboarding, for a total of 29
gates.

4. PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose and need of the Terminal Development Program are described in
Chapter 1 of the EA.

A. Need of the Proposed Action

The need for the Proposed Action is to provide facilities that efficiently
accommodate the forecast enplanements and aircraft operations at an adequate
level of service. Existing SAT facilities have insufficient passenger processing
facilities and Federal Inspection Services (FIS); an insufficient number of contact
gates, commercial apron with hydrant fueling space, and remain overnight (RON)
aircraft parking; inefficient and congested Airport access roadways; insufficient
capacity load of the central utility plant (CUP); and insufficient parking facilities.

The Proposed Action would reconfigure Terminals A and B and construct a new
Terminal C building (collectively providing up to an additional 8 contact gates),
demolish structures to accommodate the new passenger terminal building, improve
terminal access roadways, construct a new ground transportation center (GTC), and
construct support facilities and utilities.



B. Purpose of the Proposed Action

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to maintain SAT’s essential function as a
primary commercial service airport in central Texas by providing facilities that
would efficiently accommodate forecast increases in enplanements and airport
operations at an adequate level of service.

5. PROPOSED ACTIONS AND ALTERNATIVES
A. Proposed Action

As described in Section 1.4 of the EA, the Proposed Action consists of the following
actions: 1) Construct new Terminal C building and Terminal A / B Connector, and
reconfigure Terminals A and B; 2) Construct new terminal commercial aircraft apron
and relocate RON aircraft parking positions; 3) Demolish the existing Building 1322
known as the Badging and ID Office, Hangar 4, San Antonio Police Department
Building, Hangar 6, Airside Operations Building, FlightSafety International Facility,
and “Purple” lot parking barriers, fencing, and controls; 2); ); 4) Construct Airport
access and terminal curbside roadway improvements; 5) Construct a new public
safety building, hydrant fuel system and transmission line, parking structure and
GTC, triturator, office support building, badging office, construction staging area,
economy parking lot, and temporary trailer farm; and 6) Upgrade CUP and utility
corridor.

B. Alternatives

The FAA explored and objectively evaluated reasonable alternatives considered
practical and feasible in meeting the purpose and need. Chapter 2 of the EA
describes the alternatives considered to meet the Airport’s purpose and need.

Four alternatives were proposed in the EA. These consisted of the Proposed Action
(Alternative 1) as described above, the construction of a new terminal over
Runway 4-22 (Alternative 2), the construction of an independent satellite terminal
and processor northeast of Runway 13L-31R (Alternative 3), and the No-Action
Alternative (Alternative 4).

Alternative 2 would require the shortening of Runway 4-22, which would restrict the
number of aircraft operations at SAT. As a result, Alternative 2 would not be
reasonable or feasible to implement. Alternative 3 would create redundancy of
services and facilities and require bussing of passengers, which would create
operational inefficiencies. As a result, Alternative 3 would not be reasonable or
feasible to implement. The No Action Alternative (Alternative 4) is required to be
analyzed in accordance with the CEQ regulations 40 CFR § 1502.14.

The FAA has determined in this FONSI/ROD that the Proposed Action (Alternative 1)

is the FAA’s preferred and selected alternative. In arriving at this decision, the FAA
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considered all pertinent factors, including environmental impacts.

As a part of the Section 4(f) Evaluation in Appendix G of the EA, the FAA considered
three alternatives specific to Building 1322, also known as the Badging and ID
Office, which is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
and is a Section 4(f) property. The alternatives included incorporating Building 1322
into the terminal design (Alternative A), relocating Building 1322 (Alternative B),
and demolishing Building 1322 (Alternative C). Based on the location of Building
1322 in relation to existing aircraft movement areas, roadway systems, facilities,
and necessary project components of the Proposed Action, the incorporation of
Building 1322 into the terminal design (Alternative A) was determined not to be
feasible or prudent. Due to the extraordinary magnitude of the cost of relocating
Building 1322, Alternative B was not considered feasible or prudent. Based upon
the above considerations, the FAA determined there was no feasible or prudent
alternative to the physical use (demolition) of Building 1322 (Alternative C).

6. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
A. Potential Impact Resources Categories

Section 3.2 of the EA identified the two study areas, the Project Study Area, and
General Study Area, shown in Exhibit 3-1. The Project Study Area boundary was
based on where ground-disturbing activities associated with the Proposed Action
could occur, with the potential for direct environmental effects. The General Study
Area boundary was based on the Airport’s existing Day-Night Average Sound Level
(DNL) 65 decibel (dB) noise contour and represents the area where indirect effects
from the Proposed Action could occur.

i. Air Quality

Construction Emissions - Temporary emissions would occur during construction of
the Proposed Action over the 4-year construction period. A Construction Emissions
Inventory (CEI) of the Proposed Action was conducted using the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) Motor Vehicle Emissions Simulator 3 (MOVES3.1) and
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) TexN2.2 programs. The CEI
calculated National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) pollutants from
construction emissions to be below the USEPA de minimis threshold of 100 tons per
year for ozone precursors nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) throughout construction (2024 to 2027). Table 3-1, Table 3-2, Table 3-3,
and Table 3-4 in the EA show the construction emissions for each year of
construction.

Operational Emissions - While overall operational emissions are expected to
increase with aircraft activity in 2028 and 2033, this increase is not attributable to
the Proposed Action and would occur in both the No Action and Proposed Action



scenarios. In addition, the Proposed Action would not change the Airport’s runway
configuration, arrival and departure procedures, or runway use percentages.
Therefore, no significant operational emissions impacts are expected from the
Proposed Action. For more details see Section 3.4.5.2 and Appendix C of the EA.

Implementation of the Proposed Action would have no significant impact on Air
Quality. No mitigation measures are required.

ii. Biological Resources

Section 3.5 of the EA considered potential direct and indirect impacts to federally
and state-listed species, Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN), and
migratory birds within the Project Study Area and General Study Area. The Project
Study Area does not contain any federally designated critical habitat.

Table 3-5, Federally Listed Species, Mapped Occurrences, and Habitat provides
Texas Natural Diversity Database (TXxNDD) documented occurrences and habitat
requirements of the 20 federally listed, proposed, or candidate species within the
General Study Area. As described in Section 3.5.5.2.1 of the EA, only the monarch
butterfly (Danaus plexippus), a candidate species for federal listing, has the
potential to occur in the Project Study Area. However, pollinator habitat is limited
on Airport property and is unlikely to be present where construction activities are
proposed. Because construction avoids impacts on pollinator habitat, the Proposed
Action would have no effect on the monarch butterfly.

Table 3-6, State-Listed and SGCN Species, Mapped Occurrences, and Habitat
provides TXNDD documented occurrences and habitat requirements of the 30 state-
listed and SGCN species that may occur in the General Study Area. As described in
Section 3.5.5.2.2 of the EA, the black-capped vireo (Vireo atricapilla), eastern
spotted skunk (Spilogale putorius), plains spotted skunk (Spilogale putorius
interrupta), western hog-nosed skunk (Conepatus leuconotus), western spotted
skunk (Spilogale gracilis), Correll’s false dragon-head (Physostegia correllii), and
Texas garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis annectens) have potential to occur in the
Project Study Area. However, suitable habitat is not present where construction
activities are proposed. In the unlikely event that mobile species enter construction
areas, these species would likely relocate unharmed to suitable habitat in the
vicinity, resulting in no impact on state-listed and SGCN species.

Construction of the Proposed Action may require ornamental tree and shrub
removal around the terminal area, which provides potential migratory bird habitat.
Avoidance measures, listed in Section 3.5.5.2.3, would be implemented to ensure
no take of migratory bird species with the implementation of the Proposed Action.
As described in Section 3.5.6 of the EA, vegetation disturbed by construction would
be rehabilitated and re-seeded or replanted with regionally adapted species.



