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Privacy Advisory 

This Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) has been provided for public comment in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), which provides an opportunity for public input on United States Department of 
the Air Force (DAF) decision-making, allows the public to offer input on alternative ways for DAF to accomplish 
what it is proposing, and solicits comments on DAF’s analysis of environmental effects.  

Public input allows DAF to make better-informed decisions. Letters or other written or verbal comments provided 
may be published in this EA. Providing personal information is voluntary. Private addresses will be compiled to 
develop a stakeholders inventory. However, only the names of the individuals making comments and specific 
comments will be disclosed. Personal information, home addresses, telephone numbers, and e-mail addresses 
will not be published in this EA. 

Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 

The digital version of this EA complies with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 because assistive 
technology (e.g., “screen readers”) can be used to help the disabled to understand these electronic media. 
Accessibility may be limited to a descriptive title for each item because of the nature of graphics, figures, tables, 
and images in the document. 

Page Limit Certification 

AFCEC CIE certifies that DAF has considered the factors mandated by NEPA; that the Draft EA represents DoD’s 
good-faith effort to prioritize documentation of the most important considerations required by the statute within the 
congressionally mandated page limits; that this prioritization reflects DAF’s expert judgment; and that any 
considerations addressed briefly or left unaddressed were, in DAF’s judgment, comparatively unimportant or 
frivolous.
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REPAIR TEAM FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS 
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a. Responsible Agency: Department of the Air Force (DAF) 

b. Cooperating Agency: None 

c. Proposals and Actions: This environmental assessment (EA) analyzes the Proposed Action to 
construct, operate, and maintain a 60,000-square foot (SF) reinforced concrete slab and associated 
infrastructure for the Civil Engineer Maintenance, Inspection and Repair Team (CEMIRT) facility at 
Tyndall Air Force Base (AFB), Florida. The Proposed Action would provide facility and infrastructure 
improvements to support the current and future CEMIRT operations at Tyndall AFB and meet applicable 
DoD and DAF safety and security requirements.  

d. For Additional Information: Mr. Edwin Wallace, 325 CES/CEIEC, edwin.wallace.1@us.af.mil.  

e. Report Designation: Draft Environmental Assessment 

f. Abstract: This EA has been prepared pursuant to provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) of 1969, as amended by Public Law 30 118-5, Fiscal Responsibility Act of 2023 (42 United 
States Code §§ 4321-4347) and the DoD NEPA Implementation Procedures.  

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide facility and infrastructure improvements that support 
the current and future CEMIRT operations at Tyndall AFB. The Proposed Action is needed because 
existing CEMIRT facilities and infrastructure at Tyndall AFB are not sufficient to meet mission 
requirements. Further, the proposed improvements are needed to meet applicable DoD and DAF 
requirements specified in the most current versions of Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) 3-250-01, 
Pavement Design for Roads and Parking Areas, UFC 3-530-01, Interior and Exterior Lighting Systems, 
UFC 4-010-01, DoD Minimum Antiterrorism Standards for Buildings, UFC 4-022-03, Security Fences 
and Gates, and Air Force Manual 32-1040, Civil Engineer Airfield Infrastructure Systems. 

The Proposed Action consists of constructing, operating, and maintaining a 60,000-SF reinforced 
concrete slab and associated infrastructure improvements at Tyndall AFB to provide sufficient 
operational and storage space (equipment area) for CEMIRT. Construction of the concrete slab and 
associated infrastructure improvements would cumulatively disturb up to 190,000 SF and would include 
a permanent access road from the existing CEMIRT facility to the equipment area, appropriate lighting, 
perimeter security fencing, pavement markings and signing, fire hydrants, and stormwater management 
features. The Proposed Action would be implemented within the existing boundaries of Tyndall AFB. 
The Proposed Action is proposed for implementation between fiscal year 2026 and 2028. 

The EA analyzes two alternatives for implementing the Proposed Action (Alternative 1 and Alternative 
2). Based on the analysis of the affected environment and potential environmental consequences 
presented in the Draft EA, Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 would have no significant adverse impacts on 
environmental resources on or near Tyndall AFB. 
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CHAPTER 1 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 

1.1 Introduction 

The Department of the Air Force (DAF) has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) to 
evaluate the potential environmental consequences from the Proposed Action to implement facility 
and infrastructure improvements for the Civil Engineer Maintenance, Inspection and Repair Team 
(CEMIRT) facility at Tyndall Air Force Base (AFB), Florida. Tyndall AFB is in northwestern 
Florida, along the coast of the Gulf of America, immediately south of Panama City and 
approximately 80 miles southwest of Tallahassee. 

1.2 Location and Background 

Tyndall AFB covers 29,276 acres in Bay County, Florida, immediately south of Panama City 
(Figure 1.2-1). More than 30 units and organizations operate at the base, including the 325th 
Fighter Wing, the First Air Force, the 53rd Weapons Evaluation Group, and the Air Force Civil 
Engineer Center (AFCEC). U.S. Highway 98 (US-98) bisects Tyndall AFB into northern and 
southern sections. The base’s main aircraft runways, taxiways, aircraft hangars and maintenance 
facilities, drone runway, and other infrastructure associated with the airfield are primarily north of 
US-98, while its administrative facilities, residential areas, and other support facilities and 
infrastructure are primarily south and west of US-98. Tyndall AFB is bounded by waterbodies on 
three sides: East Bay to the north, the Gulf of America to the south, and St. Andrew Bay to the 
west. 

The existing CEMIRT facility occupies approximately 323,170 square feet (SF) (7.4 acres) along 
Mississippi Road on the southern side of Tyndall AFB (Figure 1.2-2). This facility is one of four 
locations in the world that stores and maintains mobile aircraft arresting systems (MAAS). 
CEMIRT operates and maintains 30 MAAS and anticipates adding 20 MAAS in the future, 
although the timeframe for receiving these additional MAAS is not currently known. 

