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Abstract:  

This EA evaluates the potential effects associated with the construction of a new warehouse 

complex on MacDill AFB, Florida.  Under the Preferred Alternative, four 4,800-square-foot (SF) 

warehouses, totaling 19,200 SF, would be constructed at the corner of North Boundary Boulevard 

and West Boundary Boulevard on MacDill AFB to provide mission-essential storage space for the 

U.S. Central Command, the Defense Intelligence Agency, and other tenants.  The proposed site is 

not within the 100-year or 500-year floodplain.  The warehouse complex, including building 

footprint, paved areas, stormwater retention pond, septic system, and green spaces, would cover 

approximately 4.5 acres.  The EA also evaluates the No Action Alternative, under a new warehouse 

complex would not be constructed at MacDill AFB.  The No Action Alternative is required under 

the National Environmental Policy Act to provide a baseline against which the environmental 

consequences of the Proposed Action can be measured.  After screening, three other alternatives 

were evaluated against selection standards, and no alternatives other than the Preferred Alternative 

were found to meet the purpose of and need for the new warehouse complex; the additional 

alternatives were eliminated from further analysis in the EA.  

Public Review Period:  15 June 2016 ï 18 July 2016 

Letters or other written comments provided may be published in the Final EA.  As required by law, substantive 

comments will be addressed in the Final EA and made available to the public.  Any personal information provided 

will be kept confidential.  Private addresses will be compiled to develop a mailing list of those requesting copies of 

the Final EA.  However, only the names of the individuals making comments and their specific comments will be 

disclosed.  Home addresses and personal phone numbers will not be published in the Final EA. 
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DRAFT FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT /FINDING OF NO PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVE  

Construction of an Additional Warehouse Complex, MacDill Air Force Base, Florida 

Pursuant to provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), Title 42 United 

States Code (U.S.C.) Sections 4321 et seq., implemented by Council on Environmental Quality 

(CEQ) Regulations at Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500ï1508, and the 

U.S. Air Forceôs (AF) NEPA regulations at 32 CFR Part 989, Environmental Impact Analysis 

Process, the AF assessed the potential environmental consequences associated with the 

construction of a new warehouse complex on MacDill Air Force Base (AFB), Tampa, Florida.  

The Proposed Action is needed to provide secure, covered warehouse space to store materials and 

supplies that support base operations.  Old warehouse facilities were too small and scattered 

throughout the base, and unable to accommodate warehouse storage needs.   

The Environmental Assessment (EA), which is herewith incorporated by reference into this 

finding, analyzes the potential environmental consequences of the Proposed Action, and provides 

measures to avoid or reduce adverse environmental effects.  The EA considers all potential adverse 

effects of the Preferred Alternative and the No Action Alternative.  It EA also considers cumulative 

environmental effects with other projects in the Region of Influence (ROI). 

Preferred Alternative  

MacDill AFB would construct a new warehouse complex on an undeveloped parcel at the corner 

of North Boundary Boulevard and West Boundary Boulevard.  This site is outside the 100-year 

and 500-year coastal floodplains.  The warehouse complex would provide mission-essential 

storage space for the U.S. Central Command (USCENTCOM), the Defense Intelligence Agency 

(DIA), and other tenants.  It would comprise four 4,800-square-foot warehouses, totaling 

19,200 square feet.  The complex, including building footprint, paved areas, stormwater retention 

pond, septic system, and green spaces, would cover approximately 4.5 acres.   

After screening three other alternatives against selection standards, no alternatives other than the 

Preferred Alternative were found to meet the purpose and need so the additional alternatives were 

eliminated from further consideration and not analyzed in the EA.  

No Action Alternative  

The Proposed Action would not occur.  USCENTCOM and DIA would continue to work with the 

limited space in their existing storage facility.  Other tenants would also continue to operate with 

current storage space.  Current storage space for USCENTCOM, DIA, and other tenants is lacking 

and cannot accommodate the requirements for support equipment.  The No Action Alternative 

does not meet the purpose and need, but it is carried forward for detailed analysis in the EA as a 

baseline for evaluation.   
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Summary of Findings 

The analyses of the affected environment and environmental consequences of implementing the 

Preferred Alternative as presented in the EA concluded that by implementing standing 

environmental protection measures and operational planning, the AF would be in compliance with 

all state and federal reporting requirements for implementation and pose no significant adverse 

impacts in the short or long term.  In addition, no significant, adverse, cumulative effects are 

expected when considered with past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects. 

Finding of No Significant Impact 

Based on my review of the facts and analyses contained in the attached EA, conducted under the 

provisions of NEPA, CEQ Regulations, and 32 CFR Part 989, I conclude that the construction of 

a warehouse complex on MacDill AFB, would not have a significant environmental impact, either 

by itself or cumulatively with other known projects.  Accordingly, an Environmental Impact 

Statement is not required.   

Finding of No Practicable Alternative 

According to the AF Environmental Impact Analysis Process, Supplement 1 (32 CFR Part 989), a 

Finding of No Practical Alternative (FONPA) is required for activities in wetlands in compliance 

with Executive Order (EO) 11990, Protection of Wetlands.  Construction at the Preferred 

Alternative site will require relocation of a man-made drainage feature (swale).  This vegetated 

drainage swale that conveys stormwater may exhibit wetland characteristics but is exempt from 

wetland mitigation under Chapter 403.813(1)(j) Florida Statutes, Chapter 62-330.051 Florida 

Administrative Code.  Relocation of the swale would result in a temporary impact on the water 

quality and wildlife functions.  However, these water quality and wildlife benefits would be 

quickly re-established following construction of a new drainage swale, resulting in no permanent 

impacts on wetland functions. 

Therefore, pursuant to the previously referenced EOs, and taking into consideration the findings 

of the EA, I find that there is no practicable alternative and the Preferred Alternative includes all 

practicable measures to minimize harm to the environment.  There are no other available areas 

located on MacDill AFB that would satisfy the objectives of the Proposed Action.  The AF has 

sent all required notices to federal agencies, single points of contact, the State of Florida, local 

government representatives, and the local news media.  

The signing of this combined FONSI/FONPA completes the environmental impact analysis 

process under AF regulations. 

__________________________________________ ________________________ 

ROWAYNE A. SCHATZ, JR.  DATE 

Major General, USAF 

Vice Commander, Air Mobility Command
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

This Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared in accordance with the requirements of 

Section 102(2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (42 United States 

Code [U.S.C.] 4321 et seq.); the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA-implementing 

regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500ï1508); and the U.S. Air Forceôs 

(AF) NEPA regulations (32 CFR Part 989). 

Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action  

This EA identifies, describes, and evaluates the potential environmental effects associated with the 

construction of a new warehouse complex on MacDill Air Force Base (AFB), Florida.  The 

purpose of this action is to provide additional warehouse space for MacDill AFB to accommodate 

an expressed need for secure, covered warehouse capacity to store various materials and supplies 

to support base operations, the 6th Air Mobility Wing (6 AMW) mission, and tenant organizations.  

Due to budget constraints and the loss of an off-site warehouse location, U.S. Central Command 

(USCENTCOM) and the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) need a secure, covered facility for 

the storage of support equipment at MacDill AFB.  Other existing facilities and warehouses on 

MacDill AFB are unable to accommodate the support equipment.  Other tenants have also 

expressed a need for additional warehouse space. 

Preferred Alternative 

Under the Preferred Alternative, four 4,800-square-foot (SF) warehouses, totaling 19,200 SF, 

would be constructed to provide mission-essential storage space for USCENTCOM, DIA, and 

other tenants at MacDill AFB.  The estimated cost for construction of one storage facility is 

approximately $880,000.  The complex would consist of up to four warehouses with a total cost 

of approximately $3.5 million.  The warehouse complex, including building footprint, paved areas, 

stormwater retention pond, septic system, and green spaces, would cover roughly 4.5 acres.  The 

proposed location is an undeveloped parcel at the corner of North Boundary Boulevard and West 

Boundary Boulevard.  This site is outside the 100-year and 500-year coastal floodplains.  