Based on the analysis in the EA, the FAA determined that the Proposed Action
would have no effect on federally listed species or designated critical habitat. With
the implementation of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures identified
in Sections 3.5.5 and 3.5.6 of the EA, the Proposed Action would have no significant
impact on biological resources.

iii. Climate

As discussed in Section 3.6.5.2 of the EA, the construction of the SAT Terminal
Development Program would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, primarily
from fossil fuel-powered construction equipment and construction-related personal
vehicles. A range of estimated social costs resulting from added GHG emissions
was calculated based on numerous factors such as net agricultural productivity,
human health effects, disruption of energy systems, risk of conflict, among others.
The estimated social costs of GHG emissions are provided for informational
purposes, and such estimated costs are considered conservatively high and may
not occur. The foreseeable state of the environment is not expected to change
significantly over the 4-year construction duration of the Proposed Action. As
identified in Section 3.6.3 of the EA, there is no significance threshold for aviation-
related GHG emissions, and no mitigation measures are required.

iv. Department of Transportation, Section 4(f)

As described in Section 3.7.2 of the EA, only one Section 4(f) property is within the
Project Study Area, Building 1322, which is eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The General Study Area contains six additional
publicly owned parks and recreational areas. Based on the results of other resource
categories evaluated in the EA, the Proposed Action would not constructively use
(indirectly impact) any Section 4(f) resources. However, the Proposed Action would
demolish Building 1322, resulting in the physical use (direct impact) of a Section
4(f) property. The Proposed Action includes mitigation to resolve adverse effects
outlined in a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the FAA, Airport Sponsor,
and the Texas Historical Commission (THC) (refer to Appendix F of the EA). The
FAA prepared a Section 4(f) Evaluation that determined there are no feasible or
prudent alternatives to the physical use of Building 1322, and that the Proposed
Action includes all possible planning to minimize harm resulting from such physical
use. The FAA submitted the Section 4(f) Evaluation to the Department of Interior
(DOI) Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance (OEPC) on September 11,
2024. The DOI OEPC concurred with the Section 4(f) Evaluation on October 08,
2024, (refer to Appendix G of the EA). Based on the approved Section 4(f)
Evaluation and through compliance with MOA mitigation measures, the Proposed
Action would have no significant impact on Section 4(f) resources.



v. Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention

Section 3.8.5.2 of the EA describes the potential impacts of the Proposed Action
related to Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste. SAAS has
completed a hazardous materials survey to document the presence of asbestos in
buildings planned for demolition and would complete all abatement activities before
initiating demolition activities.

Ground-disturbing activities associated with the Proposed Action may occur within
historic landfill sites and areas where PFAS may have been historically released.
The Airport Sponsor would comply with the SAT Soil Management Plan, which
provides stipulations for soil screening, sampling, management, and disposal of
excavated/imported soils that may be contaminated. Any soils containing PFAS
above contamination thresholds set by the State of Texas would be managed or
remediated in compliance with the Texas Commission of Environmental Quality
(TCEQ) cleanup standards.

Prior to construction, the general contractor would obtain a Construction General
Permit (CGP) from TCEQ, and the Airport Sponsor would update their Texas
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (TPDES) Permit (No. TXR050000) to cover
the construction and operation of the Proposed Action. The contractor would
implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWP3) that includes Best
Management Practices (BMPs) for spill prevention, response, and pollution
prevention. Any hazardous substances generated or encountered during
construction would be managed and disposed of in compliance with federal, state,
and local regulations. The contractor would dispose of construction and demolition
waste at a facility authorized by TCEQ and obtain special waste authorization from
TCEQ for the disposal of asbestos-containing material, as needed.