CEMIRT also operates and maintains airfield resources generators, emergency power system 
generators, testing platforms, cargo trailers of various sizes to haul equipment, and large machinery 
and trailers to load and unload equipment. CEMIRT provides DAF-wide specialized maintenance, 
installation, and repair support on electrical and mechanical systems; aircraft arresting systems; 
and heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems during peacetime, war, and emergency 
response operations. In support of its operations, CEMIRT conducts an average of more than 300 
planned events, 30 to 40 emergency events, and up to 150 unplanned deployments of its team 
members annually (AFCEC, 2024).   
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Figure 1.2-1 Location of Tyndall AFB  
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Figure 1.2-2 Location of Existing CEMIRT Facility on Tyndall AFB 
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Space at the existing CEMIRT facility on Tyndall AFB is not sufficient to support current or 
anticipated future operational requirements. These requirements include equipment storage, 
maintenance, mobilization, and logistics. Because of the lack of available space, CEMIRT’s 
MAAS equipment is temporarily stored at rotating locations throughout Tyndall AFB, resulting in 
unnecessary transport delays, inefficiencies in equipment maintenance, operations, and 
mobilization, and corresponding delays in DAF mission readiness. 

The current temporary storage location for MAAS equipment is nearly 3 miles from the existing 
CEMIRT facility at a vacant lot off Beacon Beach Road. Ongoing construction at Tyndall AFB to 
repair or replace facilities and infrastructure damaged by Hurricane Michael in 2018 necessitates 
the frequent relocation of temporary CEMIRT storage locations. The current temporary storage 
location is not adjacent to or readily accessible from the existing CEMIRT facility and is scheduled 
to be repurposed as part of the ongoing hurricane reconstruction at Tyndall AFB. Therefore, this 
location is not a viable long-term storage solution for MAAS equipment.  

1.3 Purpose and Need 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide facility and infrastructure improvements that 
support current and future CEMIRT operations at Tyndall AFB. The Proposed Action is needed 
because existing CEMIRT facilities and infrastructure at Tyndall AFB are not sufficient to meet 
mission requirements. The proposed improvements are also needed to meet applicable DoD and 
DAF requirements specified in the most current versions of Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) 3-
250-01, Pavement Design for Roads and Parking Areas, UFC 3-530-01, Interior and Exterior 
Lighting Systems, UFC 4-010-01, DoD Minimum Antiterrorism Standards for Buildings, UFC 4-
022-03, Security Fences and Gates, and Air Force Manual (AFMAN) 32-1040, Civil Engineer 
Airfield Infrastructure Systems. Given the proximity of the CEMIRT facility to the shoreline of St. 
Andrew Sound and the Gulf of America beyond, proposed improvements must also comply with 
the requirements of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission and Chapter 62B-55 of the Florida 
Administrative Code, Model Lighting Ordinance for Marine Turtle Protection.  

1.4 Decision to be Made 

This EA evaluates the potential environmental consequences associated with the Proposed Action 
to implement facility and infrastructure improvements to support CEMIRT operations at Tyndall 
AFB. Based on the analysis in this EA, the DAF will make one of three decisions regarding the 
Proposed Action: 

1. Determine the Proposed Action and alternatives would have no significant environmental 
impacts and issue a signed Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and Finding of No 
Practicable Alternative (FONPA). 

2. Initiate preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) if it is determined that 
implementing the Proposed Action or alternatives would result in significant environmental 
impacts. 

3. Select the No Action Alternative, whereby the Proposed Action would not be implemented. 
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As required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), preparation of an environmental 
document must precede final decisions regarding a federal proposed action and be available to 
inform decision-makers of the potential environmental impacts. The information presented in this 
EA will serve as the basis for deciding whether the Proposed Action would result in a significant 
impact on the human environment, requiring preparation of an EIS, or whether no significant 
impacts would occur, in which case a FONSI would be appropriate.  

The Proposed Action would involve construction in a wetland as defined in Executive Order (E.O.) 
11990, Protection of Wetlands, or “action” in a floodplain as defined in E.O. 11988, Floodplain 
Management. Therefore, a FONPA was prepared in conjunction with the FONSI to document that 
no other practicable alternatives for implementing the Proposed Action outside a wetland or 
floodplain exist. 

1.5 Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination and Consultations 

1.5.1 Interagency Coordination and Consultations 

The DoD NEPA Implementing Procedures, in compliance with NEPA, requires opportunities for 
the public and agencies to review information relevant to the Proposed Action and alternatives. 
NEPA also requires federal agencies to consider the effects of their proposed actions in accordance 
with relevant environmental laws and regulations, including Section 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act (ESA) and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). Consultation with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National Marine Fisheries Service is required, 
as applicable, to comply with Section 7 of the ESA. 

1.5.2 Government-to-Government Consultations 

Government-to-government consultation between the DAF and Native American tribes with 
historic, cultural, or religious ties to areas where the Proposed Action would be implemented is 
being conducted in accordance with DoD Instruction 4710.02, DoD Interactions with Federally 
Recognized Tribes; DAF Instruction 90-2002, Interactions with Federally Recognized Tribes; and 
DAF Manual 32-7003, Environmental Conservation. Information regarding public, agency, and 
tribal stakeholder consultation and coordination during preparation of this EA, including relevant 
correspondence, is provided in Appendix A. 

1.6 Applicable Laws and Environmental Regulations 

This EA has been prepared in accordance with the NEPA of 1969 (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] 
§§ 4321 - 4347, as amended). The requirements of other applicable federal, state, and local 
regulations are briefly described below and in Chapter 3, as applicable. 

1.6.1 National Environmental Policy Act 

NEPA is a federal law enacted in 1969 that requires federal agencies to consider the potential 
environmental consequences of their proposed actions. The intent of NEPA is to protect, restore, 
or enhance the environment through well-informed federal decisions. DAF regulations specify that 
an EA be prepared to: 
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 briefly provide sufficient analysis and evidence for determining whether to prepare an EIS or 
a FONSI/FONPA 

 aid in an agency’s compliance with NEPA when no EIS is necessary 

 facilitate preparation of an EIS when one is necessary 

Adherence to the NEPA process ensures that federal agencies consider the potential environmental 
effects of their proposed actions, provide opportunities for public and agency input, and comply 
with the requirements of relevant laws and regulations such as the ESA and NHPA.  

1.6.2 Environmental Impact Analysis Process 

The DoD NEPA Implementing Procedures are the procedures the DAF uses to facilitate 
compliance with relevant environmental laws and regulations, including NEPA, which is the 
primary legislation affecting the agency’s decision-making process.  

1.7 Public and Agency Review of the Environmental Assessment 

An Early Public Notice announcing the Proposed Action’s potential to affect wetlands and 
floodplains and requesting public comments was published in the Panama City News Herald on 
May 4, 2025, and May 7, 2025. Letters were sent to federal and state agencies and Native American 
tribes in May 2025 requesting comments on the Proposed Action and potentially affected 
resources. Letters to the Florida State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and Native American 
tribes also requested consultation in accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA. Copies of the Early 
Public Notice and relevant correspondence are provided in Appendix A. 