No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, a new warehouse complex would not be constructed at 

MacDill AFB.  USCENTCOM and DIA would continue to work with the limited space in their 

existing storage facility on the south end of the base.  Other tenants would also continue to operate 

with current storage space.  Current storage space for USCENTCOM, DIA, and other tenants is 

lacking and cannot accommodate the requirements for support equipment.  The No Action 

Alternative does not meet the purpose of and need for action, but it is carried forward for detailed 

analysis in this EA as a baseline against which the environmental effects of the Proposed Action 

can be evaluated. 
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Alternatives Considered but Not Carried Forward 

Three other alternatives were considered to determine whether they met the purpose of and need 

for additional warehousing at MacDill AFB.  Alternative 2 would add to or alter an existing storage 

facility on MacDill AFB.  There are currently no sufficiently sized storage facilities on-base, and 

the costs of retrofitting an existing storage facility would be high.  Alternative 3 would lease or 

purchase off-base warehouse facilities.  The closest warehouse facilities to MacDill AFB outside 

of the 100-year floodplain are 15 miles away from the base and cost-prohibitive.  Alternative 4 

would locate alternative siting options on MacDill AFB.  Additional warehouse facility sites were 

considered but have substantial environmental constraints that make them less suitable than the 

Preferred Alternative.  AF Environmental Impact Analysis Process selection standards were 

applied to each alternative to determine which could meet the requirements to fulfill the purpose 

of and need for the Proposed Action.  Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 did not meet the purpose and need 

selection standards, and were not carried forward for analysis in this EA.   

Environmental Consequences 

The Preferred Alternative would have no significant adverse effects on any environmental or 

cultural resources, or socioeconomic conditions at MacDill AFB or the surrounding areas.   

Implementation of the No Action Alternative would have no significant adverse effects on any 

environmental or cultural resources, or socioeconomic conditions at MacDill AFB or the 

surrounding areas.   

Table ES-1 summarizes the consequences for each resource area evaluated for both the Preferred 

Alternative and the No Action Alternative.   

Agency Consultation and Public Outreach  

Agency consultation letters are in Appendix A.  A summary of the agencies consulted and their 

responses are in Table ES-2.   

The AF will publish a Notice of Availability (NOA) of this Draft EA in the Tampa Bay Times.  In 

addition, the EA will be delivered to various agencies and organizations identified in the 

distribution list presented in Section 6.  The EA will be made available for public review and 

comment.   

Conclusion 

The Preferred Alternative would not have a significant adverse impact on the natural or human 

environment at MacDill AFB.  Therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement is not required, and 

a Finding of No Significant Impact is warranted. 
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Table ES-1.  Summary of Effects from the Preferred Alternative and No Action Alternative  

Environmental Resources Preferred Alternative No Action Alternative  

Air Installation Compatible 

Use Zone (AICUZ), Noise, 

and Land Use 

Short-term: Minor adverse effect 

Long-term: No effect 

Short-term: No effect 

Long-term: No effect 

Air Quality Short-term: Minor adverse effect 

Long-term: No effect 

Short-term: No effect 

Long-term: No effect 

Water Resources Short-term: Minor adverse effect 

Long-term: No effect 

Short-term: No effect 

Long-term: No effect 

Safety and Occupational 

Health 

Short-term: Minor adverse effect 

Long-term: No effect 

Short-term: No effect 

Long-term: No effect 

Hazardous Materials and 

Wastes 

Short-term: Minor adverse effect 

Long-term: No effect 

Short-term: No effect 

Long-term: No effect 

Biological and Natural 

Resources 

Short-term: Minor adverse effect 

Long-term: No effect 

Short-term: No effect 

Long-term: No effect 

Cultural Resources Short-term: No adverse effect 

Long-term: No adverse effect 

Short-term: No effect 

Long-term: No effect 

Geology, Topography, and 

Soils 

Short-term: Negligible adverse 

effect 

Long-term: No effect 

Short-term: No effect 

 

Long-term: No effect 
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Table ES-2.  Summary of Agency Consultation and Response  

Agency Response 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) (will be completed following consultation) 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration National Marine Fisheries 

Service (NMFS), Southeast Region, Habitat 

Conservation Division  

(will be completed following consultation) 

Florida State Historic Preservation Officer  (will be completed following consultation) 

Florida State Clearinghouse  (will be completed following consultation) 

Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida On 20 July 2015, a representative for the 

Miccosukee Tribe of Indians contacted the 

6 AMW front office.  The Miccosukee Tribe 

does not have any concerns about the 

proposed warehouse district, but if human 

remains are found during excavation, 

construction activities should halt and the 

tribe should be contacted.   

Seminole Tribe of Florida The Seminole Tribe of Florida Tribal 

requested a Phase I Cultural Resources 

Assessment Survey of the proposed 

Warehouse District site, which was completed 

in December 2015.  No cultural or 

archaeological resources were discovered.  

The Seminole Tribe of Florida did not object 

to the findings, and asked that they be 

informed in the event that any archaeological, 

historical, or burial resources are 

inadvertently discovered during project 

execution. 
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1 . P U R P O S E  O F A N D  N E E D  F O R  A C T I O N  

This Environmental Assessment (EA) identifies, describes, and evaluates the potential 

environmental impacts associated with the construction of a new warehouse complex on MacDill 

Air Force Base (AFB), Florida.  This EA has been prepared pursuant to Section 102(2)(c) of the 

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] 4321 et seq.), 

the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA-implementing procedures (40 Code of 

Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500ï1508), and the U.S. Air Forceôs (AF) NEPA procedures 

(32 CFR Part 989).   

1 .1 I N T R O D U C T I O N  

The Proposed Action would take place at MacDill AFB, Florida.  The base occupies approximately 

5,630 acres and is in Hillsborough County, adjacent to the city of Tampa, at the southern tip of the 

Interbay Peninsula (Figure 1-1).  MacDill AFB is surrounded on three sides by Tampa Bay and 

Hillsborough Bay, and is bordered on the north by development within the city of Tampa.  

Approximately 80 percent (4,510 acres) of the landmass at MacDill AFB is in the 100-year coastal 

floodplain, which is in the Special Flood Hazard Zone of the Federal Emergency Management 

Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map.  The proposed site for construction of the new 

warehouse complex is located in the northwest area of the base, at the corner of North Boundary 

Boulevard and West Boundary Boulevard.  The proposed site is not within the 100-year or 

500-year floodplain.  The complex would consist of up to four warehouses.   

The 6th Air Mobility Wing (6 AMW) is the host unit at MacDill AFB and reports to Air Mobility 

Command (AMC), headquartered at Scott AFB, Illinois.  The mission of the Wing is to provide 

worldwide aerial refueling and combatant command airlift in support of the AFôs ñGlobal Reach, 

Global Powerò mission and to provide support to Headquarters U.S. Central Command 

(USCENTCOM), Headquarters U.S. Special Operations Command (USSOCOM), and 26 other 

mission partners that call MacDill AFB home (MacDill AFB 2015).  In addition, MacDill AFB 

provides similar support to tenant agencies and the surrounding community, including more than 

73,000 retirees and their families (MacDill AFB 2014).  The organizational structure of the 

6 AMW consists primarily of a maintenance group, medical group, operations group, and mission 

support group. 

1 .2 PU R P O S E  O F  T H E  PR O P O S E D  A C T I O N  

The purpose of this action is to construct additional warehouse space at MacDill AFB.  In 2010, 

an EA was prepared to analyze the construction of eight new 4,800-square-foot (SF) warehouses.  