Following construction, the Proposed Action would not generate greater amounts of
solid waste or hazardous waste at SAT compared to the No Action Alternative
because the forecast increase in passengers under the Proposed Action is the same
as that of the No Action Alternative. There would be no significant impacts through
compliance with the SAT Soil Management Plan and SWP3 during construction.
Additional mitigation measures are not required or proposed.

vi. Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources

As documented in Section 3.9.2 of the EA, a historic resources survey was
performed within the Area of Potential Effect (APE), which is the same as the
Project Study Area for the EA. The survey identified one building, Building 1322, as
eligible for listing on the NRHP. There are no known NRHP-listed or eligible
archaeological resources within the APE. An archaeological survey was not
conducted as construction of the Proposed Action would only occur in areas that
have been previously disturbed, developed, paved, and graded. The Proposed



Action would demolish Building 1322, resulting in an adverse effect on a historic
property. The Proposed Action includes mitigation to resolve adverse effects
outlined in a MOA between the FAA, Airport Sponsor, and THC on September 12,
2024 (refer to Appendix F of the EA). Refer to Section 3.9.4 of the EA and Section
7 of this FONSI/ROD, for the Section 106 consultation and coordination performed
by the FAA and Airport Sponsor with the THC, federally-recognized tribes,
stakeholders, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP). Through
compliance with MOA mitigation measures that resolve adverse effects, the
Proposed Action would have no significant impact on historical, architectural,
archeological, and cultural resources.

vii. Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use

A noise analysis was performed for the EA using the FAA's Aviation Environmental
Design Tool (AEDT) Version 3e to compare DNL noise contours for the No Action
Alternative and Proposed Action for the years 2028 (built year) and 2033 (built +5
year) (refer to Section 3.12.5 and Appendix I of the EA). Under the No Action
Alternative, noise would increase as a result of the forecast growth in aircraft
operations. When compared to the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action
would not result in a change to aircraft operations (takeoffs and landings), runway
configuration, arrival/departure procedures, or runway use percentages. Therefore,
there would be no change in aircraft noise exposure when comparing the No Action
Alternative to the Proposed Action in 2028 and 2033; the Proposed Action would
have no impact on noise and noise-compatible land use.

viii. Water Resources

The Project Study Area extends over Salado Creek and an unnamed tributary to
Olmos Creek, north and west of the Airport, respectively, at the locations where the
installation of hydrant fuel transmission lines is proposed. Salado Creek’s 100-year
floodplain is also mapped within the Project Study Area. A preliminary wetland
delineation was performed within the Project Study Area following U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (USACE) methods and guidelines, which identified palustrine forested
(PFO) wetlands along each creek, and palustrine emergent (PEM) wetlands within a
stormwater drainage area near the Aircraft Rescue and Fire Fighting (ARFF) facility.
Based on a Drainage Inventory from the 2021 Airport Master Plan, stormwater
runoff from the Airport primarily drains through a series of underground drainage
systems that eventually flow to Salado Creek, the unnamed tributary to Olmos
Creek, or the City of San Antonio storm sewer system. The Project Study Area is
not within a Sole Source Aquifer area.

The Proposed Action avoids direct impacts on the surface waters and wetlands via
horizontal directional drilling underneath the creeks and adjacent wetlands. The
contractor would site entry and exit bore holes a minimum of 25 feet upgradient of
wetland boundaries to ensure bore holes are sited in upland areas.
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The Proposed Action does not include construction within the PEM wetland near the
ARFF facility. Before construction, the Airport Sponsor would obtain a Floodplain
Development Permit from Bexar County for activities within the floodplain, including
a “no rise” certification signed, sealed, and dated by a professional engineer.

To avoid and minimize impacts to water resources, the Airport Sponsor would
update their TPDES Permit (No. TXR050000) to cover the construction and
operation of the Proposed Action. The contractor would obtain a CGP from TCEQ
and implement a SWP3 that includes BMPs for erosion and sediment control and
pollution prevention measures. There would be no significant impacts through
compliance with the TPDES Permit, Floodplain Development Permit, and SWP3
during construction. Additional mitigation measures are not required or proposed.