The Draft EA is available for a 30-day public comment period in accordance with NEPA. The 
Draft EA is also available to Florida state agencies for a concurrent 60-day review period through 
the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) State Clearinghouse process. A 
Notice of Availability was published in the Panama City News Herald inviting the public to review 
and comment on the Draft EA during the 30-day public comment period. The Draft EA and 
proposed FONSI/FONPA are available for review and download on the Tyndall AFB website at 
https://www.tyndall.af.mil/About/. Printed copies of the Draft EA and proposed FONSI/FONPA 
are also available for review at the Bay County Public Library, 898 West 11th Street, Panama City, 
Florida 32401. Comments received during the Draft EA public comment period will be considered 
in the Final EA and FONSI/FONPA, as applicable. 

1.8 Scope of Environmental Analysis 

This EA analyzes the potential environmental consequences from the Proposed Action to 
implement facility and infrastructure and improvements to support CEMIRT operations at Tyndall 
AFB. The EA analysis focuses on resources that would be measurably or meaningfully affected by 
the Proposed Action; detailed discussions of these resources are provided in Chapter 3. 
Cumulative effects are also described for each resource, as applicable. Resources dismissed from 
detailed analysis in the EA because the Proposed Action would have no effects on them are briefly 
described in Section 3.2. 
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Information and correspondence relevant to public involvement and DAF consultations with 
agencies and Native American tribes are provided in Appendix A. Resources dismissed from 
analyses are in Appendix B. Reasonably foreseeable future actions are in Appendix C. Appendix 
D provides additional information on resources analyzed in the EA, methodologies, and modeling, 
including air quality modeling outputs using the Air Conformity Applicability Model. The USFWS 
Official Species List is provided in Appendix E. The Federal Coastal Consistency Determination 
is in Appendix F. Appendix G contains information regarding the Florida Uniform Mitigation 
Assessment Method (UMAM), and worksheets for determining functional loss values for 
wetlands. Persons involved in the preparation of the EA are listed in Appendix H. 
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CHAPTER 2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

This section describes the Proposed Action analyzed in this EA, alternatives for implementing the 
Proposed Action, and a summary of impacts from the Proposed Action based on the detailed 
analysis presented in Chapter 3. 

2.1 Proposed Action 

Under the Proposed Action, the DAF would construct, operate, and maintain a 60,000-SF 
reinforced concrete slab and associated infrastructure improvements at Tyndall AFB, as described 
below, to provide sufficient operational and storage space (equipment area) for CEMIRT and meet 
applicable DoD and DAF facility requirements. Construction of the proposed slab and associated 
improvements would cumulatively disturb up to 190,000 SF (approximately 4.4 acres) and would 
include site preparation, construction of a permanent access road from the existing CEMIRT 
facility to the equipment area, appropriate lighting, perimeter security fencing, pavement markings 
and signing, fire hydrants, and stormwater management features. The Proposed Action is proposed 
for implementation between fiscal year (FY) 2026 and FY28.  

Site preparation would include clearing and grubbing vegetation, excavating soil or adding fill 
soils up to 24 inches, grading and leveling to achieve positive drainage of stormwater runoff, and 
installing new or relocating existing buried utilities. The proposed concrete slab would likely 
require a minimum of 12 inches of base course, up to 12 inches of concrete, and reinforced slab 
edges of up to 24 inches of concrete. Existing subsurface utilities would be relocated using either 
directional boring or open trenching; trenching would not exceed 4 feet wide by 8 feet deep and 
1,028 feet in length. Stormwater management would include open or underground drainages, 
swales, and retention ponds in accordance with the requirements of the installation’s existing 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit or a new permit issued by 
FDEP.  

Perimeter fencing would consist of an 8-foot-tall welded-wire fence, include lightning rods, 
grounding cables, fence posts installed every 10 feet, and security/access gates as needed. Fencing 
would be topped by barbed wire supported on angled outriggers and may include either a 6-inch-
wide by 1-foot-deep concrete footer strip or a 4-foot-wide skirt of fencing material buried at a 45-
degree angle along its entire length to prevent or deter animals from burrowing under the fence. A 
cleared buffer area 20 feet wide (10 feet on each side of the fence) would be maintained along the 
entire length of the fence in accordance with applicable DoD antiterrorism / force protection 
(AT/FP) requirements to provide a firebreak, clear sight lines, and access for security and 
maintenance. 

As needed, overhead lighting would be provided on aluminum or steel poles with foundations of 
up to 6 feet deep. Based on the cumulative disturbance area (approximately 4.4 acres), up to 30 
overhead lights could be needed. Lighting would comply with guidelines set forth in Chapter 62B-
55 of the Florida Administrative Code (FAC) to minimize impacts on nesting and hatchling sea 
turtles. Additional considerations would include the use of amber-colored lights and mounting 
lights on shorter poles to minimize glare, disorientation, and other adverse effects on wildlife, in 
accordance with the Tyndall AFB Landscape Master Plan Site Development Criteria for Lighting 
(Tyndall AFB, 2020a). Construction of the equipment area and infrastructure improvements, 
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including relocation of existing subsurface utilities and installation of light poles and fencing, 
would require an estimated 19,233 cubic yards (CY) of total excavation and soil disturbance. 

2.2 Alternatives Development 

2.2.1 Selection Standards 

The DAF developed the following selection standards to evaluate the reasonableness of an 
alternative and determine if an alternative should be carried forward for detailed analysis in the 
EA: 

1. The alternative must provide necessary facilities and infrastructure that meet established 
DoD and DAF sizing, siting, safety, and security requirements specified in UFC 3-250-01, 
UFC 3-530-01, UFC 4-010-01, UFC 4-022-03, and AFMAN 32-1040. 

2. The alternative must promote mission adjacency and operational efficiency. 

3. The alternative must avoid, minimize, or mitigate disturbance of environmental resources 
to the extent practicable and in accordance with applicable regulatory requirements. 

Project alternatives that did not satisfy one or more of the selection standards were considered not 
reasonable and were eliminated from detailed analysis in the EA. The consideration of practicable 
alternatives is also required by E.O. 11988 and E.O. 11990 to avoid adverse effects on floodplains 
and wetlands, respectively. Practicable alternatives are those that are capable of being implemented 
within existing constraints and include consideration of pertinent factors, including the 
environment, community welfare, cost, and available technology. 