The site originally assessed in the 2010 EA is on the western side of MacDill AFB and is built out; 

no additional warehouses can fit within the assessed site.  Only five warehouses were able to be 

built within the site that was analyzed in 2010.  Multiple organizations on MacDill AFB still 

identify the need for secure, covered warehouse space to store various materials and supplies to 

support base operations, the 6 AMW mission, and tenant organizations.  Old warehouse facilities, 

which were too small and scattered throughout the base, would continue to be demolished to 

provide space for other mission-essential facilities (AMC 2010a).   
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Figure 1-1.  MacDill Air Force Base and Surrounding Area 
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1 .3 N E E D  F O R  T H E  PR O P O S E D  A C T I O N  

Due to budget constraints and the loss of an off-site warehouse location, USCENTCOM and the 

Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) need a secure, covered facility for the storage of support 

equipment at MacDill AFB.  Other existing facilities and warehouses on MacDill AFB are unable 

to accommodate the additional support equipment.  Other tenants have also expressed a need for 

additional warehouse space. 

1 .4 D E C I S I O N  T O  B E  M A D E  

The decision to be made is the selection of an alternative for MacDill AFB to support the 

construction of additional warehouse space.  The decision options are as follows: 

¶ Continue with current operations (the No Action Alternative) 

¶ Select an alternative and prepare a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)/Finding of 

No Practical Alternative (FONPA) 

¶ Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) if the alternatives would result in 

significant environmental impacts 

1 .5 A G E N C Y  A N D  I N T E R G O V E R N M E N T A L  C O O R D I N A T I O N  

C O N S U L T A T I O N S   

1 . 5 . 1 I N T E R A G E N C Y  A N D  I N T E R G O V E R N M E N T A L  

C O O R D I N A T I O N  A N D  C O N S U L T A T I O N S  

Federal, state, and local agencies with jurisdiction that could be affected by the alternative actions 

were notified and consulted during the development of this EA.   

Appendix A contains the list of agencies consulted during this analysis and copies of 

correspondence. 

1 . 5 . 2 G O V E R N M E N T - T O - G O V E R N M E N T  C O N S U L T A T I O N S  

Executive Order (EO) 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments 

(6 November 2000), directs federal agencies to coordinate and consult with Native American tribal 

governments whose interests might be directly and substantially affected by activities on federally 

administered lands.  To comply with legal mandates, federally recognized tribes that are affiliated 

historically with the MacDill AFB geographic region are invited to consult on all proposed 

undertakings that have a potential to affect properties of cultural, historical, or religious 

significance to the tribes.  The tribal coordination process is distinct from the NEPA consultation 

or the Interagency/Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental Planning (IICEP) processes 

and requires separate notification to all relevant tribes.  The timelines for tribal consultation are 

also distinct from those of intergovernmental consultations.  The MacDill AFB point of contact 

for Native American tribes is the Base Commander.  The MacDill AFB point of contact for 

consultation with the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) and the Advisory Council on 

Historic Preservation is the Cultural Resources Manager. 

The Native American tribal governments that will be coordinated with regarding this action are 

listed in Section 6; consultation letters are in Appendix A. 
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1 . 5 . 3 PU B L I C  A N D  A G E N C Y  R E V I E W  O F  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  

A S S E S S M E N T 

NEPA ensures that environmental information is made available to the public during the decision-

making process and prior to actions being taken.  The premise of NEPA is that the quality of 

federal decisions will be enhanced if proponents provide information on their actions to other 

federal, state, and local agencies and the public, and involve them in the planning process.  The 

Intergovernmental Coordination Act and EO 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal 

Programs, require federal agencies to cooperate with and consider state and local views in 

implementing a federal proposal.  Section 6 of this EA contains the agency contact list for this 

Proposed Action.   

All agencies, organizations, and members of the public having a potential interest in the Proposed 

Action will be given an opportunity to provide comments on the EA during a 30-day review period.  

At the end of the 30-day review period, the AF will evaluate all comments received and will modify 

the EA and/or Proposed Action based on the comments as appropriate.  The AF may then execute 

a FONSI/FONPA and proceed with the Preferred Alternative.  If it is determined that 

implementation of the Preferred Alternative would result in significant effects, the AF will either 

publish in the Federal Register a Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS, revise the Preferred Alternative 

to avoid significant effects, incorporate mitigation to reduce the effect to less than significant, or 

not take the action.  Appendix A contains all agency and public coordination. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EA and FONSI/FONPA will be published in the 

Tampa Bay Times, announcing the availability of the EA for review.  The NOA will invite the 

public to review and comment on the Draft EA.  Public and agency comments are provided in 

Appendix A.   

Copies of the Draft EA and FONSI/FONPA will be made available for review on the MacDill AFB 

public website (www.macdill.af.mil) and at the following location: 

Tampa/Hillsborough County Public Library  

900 N. Ashley Drive 

Tampa, FL 33606 

1 . 5 . 4 A P P L I C A B L E  R E G U L A T O R Y  R E Q U I R E M E N T S   

This environmental analysis has been conducted in accordance with the Presidentôs CEQ 

regulations, 40 CFR Parts 1500ï1508, as they implement the requirements of NEPA, 

42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq., and the AF Environmental Impact Analysis Process (EIAP), as 

promulgated in 32 CFR Part 989.  These regulations require federal agencies to analyze the 

potential environmental effects of proposed actions and alternatives and to use these analyses to 

make decisions on a proposed action.  Cumulative effects of other ongoing activities also must be 

assessed in combination with the Proposed Action.  The CEQ was instituted to oversee federal 

policy in this process.  The CEQ regulations direct that an EA be prepared in order to provide 

sufficient evidence and analysis to determine whether to prepare an EIS or a FONSI/FONPA.  

Furthermore, an EA aids in an agencyôs compliance with NEPA when an EIS is not necessary, and 

facilitates preparation of an EIS when one is necessary. 
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Title 32 CFR Part 989 specifies the AF procedural requirements for the implementation of NEPA 

and preparation of an EA.  Other environmental regulatory requirements relevant to the Proposed 

Action and No Action Alternative are also identified in this EA.  Regulatory requirements under 

the following programs, among others, are assessed: Noise Control Act, Clean Air Act (CAA), 

Clean Water Act, National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Endangered Species Act (ESA), 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), Toxic Substances Control Act, Occupational 

Safety and Health Act, and Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA).  Requirements also include 

compliance with EO 11988, Floodplain Management, amended in 2015 by EO 13690, 

Establishing a Federal Flood Risk Management Standard and a Process for Further Soliciting 

and Considering Stakeholder Input; EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands; and EO 12898, Federal 

Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations. 

1 . 5 . 5 C O A S T A L  Z O N E  C O N S I S T E N C Y  D E T E R M I N A T I O N  

The CZMA creates a state-federal partnership to ensure the protection of coastal resources.  The 

CZMA requires each federal activity within or outside the coastal zone that affects any land use, 

water use, or natural resources of the coastal zone, to be carried out in a manner that is consistent 

to the maximum extent practicable with the enforceable policies of the stateôs coastal zone 

management or watershed protection program.  Florida has a Coastal Management Program 

(CMP).  The CZMA presumes that ñdirect Federal activitiesò will directly affect the coastal zone.  

According to the Florida CMP, ñdirect Federal activitiesò are those that ñare conducted or 

supported by or on behalf of a Federal agency in the exercise of its statutory responsibilities, 

including development projects.ò 

The CZMA instructs federal agencies carrying out activities that are subject to coastal zone 

consistency requirements to provide a ñconsistency determinationò to the relevant state agency.  

The federal regulations implementing the CZMA then require the state agency to inform the federal 

agency of its agreement or disagreement with the federal agencyôs consistency determination.  The 

Proposed Action analyzed in this EA requires a consistency determination to be submitted by the 

AF to the relevant Florida agency, and a response from the State of Florida of either agreement or 

disagreement with that determination.  The AFôs Consistency Determination is in Appendix B.  