B. Resource Impact Categories Unaffected by the Proposed Action or
Alternatives

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (§1502.4 (d)(1)) state that
the lead agency shall identify and eliminate from detailed study the issues that are
not significant or that have been covered by prior environmental review(s),
narrowing the discussion of these issues in the document to a brief presentation of
why they would not have a substantial effect on the human environment.

Section 3.3 of the EA indicates that the following resource categories were not
evaluated further in the EA because the resources were not located in proximity to
the Project Study Area: Coastal Resources, Farmlands, and Wild and Scenic Rivers.

In addition, other resource categories are not discussed in detail in this FONSI/ROD
because, as documented in Chapter 3 of the EA, there is no potential for significant
impact (see FAA Order 1050.1F, Paragraph 4-3.3 and Exhibit 4-1 for information on
significance thresholds and factors to consider in evaluating significance for an
environmental impact category). These categories include Land Use; Natural
Resources and Energy Supply; Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, and
Children’s Environmental Health and Safety; and Visual Effects.

7. AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
A. Agency Coordination

The SAAS held an agency and organization scoping meeting at the Airport on
February 20, 2024, to which 57 agencies and 621 organizations were invited. One
agency comment was received via email during the agency scoping period (refer to
EA Section 4.2.1 and Appendix J).

The FAA initiated Section 106 consultation with THC on September 28, 2023, which
included a description of the Proposed Action and proposed APE. THC concurred
with the FAA-recommended APE on October 13, 2023. The FAA submitted the



results of the Historic Resources Survey, supporting research, determination of
eligible historic properties, and determination of project effects to THC on February
15, 2014, and provided additional materials on March 7, 2024. THC concurred with
the FAA's determination of eligible properties and project effects on March 14, 2024.

The FAA initiated Section 106 consultation with the following tribal communities on
April 4, 2024: Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas, Apache Tribe of Oklahoma,
Comanche Nation of Oklahoma, Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana, Mescalero Apache
Tribe of the Mescalero Reservation in New Mexico, Tap Pilam Coahuiltecan Nation,
and Tonkawa Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma. The consultation letter described the
Proposed Action and invited tribal communities to participate in the development of
an MOA to mitigate adverse impacts on historic properties. No comments were
received, and no tribes expressed interest in participating in the MOA process.

The FAA submitted a letter to the following stakeholders on April 4, 2024, with an
invitation to participate in the MOA process: City of San Antonio, Office of Historic
Preservation (OHP), San Antonio Conservation Society, Bexar County Historical
Commission, Mid Tex Mod, Preservation Texas, Power of Preservation, and the
American Institute of Architects San Antonio Chapter. Only the San Antonio OHP
requested to be a consulting party.

The FAA notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) of the
determination of adverse effect and intention to enter into an MOA with specified
documentation on July 3, 2024. The ACHP chose not to participate in the
consultation on July 17, 2024.

The MOA consulting parties included the FAA, Airport Sponsor, THC, and San
Antonio OHP. The MOA was signed by all parties on September 12, 2024. Appendix
F of the EA includes the MOA’s detailed mitigation measures, stipulations, and
implementation requirements.

The FAA initiated Section 4(f) consultation with the Department of Interior (DOI)
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance (OEPC) on September 11, 2024; the
consultation package included the MOA and Section 4(f) Evaluation, in which the
FAA determined there are no feasible or prudent alternatives to the physical use of
Building 1322, a Section 4(f) resource, and that the Proposed Action includes all
possible planning to minimize harm resulting from such physical use. The DOI OEPC
concurred with the Section 4(f) Evaluation on October 08, 2024.

B. Public Involvement

The SAAS held a public scoping open house at the Airport on February 20, 2024,
and accepted public comments over a 30-day early consultation period. The SAAS
received two written comments and four verbal comments during the open house,
and one written comment during the early consultation period.