2.2.2 Alternatives Considered 

The DAF considered multiple alternatives to implement the Proposed Action. The rationale used 
to retain or dismiss the alternatives from detailed analysis in the EA is described below. A summary 
of the alternatives screening is presented in Table 2.2-1. Of the alternatives described below, 
Alternatives 1 and 2 met all the selection standards and are retained for detailed analysis in the 
EA. Alternatives 3 and 4 failed to meet at least one of the selection standards and were eliminated 
from detailed analysis. 

Although it does not meet the purpose and need, the No Action Alternative is carried forward for 
detailed analysis. The No Action Alternative is described in Section 2.2.2.5.  

Table 2.2-1 Summary of Alternatives Screening 

Selection Standards Alternative 
1* 

Alternative 
2* 

Alternative 
3 

Alternative 
4 

1. Provide necessary facilities and infrastructure Yes Yes No Yes 
2. Promote mission adjacency and efficiency Yes Yes No No 
3. Minimize environmental disturbance Yes Yes Yes No 

Retained for Analysis in the EA? Yes Yes No No 
Notes: 
*See Figure 2.2-1 for locations of Alternatives 1 and 2 

 



Draft Environmental Assessment 
for Proposed CEMIRT Facility Improvements 

Tyndall AFB, Florida 
 

DECEMBER 2025  2-3 

2.2.2.1 Alternative 1 

Under Alternative 1, the Proposed Action would be implemented adjacent to and immediately 
northeast of the existing CEMIRT facility (Figure 2.2-1). Available space for development near 
the CEMIRT facility is limited, and the location of Alternative 1 was identified to maximize 
adjacency to and efficiency with the existing facility and to minimize potential impacts on existing 
wetlands, floodplains, and other environmental resources. Alternative 1 would result in an 
estimated 190,000 SF (approximately 4.4 acres) of cumulative land disturbance, corresponding to 
approximately 19,233 CY of soil disturbance (Table 2.2-2). Construction of the equipment area 
and associated infrastructure in this location would be as described in Section 2.1. 

2.2.2.2 Alternative 2 

Under Alternative 2, the Proposed Action would be implemented on a site south of and across 
Mississippi Road from the existing CEMIRT facility (Figure 2.2-1). Although not adjacent to the 
existing CEMIRT facility, its location directly across Mississippi Road would nonetheless 
maximize mission adjacency and efficiency with the existing facility while minimizing potential 
impacts on existing wetlands, floodplains, and other environmental resources. Alternative 2 would 
result in an estimated 155,542 SF (3.6 acres) of cumulative land disturbance, corresponding to 
approximately 16,839 CY of soil disturbance (Table 2.2-2). Other than a reduced overall footprint 
and corresponding reduced soil disturbance relative to Alternative 1, construction of the equipment 
area and associated infrastructure under Alternative 2 would be as described in Section 2.1. 

2.2.2.3 Alternative 3 

Under Alternative 3, MAAS equipment would continue to be stored at a vacant lot on Beacon 
Beach Road, approximately 3 miles away from the CEMIRT facility. This location is not a viable 
long-term solution because it does not provide necessary facilities that comply with all applicable 
DoD and DAF facility requirements. Alternative 3 also does not promote mission adjacency or 
operational efficiency because it is approximately 3 miles away from the existing CEMIRT facility.  

Furthermore, this location is scheduled to be repurposed as part of ongoing construction to repair 
hurricane damage at Tyndall AFB, which would necessitate relocation of CEMIRT equipment to 
another temporary storage location. Therefore, this alternative does not meet selection standards 1 
or 2 and was dismissed from detailed analysis in the EA. 

2.2.2.4 Alternative 4 

Siting the proposed CEMIRT equipment area in locations on Tyndall AFB other than those 
considered under Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in operational inefficiencies because it would 
not collocate the equipment area in a permanent location near the CEMIRT facility, thereby failing 
to meet selection standard 2. Furthermore, implementing the Proposed Action on other sites near 
the existing CEMIRT facility other than those considered under Alternatives 1 and 2 would have 
the potential to result in more extensive environmental impacts based on the presence of previously 
undisturbed and potentially high-value wetlands, thereby failing to meet selection standard 3. 
Therefore, potential sites near the CEMIRT facility outside of the areas considered under 
Alternatives 1 and 2 were dismissed from detailed analysis in the EA. 
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Table 2.2-2 Summary of Estimated Soil Disturbance 

Project Component 
Approximate Soil 

Disturbance  
(cubic yards) 

Alternative 1 – Construct Equipment Area Northeast of CEMIRT 
A Site preparation 1 15,752.9 
B Light poles and electrical panels 2 22.1 
C Trenching for fence installation and 20-foot cleared buffer area 3 2,309.2 
D Fence posts 4 47.8 
E Concrete footer strip 5 33.5 
F Angled fence skirt 6 267.7 
G Stormwater Basin 7 833.0 

Total Estimated Soil Disturbance – Components A, B, C, D, E, and G 18,998.5 
Total Estimated Soil Disturbance – Components A, B, C, D, F, and G 19,232.7 

Alternative 2 – Construct Equipment Area South of CEMIRT 
A Site preparation 1 13,679.3 
B Light poles and electrical panels 2 17.9 
C Trenching for fence installation and 20-foot cleared buffer area 3 2,030.9 
D Fence posts 4 42.1 
E Concrete footer strip 5 29.4 
F Angled fence skirt 6 235.5 
G Stormwater Basin 7 833.0 

Total Estimated Soil Disturbance – Components A, B, C, D, E, and G 16,632.71 
Total Estimated Soil Disturbance – Components A, B, C, D, F, and G 16,838.75 