This EA and the AFôs Consistency Determination was submitted to the Florida State 

Clearinghouse for a multiagency review.   
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2 . D E S C R I P T I O N  O F T H E  P R O P O S E D  A C T I O N  A N D  

A LT E R N AT I V E S  

2 .1 D E T A I L E D  D E S C R I P T I O N  O F  T H E  PR O P O S E D  A C T I O N  

MacDill AFB personnel have an expressed need for secure, covered warehouse capacity to store 

various materials and supplies to support base operations, the 6th Air Mobility Wing (6 AMW) 

mission, and tenant organizations.  Due to budget constraints and the loss of an off-site warehouse 

location, U.S. Central Command (USCENTCOM) and the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) 

need a secure, covered facility for the storage of support equipment at MacDill AFB.  Other 

existing facilities and warehouses on MacDill AFB are unable to accommodate the support 

equipment.  Other tenants have also expressed a need for additional warehouse space. 

Under the Proposed Action, a new warehouse complex would be constructed to provide mission-

essential storage space for USCENTCOM, DIA, and other tenants at MacDill AFB.  The Preferred 

Alternative  would consist of up to four warehouses with a total cost of approximately $3.5 million.   

Each facility would be designed using standard engineering principles and constructed to comply 

with the MacDill AFB Architectural Compatibility Plan.  The buildings would be designed to 

withstand hurricane-force winds of up to 150 miles per hour in accordance with current building 

standards.  The facilities would comply with Department of Defense (DOD) minimum anti-

terrorism/force protection (AT/FP) construction standards.   

2 .2 SE L E C T I O N  ST A N D A R D S   

NEPA and CEQ regulations mandate the consideration of reasonable alternatives for a proposed 

action.  ñReasonable alternativesò are those that also could be utilized to meet the purpose of and 

need for a proposed action.  Per the requirements of 32 CFR Part 989, the AF EIAP regulations, 

selection standards are used to identify alternatives for meeting the purpose of and need for the 

Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action alternatives must meet the following selection standards: 

1. provide secure, covered warehouse space to store various materials and supplies  

2. meet current AT/FP requirements  

3. may not be within the 100-year floodplain, to meet storage needs for computer systems 

and support equipment  

4. minimize environmental effects.  

2 .3 SC R E E N I N G  O F  A L T E R N A T I V E S   

The following potential alternatives that might meet the purpose of and need for additional 

warehousing at MacDill AFB were considered:  

¶ Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) ï Construct the Proposed Action on an undeveloped 

parcel at the corner of North Boundary Boulevard and West Boundary Boulevard.  

Alternative 1, herein after referred to as the Preferred Alternative, is described in more 

detail in Section 2.4.1. 
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¶ Alternative 2 ï Add to or alter an existing storage facility on MacDill AFB.  There are 

currently no sufficiently sized storage facilities on base, and the costs of retrofitting an 

existing storage facility would be high.   

¶ Alternative 3 ï Lease or purchase off-base warehouse facilities.  The closest warehouse 

facility to MacDill AFB outside of the 100-year floodplain is 15 miles away from the base.   

¶ Alternative 4 ï Alternative siting options on MacDill AFB for the construction of the 

Proposed Action.  Additional warehouse facility sites were considered but had substantial 

environmental constraints that make them less suitable than the Preferred Alternative.   

The selection standards described in Section 2.2 were applied to these alternatives to determine 

which alternative(s) could meet the requirements for construction of a new warehouse complex at 

MacDill AFB and would fulfill the purpose of and need for the Proposed Action (see Table 2-1). 

Table 2-1.  Screening of Alternatives 

Alternative Descriptions 
Selection Standards 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Alternative 2 Yes No Yes Yes 

Alternative 3 Yes No Yes Yes 

Alternative 4 Yes Yes No No 

 

2 .4 D E T A I L E D  D E S C R I P T I O N  O F  T H E  A L T E R N A T I V E S   

Five alternatives, which are Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative), Alternative 2, Alternative 3, 

Alternative 4, and the No Action Alternative, are considered in the detailed description of the 

alternatives.   

2 . 4 . 1 A L T E R N A T I V E  1 :  PR E F E R R E D  A L T E R N A T I V E  

The Preferred Alternative would provide mission-essential storage space for USCENTCOM, DIA, 

and other tenants at MacDill AFB in the form of four 4,800 SF warehouses totaling 19,200 SF.  

The estimated cost for constructing one warehouse facility is approximately $880,000.  It would 

utilize an undeveloped parcel at the corner of North Boundary Boulevard and West Boundary 

Boulevard.  This site is outside the 100-year and 500-year coastal floodplains (see Figure 2-1).  An 

Environmental Restoration Program (ERP) site, Solid Waste Management Unit (SWMU) 28, is 

just south of the site. The boundaries of SWMU 28 are well defined, and the constituents of 

concern at this site do not represent an immediate threat.  SWMU 28 underwent remedial action 

in fiscal year 2015 to remove all contaminated soils.  Groundwater monitoring is continuing to 

achieve closeout for soil.  If soil or groundwater contamination is encountered during construction 

activities, work would be halted until coordination with the MacDill AFB ERP office could be 

completed to determine the appropriate management strategy for the site. 
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Figure 2-1.  Warehouse Complex under the Preferred Alternative 
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Each of the four warehouses would be constructed on a new concrete slab measuring 

approximately 48 feet by 100 feet.  The facilities would be constructed using steel I-beams for the 

interior frame, or skeleton.  The walls would be constructed using two-inch-thick textured wall 

panels.  The roofs would consist of a VSRÊ roof system with a minimum R-19 insulation rating.  

One end of each facility would have an 18-foot-wide roll-up metal door to allow vehicles to drive 

into the building to pick up or drop off materials and supplies.  A lockable, three-foot-wide metal 

door would be located next to the large roll-up door.  A small area inside each storage facility 

would be enclosed to create a restroom.  A concrete driveway to the new storage facilities would 

be constructed to provide access to the warehouses.  A septic system would be constructed on-site.  

The USCENTCOM and DIA storage facility would be the first of four warehouses within this new 

warehouse complex.  The typical elevation view of a similar project is shown in Figure 2-2. 

Each warehouse would result in the installation of approximately 6,000 SF of new impervious 

surface (4,800 SF facility plus 1,200 SF pavement).  In total, the warehouse complex could require 

up to 24,000 SF of new impervious surfaces, including the facilities and concrete driveways.  No 

existing impervious surfaces would be removed.   

To compensate for the increased impervious surfaces, an on-site stormwater detention basin would 

be constructed to collect stormwater runoff from the building and parking areas.  The proposed 

stormwater detention areas would not be wet ponds.  The stormwater detention basin would allow 

collected stormwater to infiltrate the ground slowly, recharging the surficial aquifer.  The 

stormwater detention basin would be designed and sized to meet the requirements of the Southwest 

Florida Water Management District (SWFWMD).  Prior to disturbing the site, a silt fence would 

be installed around the construction site to reduce erosion that results from wind and surface-water 

runoff.  Once the warehouse has been constructed and landscaping has been installed, any 

remaining disturbed areas of the site would be covered with sod.   

2 . 4 . 2 A L T E R N A T I V E  2 :  A D D  T O  O R  A L T E R  E X I S T I N G  ST O R A G E  

F A C I L I T Y  

This alternative would renovate and expand an existing storage facility on-base to meet the mission 

needs of USCENTCOM and DIA for storage of their supplies and equipment.  Storage facilities 

are in short supply throughout the base, and at this time a sufficiently sized storage facility is 

unavailable.  The costs associated with expanding and retrofitting an existing building to serve as 

a storage facility were estimated to exceed the cost of new construction (6 CES/CEP 2014).  New 

construction is always preferred over renovation if costs are similar; therefore, this alternative was 

not reasonable and removed from further consideration. 