To meet NEPA requirements for public notification and comment, the Draft EA was
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made available for public review for a 45-day comment period. The SAAS
published a notice of availability and notice of a public meeting for the Draft EA in
La Prensa on July 7, 2024; in the San Antonio Express News on July 8, 2024, and
August 1, 2024; in The San Antonio Observer on July 10, 2024; and in the San
Antonio Business Journal on July 19, 2024. Over the 45-day comment period, hard
copies of the Draft EA were made available at the SAAS Stewardship Office and four
local libraries during normal business hours; a digital copy was made available on
the San Antonio International Airport website (https://flysanantonio.com/). The
public meeting for the Draft EA was held at the Airport on August 8, 2024. One
person provided oral comments to a stenographer during the public meeting, and
two agencies provided comments during the 45-day review period. All agency and
public comments on the Draft EA were addressed, as appropriate, in the Final EA.
Comments can be found in Appendix J of the EA.

8. CONDITIONS AND MITIGATION

As prescribed by 40 CFR § 1505.3, the FAA shall take steps as appropriate to the
action, such as through special conditions in grant agreements, property
conveyance deeds, releases, airport layout plan approvals, and contract plans and
specifications, and shall monitor these as necessary to assure that representations
made in the EA and FONSI will be carried out.

Specific conditions of approval associated with this project are listed below:

e The contractor will rehabilitate and re-seed disturbed areas following
construction with a seed mix containing species appropriate for the region.
Landscaping will include regionally adapted tree and shrub species.

e The contractor will remove trees and shrubs outside of the March 15 -
September 15 nesting season or confirm that trees and shrubs do not contain
active nests prior to removal.

e The contractor will avoid materials with loosely woven fibers to avoid
entanglement hazards to wildlife.

e The contractor will contact the Airport for any species unable to leave the
site, and the Airport will contact the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
Wildlife Permits Office to relocate any state-listed species, as needed.

e The Airport Sponsor will carry out the seven mitigation measures identified in
the MOA signed by the FAA, Airport Sponsor, THC, and the San Antonio OHP
on September 12, 2024, to resolve adverse effects to historic properties via
the demolition of Building 1322, also protected under Section 4(f). The seven
mitigation measures are detailed in the MOA in Appendix F of the EA, and are
summarized below:
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Measure 1: Prepare documentation of Building 1322 to meet modified
Historic American Building Survey (HABS) Level I-like standards.
Submit the HABS documentation to City of San Antonio archives, the
City of San Antonio Public Library, and the Texas Historical
Commission.

Measure 2: Prepare and provide educational information to the public
regarding Building 1322 in the form of an interpretive sign to be
placed adjacent to the pedestrian corridor between the new terminal
and the ground transportation center. The interpretive sign will detail
the history of Building 1322 as well as the history of San Antonio
International Airport.

Measure 3: Prepare a timed-lapsed video of the demolition of
Building 1322. This video is intended to provide information about the
construction methods and materials associated with Building 1322.

Measure 4: Prepare a historic context for posting on the San Antonio
International Airport website that discusses the development of
Building 1322 and the relationship of the company who constructed
Building 1322 to SAAS.

Measure 5: Prepare an article entry for posting to Texas State
Historical Association (TSHA) Handbook of Texas, a digital state
encyclopedia that is free and accessible to the public.

Measure 6: Prepare 3D modeling on Building 1322 for posting on the
San Antonio International Airport website linked to a QR Code and as
an attachment to the modified HABS Level I documentation (see
Measure 1).

Measure 7: Every effort shall be made to salvage and reuse materials
and design elements from Building 1322. At a minimum this includes
travertine cladding and the reinforced concrete Y columns. If salvage
and reuse is determined to not be possible, then the new pedestrian
walkway must include design elements that reference the demolished
structure which may include Y columns and / or a curvilinear roof
form.

If unanticipated archeological resources are encountered during construction,

FAA and THC will treat each discovery as a post-review discovery under

Section 106 and, if necessary, a late discovery under Section 4(f). The FAA

and THC will consult to determine each site’s NRHP eligibility according to

NPS guidelines and determine the Proposed Action’s effects, if eligible.