Notes: 
1 Includes all soil disturbance associated with site grading and leveling, soil excavation or addition of fill soils, and installation of 
new or relocation of existing utilities. 
2 Based on a total of 30 light poles and 26 electrical panel posts under Alternative 1 and 24 light poles and 22 electrical panel 
posts under Alternative 2 with estimated excavation of 0.69 cubic yard per pole and 0.04 cubic yard per post. 
3 Based on a 3-foot-wide by 3-foot-deep excavation along the entire length of the proposed perimeter fence and a permanently 
maintained cleared area 10 feet wide on either side of the proposed perimeter fence along its entire length (approximately 1,807 
linear feet under Alternative 1 or 1,589 linear feet under Alternative 2). 
4 Based on a total of 183 fence posts under Alternative 1 and 161 fence posts under Alternative 2, installed every 10 feet along 
the length of each proposed perimeter fence with estimated excavation of 0.26 cubic yard per fence post. 
5 Based on a 6-inch-wide by 12-inch-deep concrete footer strip installed along the entire length of the proposed fence 
(approximately 1,807 linear feet under Alternative 1 or 1,589 linear feet under Alternative 2). 
6 Based on fence material buried approximately 2.8 feet deep at a 45-degree angle along the entire length of the proposed fence 
(approximately 1,807 linear feet under Alternative 1 or 1,589 linear feet under Alternative 2). 
7 Based on an estimated stormwater basin area requirement in design drawings at an adjacent and similar site. 
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Figure 2.2-1 Locations of Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 
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2.2.2.5 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action described in Section 2.1 would not be 
implemented at Tyndall AFB and existing conditions would continue. The existing CEMIRT 
facility would not acquire sufficient capacity to store, maintain, and mobilize current or future 
equipment needs, resulting in associated inefficiencies and corresponding delays in DAF mission 
readiness. The No Action Alternative does not meet the purpose of and need for the Proposed 
Action but is carried forward for detailed analysis in accordance with the DoD NEPA 
Implementing Procedures. The No Action Alternative provides a baseline for evaluating potential 
impacts from the Proposed Action and also represents a potential and viable decision to not 
implement the Proposed Action. 

2.3 Environmental Commitments and Best Management Practices 

Based on the analysis presented in this EA, the Proposed Action would have no significant adverse 
impacts on environmental resources at or around Tyndall AFB; therefore, mitigation measures to 
mitigate significant impacts are not identified. As applicable, environmental commitments and best 
management practices (BMPs) to prevent or minimize non-significant effects from the Proposed 
Action are described for environmental resources evaluated in Chapter 3. 

2.4 Summary of Potential Environmental Consequences 

Potential impacts from the Proposed Action are summarized in Table 2.4-1. This summary is 
derived from the detailed discussion of potential impacts on each resource presented in Chapter 3 
of this EA. 

Table 2.4-1 Summary of Potential Environmental Consequences 

Resource Proposed Action (Alternatives 1 and 2) No Action 
Alternative 

Air Quality 

No significant short-term or long-term effects on air quality. 
Beneficial long-term effects on air quality from a net reduction in 
pollutant emissions when combined with the reduction in 
commuting distance from the CEMIRT facility to temporary 
equipment storage areas. 

No change. 

Cultural Resources No significant short-term or long-term impacts on cultural 
resources. 

No change. 

Biological 
Resources 

No significant short-term or long-term impacts on biological 
resources. The DAF determined that the Proposed Action would 
have no effect on the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus); 
may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect federally listed 
threatened species; and would not jeopardize the continued 
existence of federally proposed species. USFWS concurrence 
with these determinations is pending. 

No change. 

Water Resources 

No significant short-term or long-term impacts on water 
resources. The DAF determined that the Proposed Action is 
consistent with the applicable Florida statutes of the Florida 
Coastal Management Program (FCMP). FDEP’s concurrence 
with this determination is pending. 

No change. 
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Table 2.4-1 Summary of Potential Environmental Consequences 

Resource Proposed Action (Alternatives 1 and 2) No Action 
Alternative 

Hazardous 
Materials and 
Waste 

No significant short-term or long-term impacts on or from 
hazardous materials and waste. 

No change. 

Infrastructure / 
Utilities 

No significant short-term or long-term impacts on infrastructure 
and utilities.  

No change. 

Soils No significant short-term or long-term impacts on soils. No change. 

Safety No significant short-term or long-term impacts on safety. No change. 

Socioeconomics 

No significant short-term or long-term impacts on 
socioeconomics. Beneficial short-term effects on the local 
economy if local contractors are hired to design and construct 
the Proposed Action, or from local purchases of construction 
materials, meals, lodging, and equipment. 

No change. 

Noise No significant short-term or long-term impacts from noise. No change. 

Transportation No significant short-term or long-term impacts on transportation. No change. 
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CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES 

This chapter describes the affected environment and environmental consequences for resources 
that would potentially be affected by the Proposed Action. Resources that were dismissed from 
detailed analysis because the Proposed Action would have no potential to affect them are also 
briefly summarized. Throughout this EA, the terms “environmental consequences,” “effects,” and 
“impacts” are used interchangeably and have the same meaning.  

3.1 Resources Analyzed in the Environmental Assessment 

Table 3.1-1 lists the environmental resources analyzed in this EA and the Region of Influence 
(ROI) for each resource. The ROI is the geographic area where potential impacts on a particular 
resource from Alternative 1, Alternative 2, or the No Action Alternative could occur or be 
experienced. The area and extent of the ROI varies for each resource based on the characteristics 
of the particular resource being evaluated. 

Table 3.1-1 Summary of Environmental Resources Analyzed 
Resource Region of Influence 
Air Quality and Greenhouse 
Gases 

Tyndall AFB, its environs, and the Bay County region (Mobile 
[Alabama]-Pensacola-Panama City [Florida]-Southern Mississippi 
Interstate Air Quality Control Region [AQCR]). 

Cultural Resources The Area of Potential Effect (APE) includes the Alternative 1 and 2 sites 
and a 100-foot buffer around each site. 

Biological Resources The Alternative 1 and 2 sites where direct impacts on biological 
resources could occur and a 50-foot buffer around each site where 
indirect impacts on biological resources such as disturbance from noise 
and human activity could be experienced. The biological resources ROI 
also includes barrier islands located south of the CEMIRT facility where 
potential impacts from lighting could be experienced. 

Water Resources The Alternative 1 and 2 sites and water bodies on and around Tyndall 
AFB that potentially receive drainage or infiltration from those sites. 

Hazardous Materials and 
Waste 

The Alternative 1 and 2 sites and adjacent or nearby lands where 
adverse effects from hazardous materials and hazardous wastes could 
occur. 

Infrastructure / Utilities The Alternative 1 and 2 sites and utility and infrastructure systems on 
Tyndall AFB that could be affected by the Proposed Action. 

Soils The Alternative 1 and 2 sites. 
Safety The Alternative 1 and 2 sites. 
Socioeconomics Tyndall Air Force Base, Panama City, Bay County, and Florida. 
Noise The Alternative 1 and 2 sites and areas within 0.25 miles of each site. 

Beyond this distance, it is expected that noise associated with the 
construction and operation of the proposed project would not be readily 
identifiable or distinguishable from other noise sources contributing to 
the ambient noise environment on and around the installation. 