2 . 4 . 3 A L T E R N A T I V E  3 :  L E A S I N G  O R  PU R C H A S I N G  A N  O F F -

B A S E  W A R E H O U S E  

Leasing or purchasing warehouse space in a local off-base support facility was considered and 

determined to be impracticable for communications, security, response-time, and transportation 

reasons.  The closest available warehouse space of sufficient size that is located outside of the 100-

year floodplain is approximately 15 miles (at least 30 minutes of driving time) from MacDill AFB. 
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Figure 2-2.  Typical Elevation View of Project Similar to the Preferred Alternative 

 
Source: 6 CES/CEP 2014 
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Typical lease rates for warehouse space in the Tampa Bay area range from $4 to $10 per square 

foot per month.  The combined total need for warehouse space for the Proposed Action is 

19,200 SF; therefore, the annual lease cost would range from $921,600 to $2,304,000.  The cost 

to construct all four warehouses on MacDill AFB is estimated to be $3.5 million.  The payback, 

excluding the additional costs for utilities, maintenance, and upkeep of the property; transportation 

costs; and renovations for AT/FP requirements, would range from 1.5 to 3.8 years 

(6 CES/CEP 2014).   

Typical purchase prices for a warehouse comparable to the size needed by MacDill AFB in the 

Tampa Bay area ranges from $1.5 million to $2.5 million.  Augmentation of the warehouse space 

to meet current AT/FP requirements would result in additional expenses following purchase of the 

warehouse.  Annual costs for utilities, maintenance, and upkeep of the property would also be 

incurred (6 CES/CEP 2014). 

In summary, storing materials and supplies at an off-base location would require military and 

civilian personnel to travel off-base, taking them away from their jobs for longer periods, 

increasing off-base traffic, creating unnecessary traffic at the base security gates, and needlessly 

consuming additional gasoline, which creates additional greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.  The 

increased logistical requirements for storing, obtaining, and using the supplies diminishes the 

feasibility of the off-base warehouse option.  In addition, the leased facility and associated parking 

area would require additional renovations to meet the current DOD AT/FP standards, found in 

Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) 4-010-01, DOD Minimum Antiterrorism Standards for Buildings.  

Leasing or purchasing warehouse space at an off-base location outside the floodplain is therefore 

not reasonable and removed from further consideration. 

2 . 4 . 4 A L T E R N A T I V E  4 :  A L T E R N A T I V E  SI T I N G  O P T I O N S  

Three additional siting options for construction of the Proposed Action were initially considered 

on MacDill AFB.  These siting options are identified as Options B, C, and D, and are shown in 

Figure 2-3.  Option B is located on a parcel south of North Boundary Boulevard and west of Radar 

Road.  Option C is located on a parcel south of North Boundary Boulevard.  Option D is located 

on a parcel south of North Boundary Boulevard, east of West Boundary Boulevard, and west of 

Transmitter Road (6 CES/CEV 2014).  All of these options are near warehouses that were 

constructed as proposed in the 2010 Warehouse EA. 

Options B, C, and D are all within the 100-year floodplain, and all would require tree clearing.  

Option B would require the demolition of Building 1101.  Option D is near a wetland/drainage 

ditch that could be directly affected by warehouse construction activities.  In comparison with 

Option A, which is the preferred siting alternative considered under the Proposed Action, these 

sites were determined to be less desirable because they have greater potential for adverse 

environmental effects.  In addition, the Preferred Alternative is a practicable alternative outside of 

the 100-year and 500-year coastal floodplain.  Therefore, Options B, C, and D were removed from 

further consideration. 
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Figure 2-3.  Alternative 4, Siting Options 
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2 . 4 . 5 N O  A C T I O N  A L T E R N A T I V E  

Under the No Action Alternative, a new warehouse complex would not be constructed at 

MacDill AFB.  USCENTCOM and DIA would continue to work with the limited space in their 

existing storage facility on the southern end of the base.  Other tenants would also continue to 

operate with current storage space.  Current storage space for USCENTCOM, DIA, and other 

tenants is lacking and cannot accommodate the requirements for support equipment.  The No 

Action Alternative does not meet the purpose of and need for action, but it is carried forward for 

detailed analysis in this EA as a baseline against which the environmental effects of the Proposed 

Action can be evaluated. 

2 .5 A L T E R N A T I V E S  E L I M I N A T E D  F R O M  F U R T H E R  

C O N S I D E R A T I O N  

The AF EIAP requires the analysis of reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Action and the No 

Action Alternative.  Reasonable alternatives are those that ñmeet the underlying purpose and need 

for the Proposed Action and that would cause a reasonable person to inquire further before 

choosing a particular course of actionò (32 CFR Part 989).  Alternatives may be eliminated from 

further analysis based on operational, technical, or environmental standards that are applicable to 

the project.   

As none of the other alternatives that were considered would meet the purpose and need, the 

following alternatives have been eliminated from further consideration and are not carried forward 

for analysis in this EA:  

¶ Alternative 2 

¶ Alternative 3 

¶ Alternative 4 
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3 . A F F E C T E D  E N V I R O N M E N T  

The Region of Influence (ROI) for the Proposed Action is MacDill AFB, unless otherwise 

specified for a particular resource area where that resource would have a different ROI. 

3 .1 SC O P E  O F  T H E  A N A L Y S I S   

This section describes the current conditions of the environmental resources, either man-made or 

natural, that would be affected by implementing the Preferred Alternative or the No Action 

Alternative. 

Based on the scope of the Proposed Action, issues with minimal or no effects were identified 

through a preliminary screening process.  The following describes those resource areas not carried 

forward for a detailed analysis, along with the rationale for their elimination. 

Regardless of the alternative selected, the following resources would not be affected by the 

Proposed Action and are not discussed in detail in this EA: 

Asbestos and Lead-based Paint.  The Preferred Alternative and the No Action Alternative do not 

involve the construction or demolition of facilities containing asbestos or lead-based paint.  

Therefore, the AF excluded asbestos and lead-based paint from any further evaluation. 

Environmental Justice and Protection of Children.  EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address 

Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, assures that federal 

agencies focus attention on the potential for a proposed federal action to cause disproportionately 

high and adverse health effects on minority and/or low-income populations.  Potential health and 

safety effects that could disproportionately affect children are considered under the guidelines 

established by EO 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety 

Risks.  The project area is entirely on MacDill AFB property, so no environmental justice areas of 

low-income and/or minority or child populations are located immediately adjacent to the project 

area, and site construction would not adversely affect low-income and/or minority or child 

populations.  After a careful analysis of the Proposed Action and alternatives, it has been 

determined that no minority or low-income group would be unduly affected by the Preferred 

Alternative or No Action Alternative.  Consequently, the AF has eliminated environmental justice 

from detailed evaluation. 

Socioeconomics.  The Preferred Alternative would cost approximately $3.5 million, based on cost 

estimates for materials, transport, and installation.  This is less than 0.001 percent of the nearly 

$2.9 billion annual economic impact that MacDill AFB provides to the local economy, and would 

therefore constitute a negligible, beneficial effect on the workforce in the region during the 

warehouse complex construction (MacDill AFB 2014).  Consequently, the AF determined that the 

socioeconomic impact from the Preferred Alternative did not warrant further evaluation and 

eliminated it from further consideration in this EA. 
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Issues Studied in Detail  

Preliminary analysis, based on the scope of the Preferred Alternative and the No Action 

Alternative, identified the following potential environmental issues warranting detailed analysis: 

Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ), land use, and noise; air quality; water resources; 

safety and occupational health; hazardous materials and wastes; biological and natural resources; 

cultural resources; and geology, topography, and soils.   