The Airport Sponsor will update their TPDES Permit (No. TXR050000) to

cover the construction and operation of the Proposed Action.
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The contractor will obtain a CGP from TCEQ and implement a SWP3 in
compliance with the CGP and TPDES Permit. The SWP3 will include, among
other items, BMPs for erosion and sediment control, spill prevention,
response, and pollution prevention measures.

Any soils containing PFAS above contamination thresholds set by the State of
Texas would be managed or remediated in compliance with the Texas
Commission of Environmental Quality (TCEQ) cleanup standards.

When implementing horizontal directional drilling under waterbodies, the
contractor will site entry and exit bore holes a minimum of 25 feet
upgradient of wetland boundaries to ensure bore holes are sited in uplands.

The Airport Sponsor will obtain a Floodplain Development Permit from Bexar
County before any construction within the floodplain, including a “no rise”
certification signed, sealed, and dated by a professional engineer.

The Airport Sponsor will complete all abatement activities before initiating
demolition activities.

The contractor will dispose of construction and demolition waste at a facility
authorized by TCEQ and obtain special waste authorization from TCEQ for the
disposal of asbestos-containing material, as needed.

9. AGENCY FINDINGS

The FAA makes the following determinations for this project based upon a careful
review of the attached Final EA, the supporting administrative record, and
appropriate supporting information. The FAA weighed both the potential positive
and negative consequences that this Proposed Action may have on the quality of
the human environment. The FAA has determined that the Proposed Action meets
the purpose and need of the federal action and meets FAA design standards.

The following determinations are prescribed by the statutory provisions set forth in
the Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982, as codified in 49 USC §§47106
and 47107.

The FAA has determined the Proposed Action would result in safe and
efficient use of U.S. airspace as prescribed in 49 U.S.C. §40103(b).

The Proposed Action is reasonably necessary for use in air commerce (49
U.S.C. §44502(b)).

The Proposed Action is reasonably consistent with existing plans of public
agencies responsible for the development of the area surrounding the airport
(49 U.S.C. §47106(a)(1)).
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e The interests of the community in or near where the Proposed Action is
located have been given fair consideration (49 U.S.C. §47106(b)(2)).

10. DECISION AND ORDER

After careful and thorough consideration of the facts contained herein, the
undersigned finds the proposed Federal action is consistent with existing national
environmental policies and objectives as set forth in Section 101(a) of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and other applicable environmental
requirements. The undersigned also finds the proposed Federal action is not a
major federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment or
including any condition requiring any consultation pursuant to Section 102(2)(C) of
NEPA. As a result, the FAA will not prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for
this action.

This decision does not constitute a commitment of funds under the Airport
Improvement Program (AIP) or Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act of 2021
(IIJA), Public Law 117-58 (also referred to as the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law
(BIL)) however, it does fulfill the environmental prerequisites to approve
applications for grants of AIP or BIL funds for the Proposed Action in the future.
(49 U.S.C §47101)

Accordingly, under the authority delegated to me by the Administrator of the FAA, I
approve and direct that agency action be taken to implement the proposed SAT
Terminal Development Program presented to the FAA by City of San Antonio Airport
System. The approved action is specifically described in Part IV of this FONSI/ROD
and identified in the EA as the Proposed Project. This approval is to be taken under
the authority of 49 U.S.C. 40104, 44701, 46110, 47101, and 47122.

Ignacio Flores
Director, FAA Southwest Region
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Right of Appeal

This FONSI/ROD constitutes a final order of the FAA Administrator and is subject to
the exclusive judicial review under 49 USC §46110 by the U.S. Circuit Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia or the US Circuit Court of Appeals for the circuit
in which the person contesting the decision resides or has its principal place of
business. Any party having substantial interest in this order may apply for review
of the decision by filing a petition for review in the appropriate US Court of Appeals
no later than 60 days after the order is issued in accordance with the provisions of
49 USC §46110. Any party seeking to stay implementation of the ROD must file an
application with the FAA prior to seeking judicial relief as provided in Rule 18(a) of
the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure.
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