Transportation Segments of US-98 adjacent to Tyndall AFB, and on-base roads and 
transportation infrastructure south of US-98. 
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3.2 Resource Areas Dismissed from Analysis 

Airspace and Airfield Safety Zones, Land Use, Geology and Topography, and Visual Resources 
have been dismissed from analysis in this EA because the Proposed Action would have no potential 
to affect them. A detailed rationale for dismissal of resource areas is provided in Appendix B. 

3.3 Air Quality 

Ambient air quality in a specified area or region is measured by the concentration of various 
pollutants in the atmosphere. Pollutant concentrations are affected by both the quantity of 
pollutants in the atmosphere and the extent to which these pollutants can be transported and diluted 
in the air. 

Detailed information on air quality regulations, general conformity, and greenhouse gases (GHGs) 
is provided in Appendix D. 

3.3.1 Affected Environment 

Climate. The general climate conditions for Tyndall AFB are classified as humid subtropical, 
which is characterized by relatively high temperatures and humid conditions with evenly 
distributed precipitation throughout the year. Summers are usually somewhat wetter than winters, 
with much of the rainfall coming from convectional thunderstorm activity. 

The hottest month of the year at Tyndall AFB is July, with an average high of 88 degrees 
Fahrenheit (°F) and a low of 76°F. The coldest month of the year at Tyndall AFB is January, with 
an average low of 46°F and a high of 62°F. The typical amount of precipitation for the year at 
Tyndall AFB is 50.4 inches (Weather Spark, 2025). 

Clean Air Act Conformity and Permitting. Tyndall AFB is in Bay County, Florida, which is in 
attainment for all criteria pollutants (Air Conformity Applicability Model [ACAM], 2024). 
Therefore, the General Conformity Rule does not apply to the Proposed Action. In general, the air 
quality in the areas surrounding Tyndall AFB is considered good with minimal concern that the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) would be exceeded. 

The installation currently operates under a minor source state operation permit issued by FDEP. 
This permit regulates specific major stationary sources of air emissions at Tyndall AFB and 
requires that emissions from these sources do not exceed major source values regulated under 
Title V air permitting. Activities that generate air pollutant emissions at Tyndall AFB include 
surface preparation and coating; gas, diesel, and jet fuel storage tanks; fuel transfers; fossil fuel 
boilers; and stationary emergency generator engines.  

Tyndall AFB is not located within 100 kilometers (62 miles) of any U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA)-designated Class I areas protected by the Regional Haze Rule. No Class 1 areas 
would be affected by emissions associated with the Proposed Action.  

Greenhouse Gases. Florida’s GHG emissions estimates, based on a 5-year average (2016 through 
2020), totaled 258 million metric tons, representing approximately 4.1 percent of the total U.S. 
GHG emissions (6,251 million metric tons) averaged over the same time period (ACAM, 2024). 
Florida’s GHG emissions (in terms of million metric tons of carbon dioxide) have remained 
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generally steady over the last 25 years (USEIA, 2022a). In 2022, transportation accounted for 51 
percent of carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions in Florida, and 40 percent was from generation of 
electric power (USEIA, 2022b).  

3.3.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.3.2.1 Evaluation Criteria 

The DAF has defined “insignificance indicators” for each criteria pollutant according to existing 
air quality conditions in areas across the country (Air Force, 2020). The insignificance indicator 
value for areas in attainment, which is the case for Bay County, is 250 tons per year (tpy) for each 
criteria pollutant (25 tpy for lead). Estimated criteria pollutant emissions from the Proposed Action 
were compared against these insignificance indicators. If the worst-case net annual emissions 
estimate for each pollutant are below the corresponding insignificance indicator values, a less than 
significant impact is indicated.  

The ACAM Version 5.0.24a (ACAM, 2024) was used to estimate the total direct and indirect 
emissions from the Proposed Action. Project emissions estimated using ACAM would primarily 
be associated with construction and earth disturbance (such as excavation, fill, and grading using 
heavy equipment), operation of diesel-powered construction equipment and vehicles hauling 
materials, worker trips to and from the project sites, and paving. All construction activities are 
assumed to occur within a single calendar year (2026) to provide a conservative analysis of 
potential air quality impacts, although the Proposed Action is proposed for implementation 
between FY26 and FY28. Operational emissions would begin in 2027, once construction of the 
new CEMIRT facility is completed and the facility becomes operational. 

Contractors would adhere to typical BMPs to reduce fugitive dust (particulates equal to or less 
than 10 microns in diameter [PM10]) during construction, grading, trenching, and land and 
vegetation clearing associated with the Proposed Action. Such BMPs could include regular 
spraying of water or approved chemical dust suppressants on exposed soil and on unpaved roads, 
proper soil stockpiling methods including installation of windbreakers around soil storage piles, 
and replacing ground cover. Additional measures, such as use of efficient grading practices, proper 
use of equipment in accordance with manufacturer instructions, and lowering engine idling times, 
would reduce combustion emissions.  

Table 3.3-1 summarizes the estimated total area (in square feet) used for construction activities in 
ACAM, by feature and for each of the two alternatives. In addition, net operational emissions were 
estimated for transport of equipment to and from the new CEMIRT compound via vehicles.   
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Table 3.3-1 Key ACAM Input Data for Alternatives 1 and 2 

ACAM Activities Construction Feature 
ACAM Input Area  

(square feet)  

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Construction 

Concrete Slab 60,000 60,000 
Reinforced Slab Edge 2,000 2,000 
Permanent Access Road - 8,512 
Fencing Footer Concrete Strip 904 795 

Grading 

Reinforced Concrete Slab 66,000 66,000 
Stormwater Basin 25,000 25,000 
Permanent Access Road - 9,363 
Fence Buffer Area 36,140 31,780 
Brush Clearing, Grubbing 190,000 155,542 

Trenching 

Utilities Relocation 4,112 4,112 
Fencing 5,421 4,767 
Light and Panel Posts 224 184 
Stormwater Management 25,000 25,000 

Paving Asphalt  Roads - 8,512 

Greenhouse Gases. ACAM Version 5.0.24a (ACAM, 2024) was also used to evaluate GHG 
emissions from the Proposed Action. The GHG Emissions Evaluation calculates potential GHG 
emissions (CO2 equivalent [CO2e]) from the action, determines if the action’s emissions are 
insignificant, and provides a relative significance comparison. For the analysis, the Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration (PSD) threshold for GHG of 75,000 tpy of CO2e (or 68,039 metric ton 
per year, [mton/yr] was used as an indicator or "threshold of insignificance" for NEPA air quality 
impacts in all areas. Therefore, actions with a net change of emissions below this threshold are 
considered insignificant. If activities would involve de minimis (insignificant) GHG emissions, 
then on a global scale the emissions are effectively zero and irrelevant (AFCEC, 2023). 