3 .2 A I R  I N S T A L L A T I O N  C O M P A T I B L E  U S E  Z O N E S,  N O I S E ,  

A N D  L A N D  U S E   

The AICUZ program is used to protect public safety and health, and the AF mission.  An AICUZ 

study identifies and analyzes many factors, including noise levels, aircraft flight paths, and 

accident potential zones (APZs).  The study results can be used to identify land uses that are either 

compatible or incompatible with noise and safety concerns from aircraft in the area surrounding a 

runway and AF base.   

3 . 2 . 1 N O I S E  

Noise is defined as any sound that is undesirable because it interferes with communication, is 

intense enough to damage hearing, or is otherwise annoying.  Noise can be intermittent or 

continuous, and can involve a number of sources and frequencies.  The human response to 

increased sound levels varies according to source, characteristics of the sound source, distance 

between a source and a receptor, receptor sensitivity, and time of day.  To evaluate the total daily 

community noise environment, a day-night average sound level (DNL) is used.  Guidelines that 

relate DNL values to compatible land uses were published in 1980 by the Federal Interagency 

Committee on Urban Noise.  Since their issuance, federal agencies have generally adopted the 

committeeôs guidelines for noise analysis.  Most federal agencies have identified the 

65 A-weighted decibel (dBA) DNL as a criterion that protects those most affected by noise and 

that can often be achieved on a practical basis.   

Base activities with the highest potential noise effects are the aircraft/airspace operations.  The 

2008 MacDill AFB AICUZ study, which was reevaluated with no major changes in 2014, plotted 

the DNL from 65 to 80 dBA for a typical busy day at MacDill AFB; the DNL contours reflect the 

aircraft operations at MacDill AFB (MacDill AFB 2014).  The 65 dBA DNL contour covers the 

main runway, and extends about one mile southwest over Tampa Bay, and about 1.5 miles 

northeast over Hillsborough Bay.   

The Preferred Alternative site is located in an industrial area of MacDill AFB near the baseôs 

northwestern boundary.  The closest off-base sensitive noise receptors include low-density housing 

approximately 175 feet west of the westernmost portion of the Preferred Alternative site, along 

South Manhattan Avenue.  Principal noise sources in the vicinity include aircraft operations and 

military and civilian vehicle traffic on proximate roadways. 
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3 . 2 . 2 L A N D  U S E   

MacDill AFB comprises 5,866 acres of land and easements.  The 2011 MacDill AFB Installation 

Development Plan classifies six specific districts to guide future development of the base.  The 

Installation Development Plan (IDP) identifies desired functional relationships within each 

district, identified as North Area, Industrial ñA,ò Industrial ñB,ò Airfield, Core, and Outdoor 

Activity (AMC 2011a).  The Preferred Alternative site falls within the Industrial ñAò area, which 

provides industrial support to the airfield activity mission (AMC 2011a). 

Land use surrounding the Preferred Alternative site is classified as Aircraft Operations and 

Maintenance, which includes aircraft hangars, aircraft maintenance shop, general purpose shop, 

aerospace support equipment, squadron operations, control tower, and others (AMC 2011a).   

3 .3 A I R  Q U A L I T Y   

3 . 3 . 1 A I R  PO L L U T A N T S  A N D  R E G U L A T I O N S  

The CAA of 1970 directed the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to 

develop, implement, and enforce strong environmental regulations that would ensure cleaner air 

for all Americans.  To protect public health and welfare, the USEPA developed concentration-

based standards called National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  The USEPA 

established both primary and secondary NAAQS.  Primary standards define levels of air quality 

necessary to protect public health with an adequate margin of safety.  Secondary standards define 

air quality levels necessary to protect public welfare (i.e., soils, vegetation, property, and wildlife) 

from any known or anticipated adverse effects.  NAAQS currently are established for six air 

pollutants (known as criteria air pollutants): carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOx), ozone 

(O3), sulfur oxides (SOx) (measured as sulfur dioxide [SO2]), lead (Pb), and particulate matter.  

Particulate matter standards incorporate two particulate classes: (1) particulate matter with an 

aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 micrometers (PM10), and (2) particulate matter with 

an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 2.5 micrometers (PM2.5).  Carbon dioxide (CO2) is 

not a criteria pollutant but it is important as a GHG.  As promulgated in the FAC 62-204.800, the 

State of Florida has adopted each of the NAAQS as the Florida standards (see Table 3-1). 

The CAA requires each state to promulgate a State Implementation Plan (SIP) that provides for 

implementation, maintenance, and enforcement of the NAAQS.  Federal actions must conform to 

the provisions of the approved SIP, which is developed and maintained locally by the Florida 

Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) under Chapter 62 of the Florida Administrative 

Code (FAC).  Title V of the CAA requires identification and characterization of emissions from 

all minor sources, including aircraft maintenance facilities, fuel storage tanks, and emissions from 

aircraft and motor vehicles. 

All areas within each AQCR are assigned a designation of attainment, nonattainment, 

maintenance, unclassifiable attainment, or not designated attainment for each criteria air pollutant.  

An attainment designation indicates that the air quality within an area is as good as or better than 

the NAAQS.  Nonattainment indicates that air quality within a specific geographical area exceeds 

applicable NAAQS.  Maintenance indicates that an area was previously designated nonattainment 

but is now attainment.  Unclassifiable and not designated indicate that the air quality cannot be or 

has not been classified on the basis of available information as meeting or not meeting the NAAQS.  

Areas designated as unclassifiable or not designated are treated as attainment per the CAA 

Amendments of 1990. 
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Table 3-1.  National Ambient Air Quality Standards  

Criteria 

Pollutant 

Averaging 

Time 

Primary  

NAAQS 

Secondary 

NAAQS Form  

Carbon 

Monoxide 

8-hour 

1-hour 

9 ppm 

35 ppm 

No standard 

No standard 

Not to be exceeded more 

than once year 

Lead a Quarterly 0.15 µg/m3 0.15 µg/m3 Not to be exceeded 

Nitrogen 

Dioxide 

1-hour 

 

 

 

1-year 

100 ppb 

 

 

 

53 ppb 

No standard 

 

 

 

53 ppb 

98th percentile of 1-hour 

daily maximum 

concentrations, averaged 

over 3 years 

Annual Mean 

Ozone b 8-hour 0.070 ppm 0.070 ppm Annual fourth-highest 

daily maximum 8-hour 

concentration, averaged 

over 3 years 

PM2.5  1-year  

 

24-hour 

12.0 µg/m3 

 

35 µg/m3 

15.0 µg/m3 

 

35 µg/m3 

Annual mean, averaged 

over 3 years 

98th percentile, averaged 

over 3 years 

PM10 24-hour 150 µg/m3 150 µg/m3 Not to be exceeded more 

than once per year on 

average over 3 years 

Sulfur Dioxide  1-hour 

 

 

 

3-hour 

75 ppb c 

 

 

 

No standard 

No standard 

 

 

 

0.5 ppm 

99th percentile of 1-hour 

daily maximum 

concentrations, averaged 

over 3 years 

Not to be exceeded more 

than once per year 

ppm=parts per million; ppb=parts per billion; ɛg/m3=microgram per cubic meter 

Notes: 

a In areas designated nonattainment for the lead standards prior to the promulgation of the current (2008) standards, 

and for which implementation plans to attain or maintain the current (2008) standards have not been submitted 

and approved, the previous standards (1.5 µg/m3 as a calendar quarter average) also remain in effect.    

b Final rule signed 1 October 2015, and effective 28 December 2015.  The previous (2008) O3 standards additionally 

remain in effect in some areas.  Revocation of the previous (2008) O3 standards and transitioning to the current 

(2015) standards will be addressed in the implementation rule for the current standards.  

c  The previous SO2 standards (0.14 ppm 24-hour and 0.03 ppm annual) will additionally remain in effect in certain 

areas: (1) any area for which it is not yet 1 year since the effective date of designation under the current (2010) 

standards, and (2) any area for which implementation plans providing for attainment of the current (2010) standard 

have not been submitted and approved and which is designated nonattainment under the previous SO2 standards 

or is not meeting the requirements of a SIP call under the previous SO2 standards (40 CFR 50.4(3)). 