ACAM model assumptions, detailed emissions calculations, and summary results for the Proposed 
Action are provided in Appendix D. 

3.3.2.2 Alternative 1 

Construction Activities. Table 3.3-2 presents the total annual estimated emissions from 
construction associated with Alternative 1. For this analysis, the emissions are calculated 
considering the worst-case component option presented in Table 2.2-2 and assuming that all 
construction activities would be compressed into one 12-month period. As a result, impacts would 
be less than those described here. As shown in Table 3.3-2, the highest annual emission rate from 
construction-phase activities would be for PM10 (6.714 tpy), which would be well below the 
insignificance indicator value of 250 tpy (25 tpy for lead).  

Anticipated increases in construction emissions would be associated with fugitive dust from 
grading and trenching, operation of diesel-fuel construction equipment and vehicles hauling 
materials, and workers commuting to and from the project sites. These emissions would be 
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localized and temporary, occurring only for the duration of construction. Adherence to applicable 
BMPs during construction would reduce emissions by minimizing generation of dust and other 
pollutants. Contractors would comply with applicable regulations and take reasonable measures 
for mitigating dust that may become airborne during construction. Such measures, if implemented, 
would further reduce dust and other pollutant emissions to levels below those estimated for this 
EA.  

Thus, construction activities associated with Alternative 1 would have short-term, less-than- 
significant effects on air quality, regardless of the component option selected for Alternative 1.  

Table 3.3-2 Net Change in Criteria Pollutant Construction Emissions from Alternative 1 

Project Alternative CO NOX PM10 PM2.5 SO2 VOC Pb NH3 
Total tpy (Alternative 1)1,2 2.049 1.517 6.714 0.052 0.003 0.190 0.000 0.004 
Insignificance Indicator (tpy)3 250 250 250 250 250 250 25 250 
Indicator Exceeded (Yes/No) No No No No No No No No 
Notes: 
1 Air Conformity Applicability Model output results. Includes emissions from worst-case component option.  
2 To be conservative, all construction projects are assumed to occur over one calendar year (2026).  
3 Insignificance Indicator values are for attainment area criteria pollutants. 
CO = carbon monoxide; NH3 = ammonia; NOx = nitrogen oxides; Pb = lead; PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; 
PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; tpy = tons per year; VOC = volatile organic compound 

Operational Activities. Table 3.3-3 presents the total annual estimated operational emissions 
from Alternative 1. Operational emissions would begin in 2027, once construction of the new 
CEMIRT facility is completed and the facility becomes operational.  

Currently, the temporary storage location for MAAS equipment is nearly 3 miles from the existing 
CEMIRT facility. Once the proposed new CEMIRT facility becomes operational, vehicles 
transporting MAAS and other equipment would no longer need to travel the 6-mile round-trip 
distance from the existing CEMIRT facility, resulting in a net decrease in annual miles traveled. 
This decrease in commuting distance would result in a negligible net reduction in annual 
operational emissions (indicated with a minus sign in Table 3.3-3). Thus, Alternative 1 would have 
a minimally beneficial, long-term effect on air quality and no significant adverse effects.  

No new stationary sources of emissions or fuel-burning equipment are anticipated to be installed 
as part of the Proposed Action. Minor changes in location, design, or operation of the new facility 
would not substantially change the estimated emissions, and they would not change the level of 
air quality impact as described here. 

The ACAM Report Record of Air Analysis and the Detail ACAM Report are provided in 
Appendix D.  
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Table 3.3-3 Net Change in Criteria Pollutant Operational Emissions from Alternative 1 

Project Alternative CO NOX PM10 PM2.5 SO2 VOC Pb NH3 
Net Emissions tpy (Alternative 1)1,2 -0.044 -0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.003 0.000 0.000 
Insignificance Indicator (tpy)3 250 250 250 250 250 250 25 250 
Indicator Exceeded (Yes/No) No No No No No No No No 
Notes: 
1 Air Conformity Applicability Model output for operational emissions. Minus sign (-) indicates net reduction in total emissions.  
2 Would occur after construction ends and operations begin, assumed 2027 and beyond.  
3 Insignificance Indicator values are for attainment area criteria pollutants. 
CO = carbon monoxide; NH3 = ammonia; NOx = nitrogen oxides; Pb = lead; PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; 
PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; tpy = tons per year; VOC = volatile organic compound 

Greenhouse Gases. Table 3.3-4 summarizes estimated annual GHG emissions through the 
projected life cycle of Alternative 1 and provides its relative significance in a global context. The 
total net increase in GHG emissions from Alternative 1 is estimated to be 307 metric tons of CO2e, 
which would result from the use of fossil fuel in combustion equipment and vehicles. This increase 
would account for approximately 0.00004 percent of total GHG (CO2e) emissions in the state of 
Florida and approximately 0.000002 percent of total U.S. GHG (CO2e) emissions. At these low 
levels, Alternative 1 would not result in a significant impact on a regional, national, or global scale. 
The ACAM GHG Report is included in Appendix D. 

Table 3.3-4 Net Change in GHG Emissions from Alternative 1 

Year CO2 
(mton/yr)1 

CH4 
(mton/yr)1 

N2O 
(mton/yr)1 

CO2e 
(mton/yr)1 

Threshold 
(mton/yr)2 

Exceeded
? 

2026 313 0.01238506 0.0041282 314 68,039 No 
2027 -4 -0.0001544 -0.00005853 -4 68,039 No 

2028 [SS Year] -4 -0.0001544 -0.00005853 -4 68,039 No 
Total Greenhouse Gas (CO2e) Relative Significance (mton)1 

Percent of State Totals 0.00003959% 
Percent of U.S. Totals 0.00000164% 

Action (2026-2028) 305 0.012076 0.004011 307 Not applicable 
Notes: 
1 ACAM output results of GHG emissions (see Appendix D). 
2 Air Force PSD threshold for GHG of 75,000 tpy CO2e (or 68,039 metric tpy) as an indicator or "threshold of insignificance" for 
NEPA air quality impacts in all areas. 