Source: USEPA 2016 
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MacDill AFB is located in Hillsborough County within the West Central Florida Intrastate AQCR 

as defined in 40 CFR 81.96.  The Environmental Protection Commission (EPC) of Hillsborough 

County has received full air permitting delegation from the State.  This allows the EPC to 

exclusively conduct permitting determinations, process applications, and issue air pollution 

permits for most facilities.  A small portion of Hillsborough County is currently designated as a 

nonattainment area for SO2, and a small portion of Tampa, is designated as a nonattainment area 

for lead (USEPA 2011).  Specifically, the Hillsborough County area that is not in attainment for 

SO2 is a polygon surrounding the Mosaic Fertilizer LLC Facility in Riverview, Florida, as 

designated in 40 CFR 81.310.  Specifically, the Tampa area that is not in attainment for lead is 

bounded by a 1.5-kilometer radius centered at Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) coordinates 

364,104 meters, 3,093,830 meters N, Zone 17, which surrounds the EnviroFocus Technologies 

Facility in eastern Tampa.  These areas do not overlap MacDill AFB.  The area encompassed by 

MacDill AFB is currently classified as being ñin attainmentò for all criteria pollutants under the 

NAAQS; therefore, the Conformity Rule does not apply to MacDill AFB.   

Federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations also define air pollutant 

emissions from proposed major stationary sources or modifications to be ñsignificantò if 

(1) a proposed project is within 10 kilometers of any Class I area, and (2) regulated pollutant 

emissions would cause an increase in the 24-hour average concentration of any regulated pollutant 

in the Class I area of 1.0 µg/m3 or more (40 CFR 52.21(b)(23)(iii)).  PSD regulations also define 

ambient air increments, limiting the allowable increases in any areaôs baseline air contaminant 

concentrations, based on the areaôs designation as Class I, II, or III (40 CFR 52.21(c)).  

MacDill AFB is not within 10 kilometers of a Class I area; therefore, the PSD regulations do not 

apply. 

Based primarily on the scientific assessments of the United States Global Change Research 

Program (USGCRP) and the National Research Council, USEPA has issued a finding that the 

changes in our climate caused by increased concentrations of atmospheric GHG emissions 

endanger public health and welfare.  CEQ issued draft guidance directing federal agencies to 

consider the potential effects of a proposed action on climate change, as indicated by its estimated 

GHG emissions, and the implications of climate change for the environmental effects of a proposed 

action.  Furthermore, an agencyôs climate change analysis should be commensurate with projected 

GHG emissions and climate impacts (CEQ 2014).  

FAC Chapter 62-296 requires that no person shall allow the emissions of unconfined particulate 

matter from any activity (e.g., vehicular movement, transportation of materials, construction, 

demolition, or wrecking) without taking reasonable precautions to prevent such emissions.  

Reasonable precautions include the following:  

¶ paving and maintenance of roads, parking areas, and yards 

¶ applications of water or chemicals (foam) to control emissions from activities such as 

demolition, grading roads, construction, and land clearing  

¶ application of asphalt, water, or other dust suppressants to unpaved roads, yards, open stock 

piles, and similar areas 

¶ removal of particulate matter from roads and other paved areas under the control of the 

owner or operator of the facility to prevent re-entrainment, and from building or work areas 

to prevent particulates from becoming airborne 

¶ landscaping or planting of vegetation 
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3 . 3 . 2 B A S E L I N E  A I R  E M I S S I O N S  

An air emissions inventory is an estimate of the total mass emissions of pollutants generated by a 

source or sources over a period of time, typically a year.  The quantity of air pollutants is generally 

measured in pounds per year.  Emissions sources can be categorized as stationary or mobile.  

Stationary sources can be identified by name and operated at a fixed location.  Mobile sources are 

vehicles or equipment with gasoline or diesel engines (e.g., an airplane or a ship).  Mobile sources 

are divided into two types: highway and off-highway.  Highway mobile sources are vehicles such 

as cars, light trucks, heavy trucks, buses, engines, and motorcycles.  Off-highway sources are 

aircraft, locomotives, diesel and gasoline boats and ships, personal watercraft, lawn and garden 

equipment, agricultural and construction equipment, and recreational vehicles.  Accurate air 

emissions inventories are needed for estimating the relationship between emissions sources and 

air quality.  The most recent (2011) National Emission Inventory data from the USEPA filtered 

for Hillsborough County, which includes MacDill AFB, are provided in Table 3-2. 

MacDill AFB operates under a non-Title V Air Operation Permit No. 0570141-009-AO, which 

expired 25 June 2018, and was issued concurrently with Air Construction Permit No. 0570141-

010-AC.  The construction permit establishes the facility as a Synthetic non-Title V source from 

its previous Title V source status, by limiting the hours of operation of the emergency 

generators/engines.  The facility is a military base and includes an airfield, associated aircraft 

maintenance and support activities, and a wide variety of military and nonmilitary support 

operations.  The operations at the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration were 

exempted from air permitting on 2 June 2010, due to the low level of emissions from its operations.  

In addition, the operations of the 1.2-million-gallon-per-day wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) 

and the associated 11 stationary and portable engines were exempted when the WWTP facility 

was privatized.  The emissions sources at MacDill AFB are predominantly emergency internal 

combustion engines and generators, totaling 71 units; and multiple exempt sources, such as natural 

gas-fired external combustion heating units, fuel storage tanks, parts washers, woodworking 

activities, painting, and enclosed blasting operations. 

Table 3-2.  Year 2011 Baseline Emissions Inventory for  Hillsborough County, Florida 

Criteria Air 

Pollutant 

CO  

(tpy) 

NOx 

(tpy) 

PM10 

(tpy) 

SOx 

(tpy) 

VOC 

(tpy) 
CO2 

(tpy) b 

Stationary Sources a 24,555 8,345 14,337 14,829 20,926 165,200 

Mobile Total 170,026 28,103 2,364 1,608 17,303 8,456,395 

 Highway Vehicle 113,304 18,533 1,557 139 11,732 7,609,582 

 Off-Highway 56,722 9,570 807 1,469 5,571 846,813 

Grand Total 194,581 36,448 16,701 16,437 38,229 8,621,595 

Notes: 

a Stationary sources include the Tier 1 categories of fuel combustion electric utilities, fuel combustion industrial, 

fuel combustion other, metals processing, petroleum and related industry, other industrial, solvent utilization, 

storage and transport, waste disposal and recycling, and miscellaneous. 

b CO2 (not a criteria air pollutant) includes carbon dioxide from all sectors. 

Source: USEPA 2011 
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3 .4 W A T E R  R E S O U R C E S  

MacDill AFB is located in the southern west-central Florida groundwater basin of the Tampa Bay 

watershed, and the base is immediately adjacent to both Tampa Bay and Hillsborough Bay (Figure 

1-1).  Tampa Bay is the largest open-water estuary in Florida, and extends approximately 35 miles 

inland from the Gulf of Mexico (FDEP 2015).  MacDill AFB has 8.7 miles of shoreline along 

Tampa Bay and Hillsborough Bay.   

3 . 4 . 1 SU R F A C E  W A T E R  A N D  D R A I N A G E  

No natural surface waters enter or leave MacDill AFB boundaries prior to final discharge into 

Tampa Bay, and surface water on-base primarily originates from stormwater runoff (AMC 2010b).  

According to topographic maps, the entire base is an independent drainage area with no natural 

surface waters entering or leaving the site prior to final discharge into Tampa Bay.  Most of the 

base drains toward the southern tip of the Interbay Peninsula; however, the easternmost section of 

the base drains toward Hillsborough Bay.  About 25 percent of the baseôs surface cover is 

impervious.  The drainage system consists of a series of drainage ditches, culverts, storage ponds, 

and other infrastructure, and feeds directly into tidal creeks and canals or directly into Tampa Bay 

or Hillsborough Bay (AMC 2011a).  Man-made ponds exist primarily on the southeast portion of 

the base.  In the southern portion of the base, a poorly drained area includes Raccoon Hammock 

Creek and Broad Creek; this area is subject to shallow flooding by the highest of normal tides 

(AMC 2010b).   

The USEPA issued a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) multisector 

stormwater general permit (No. FLR05E128) to MacDill AFB in May 2011.  This permit 

authorizes the discharge of stormwater associated with industrial activity.  Areas of potential 

runoff contamination at the base are the runways and the airfield aprons. 

The base also maintains a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan to satisfy 40 CFR 

Part 112.  Per the same regulation, a Facility Response Plan was developed because the base 

adjoins navigable waters and shorelines, and because of the amount of fuel storage capacity that 

exists on MacDill AFB. 

The Preferred Alternative site for the Proposed Action is relatively flat with no surface water 

features other than one shallow drainage swale.  The swale runs from the northeast to southwest 

diagonally across the project site conveying temporary water drainage southward.  It is 520 linear 

feet long and is frequently maintained by mowing and trimming. 

3 . 4 . 2 G R O U N D W A T E R  

Two aquifer systems underlie MacDill AFB: the surficial aquifer and the Floridan aquifer.  The 

surficial aquifer system generally consists of sand, clayey sand, and shell, is unconfined, and is 

approximately 20 feet thick; however, the surficial aquifer is not used for water supply at 

MacDill AFB (AMC 2010b).  In residential areas beyond the base boundaries, small-diameter 

wells are installed in the surficial aquifer to supply small irrigation systems.  The Floridan aquifer 

underlies the surficial aquifer and is separated from it by a clay confining layer.  The Floridan 

aquifer is a major source of groundwater in the region, but it is not used for water supply at 
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MacDill AFB (AMC 2010b).  Potable water is supplied to MacDill AFB by the City of Tampa, 

which obtains most of its drinking water from surface water sources. 

The water table in the surficial aquifer is shallow and ranges from land surface near Tampa Bay 

and tidal creeks to approximately five feet below ground surface at inland locations.  Groundwater 

levels and flow directions generally are determined by low gradients and are tidally influenced by 

ditches and canals and by Hillsborough and Tampa Bays.  The direction of groundwater flow in 

the surficial aquifer is generally radial from the north-central portion of the base toward the 

coastline.  Groundwater mounding, or a localized elevation of the water table above natural levels, 

has been shown to occur in the golf course area where reclaimed water from the on-base WWTP 

is applied by spray irrigation. 

Recharge of the surficial aquifer is primarily through precipitation and is highly susceptible to 

groundwater contamination due to its shallow water table depth and permeable sediments.  

Groundwater quality has been affected by past and present base activities (AMC 2010b).  Elevated 

volatile organic compound (VOC) concentrations have been found in surficial aquifer groundwater 

at various sites that contain or contained petroleum storage tanks.  Elevated metals concentrations 

have been found in areas of former landfills, such as SWMU 28, which are discussed in Section 

3.6.  Elevated nitrate, nitrite, and pesticide concentrations have been identified in golf course areas. 

3 . 4 . 3 F L O O D P L A I N S  

A floodplain is an area that is susceptible to being inundated by a flood from any water source.  

FEMA defines floodplains by the likelihood that a given area will be flooded in a year.  A 100-

year floodplain is an area that has a one percent chance of flooding in any given year; a 500-year 

floodplain has a 0.2 percent chance of flooding in any given year.  Eighty percent of MacDill AFB 

is within the 100-year floodplain (AMC 2010b). 

Tropical storms and hurricanes can cause flooding on much of or the entire base.  The southern 

portion of the base is the most susceptible to flooding during storm events.  Street flooding also 

can occur during heavy rains in the densely developed areas of MacDill AFB (AMC 2011a). 

Since 1977, EO 11988, Floodplain Management, has charged Federal agencies with avoiding to 

all practicable extents any effects on the floodplain that would significantly and adversely affect 

human safety, health, and welfare.  A new EO 13690, Establishing a Federal Flood Risk 

Management Standard and a Process for Further Soliciting and Considering Stakeholder Input, 

signed in January 2015, revises the former guidance and provides for a Federal Flood Risk 

Management Standard, which incorporates stakeholder inputs.  Incorporating the Federal Flood 

Risk Management Standard ensures that the Proposed Action is located away from the current 

base flood level to a higher vertical elevation, and addresses current and future flood risk.   

3 .5 SA F E T Y  A N D  O C C U P A T I O N A L  H E A L T H  

For this EA, the focus of safety and occupational health is workersô health and safety during 

construction activities, and public safety during construction activities and subsequent operations 

of those facilities.   
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Construction site safety is largely achieved through adherence to regulatory requirements imposed 

for the benefit of employees and the implementation of practices that reduce risks of illness, injury, 

death, and property damage.  Numerous DOD and AF regulations are designed to comply with 

standards that are issued by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and the 

USEPA to protect the health and safety of on-site military and civilian workers.  These standards 

stipulate the amount and type of training required for industrial workers, the use of personal 

protective equipment (PPE) and clothing, engineering controls, and maximum exposure limits for 

workplace stressors.   

All contractors performing construction activities are responsible for following ground safety and 

OSHA regulations, and are required to conduct construction activities in a manner that does not 

pose a risk to workers or base personnel.  Industrial hygiene programs address exposure to 

hazardous materials, use of PPE, and use and availability of Material Safety Data Sheets.  Industrial 

hygiene is the responsibility of contractors and AF personnel, as applicable.  Contractor 

responsibilities are to review potentially hazardous workplaces; to monitor exposure to workplace 

chemical (e.g., asbestos, lead, hazardous material), physical (e.g., noise propagation), and 

biological (e.g., infectious waste) agents; to recommend and evaluate controls (e.g., ventilation, 

respirators) to ensure personnel are properly protected or unexposed; and to ensure that a medical 

surveillance program is in place to perform occupational health physicals for those workers subject 

to any accidental chemical exposures or engaged in hazardous waste work. 

Explosives Safety 

Portions of MacDill AFB are constrained by quantity-distance (QD) arcs, which are buffers around 

facilities that contain high-explosive munitions or flammable elements.  The size and shape of QD 

arcs depend on the type of facility and net explosive weight of the munitions being housed.  QD 

arcs establish a minimum safe distance around areas where explosions could occur.  No 

nonmunitions-related development may occur within the QD arcs.  No QD arcs exist on or near 

the Preferred Alternative site.   

Surface danger zones (SDZs) are buffers that are generated around small-arms and skeet ranges to 

establish a minimum safe distance within areas where munitions are actively exploded.  There are 

no SDZs or firing fans on or near the Preferred Alternative site.   

3 .6 H A Z A R D O U S  M A T E R I A L S  A N D  W A S T E S  

3 . 6 . 1 H A Z A R D O U S  M A T E R I A L S   

Approximately 105 operations base-wide use hazardous materials.  Hazardous materials on-base 

include various organic solvents, chlorine, Freon, paints, thinners, oils, lubricants, compressed 

gases, pesticides, herbicides, nitrates, and chromates.  A detailed tracking and accounting system 

is in place to identify potentially hazardous materials and to ensure that organizations are approved 

to use specific hazardous materials.  MacDill AFB follows AF guidelines to identify and eliminate 

the use of ozone-depleting chemicals. 
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