3.3.2.3 Alternative 2 

Criteria pollutant emissions for Alternative 2 were estimated using the same methodology and 
assumptions described for Alternative 1 (Section 3.3.2.2).  

Construction Activities. Table 3.3-5 presents the total annual estimated emissions for 
Alternative 2. As shown in Table 3.3-5, the highest annual emission rate from construction-phase 
activities would be for PM10 (6.123 tpy), which would be well below the insignificance indicator 
value of 250 tpy (25 tpy for lead). Emissions from Alternatives 1 and 2 are comparable; therefore 
the emissions findings and impacts for Alternative 2 would be the same as those discussed for 
Alternative 1 (Section 3.3.2.2). There would be short-term, less-than-significant effects on air 
quality, regardless of the component option selected for Alternative 2. 
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Table 3.3-5 Net Change in Criteria Pollutant Construction Emissions from Alternative 2 
Project Alternative CO NOX PM10 PM2.5 SO2 VOC Pb NH3 

Total tpy (Alternative 1)1,2 2.125 1.565 6.123 0.054 0.004 0.197 0.000 0.004 
Insignificance Indicator (tpy)3 250 250 250 250 250 250 25 250 
Indicator Exceeded (Yes/No) No No No No No No No No 
Notes: 
1 Air Conformity Applicability Model output results. Includes emissions from worst-case component option.  
2 To be conservative, all construction projects are assumed to occur over one calendar year (2026).  
3 Insignificance Indicator values are for attainment area criteria pollutants. 
CO = carbon monoxide; NH3 = ammonia; NOx = nitrogen oxides; Pb = lead; PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; 
PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; tpy = tons per year; VOC = volatile organic compound 

Operational Activities. The estimated operational emissions from Alternative 2 are the same as 
those for Alternative 1 (Table 3.3-3). As such, the emissions findings and impacts for Alternative 2 
would be the same as those discussed for Alternative 1 (Section 3.3.3.2). Alternative 2 would have 
a minimally beneficial, long-term effect on air quality and no significant adverse effects. 

Greenhouse Gases. Table 3.3-6 summarizes estimated annual GHG emissions through the 
projected life cycle of Alternative 2 and provides its relative significance in a global context. The 
total net increase in GHG emissions from Alternative 2 is estimated to be 317 metric tons of CO2e, 
which would be slightly higher than, but comparable to, those from Alternative 1. This increase 
would account for approximately 0.00004 percent of total GHG (CO2e) emissions in the State of 
Florida and approximately 0.000002 percent of total U.S. GHG (CO2e) emissions. Similar to 
Alternative 1, at these low levels, Alternative 2 would not result in a significant impact on a 
regional, national, or global scale. The ACAM GHG Report is included in Appendix D. 

Table 3.3-6 Net Change in GHG Emissions from Alternative 2 

Year CO2 
(mton/yr)1 

CH4 
(mton/yr)1 

N2O 
(mton/yr)1 

CO2e 
(mton/yr)1 

Threshold 
(mton/yr)2 

Exceeded
? 

2026 322 0.01277822 0.00426808 324 68,039 No 
2027 -4 -0.0001544 -0.00005853 -4 68,039 No 

2028 [SS Year] -4 -0.0001544 -0.00005853 -4 68,039 No 
Total Greenhouse Gas (CO2e) Relative Significance (mton)1 

Percent of State Totals 0.00004088% 
Percent of U.S. Totals 0.00000169% 

Action (2026-2028) 315 0.012469 0.004151 317 Not applicable 
Notes: 
1 ACAM output results of GHG emissions (see Appendix D). 
2 Air Force PSD threshold for GHG of 75,000 tpy CO2e (or 68,039 metric tpy) as an indicator or "threshold of insignificance" for 
NEPA air quality impacts in all areas. 

3.3.2.4 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented and existing 
conditions at Tyndall AFB would continue. This alternative would have no impact on air quality 
at Tyndall AFB or the surrounding region. 
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3.3.2.5 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

Criteria pollutants regulated by the NAAQs would be emitted during the construction and 
operational phases of the reasonably foreseeable future projects listed in Appendix C. Quantities 
of criteria pollutants emitted would be regulated in accordance with applicable regulatory and 
permitting requirements to ensure that they do not contribute to the substantial degradation of local 
or regional air quality or result in a change to an AQCR attainment designation. Therefore, when 
considered with these reasonably foreseeable future actions, the Proposed Action would not 
contribute to significant cumulative impacts on air quality. 

The Proposed Action would generate very low levels of GHG emissions. In a global context, its 
contribution would be negligible when taken into consideration with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects.  

3.4 Cultural Resources 

Cultural resources in a specified area include archaeological and architectural sites that provide 
essential information to understand to understand the prehistory and historical development of the 
United States. This may include historic properties or properties of religious or cultural 
importance. Detailed information on cultural resources is provided in Appendix D. 

In May 2025, the DAF initiated government-to-government consultation with Native American 
tribes having historic, cultural, and religious ties to lands underlying the proposed airspace. 
Government-to-government correspondence is included in Appendix A. 

The cultural resources ROI consists of the APE for both alternative sites, as described above, plus 
an additional 100-foot buffer that was applied to identify and analyze potential effects on cultural 
resources. 

3.4.1 Affected Environment 

The APEs for Alternatives 1 and 2 are located between US-98 and St. Andrew Sound, flanking 
Mississippi Road near the existing CEMIRT facility (Figure 2.2-1). Situated within the Gulf Coast 
Lowlands Lake Region of the Florida panhandle, this region is characterized by coastal dune and 
flatwood lakes, underlain by Pleistocene beach and dune sands, silt, and clay (Brooks, 1981; 
Griffith et al., 1997). Vegetation consists of sand (Pinus clausa) and slash pine (Pinus elliottii), 
saw palmetto (Serenoa repens), and live oak (Quercus virginiana) communities. Overall drainage 
at the sites is to the southeast, toward an off-site seasonal pond located approximately 330 feet 
away. Elevations at the sites vary between 7 and 25 feet above mean sea level (AMSL). 

Previous archaeological surveys at Tyndall AFB have identified 402 archaeological sites across 
the installation (Tyndall AFB, 2022a). These sites include prehistoric, historical (pre-military), and 
military sites. Prehistoric site types consist of artifact scatters, shell middens, and occupation 
locales spanning the Paleoindian through Late Woodland periods (12000 – 450 Before Present). 
Historical sites span mid-19th to mid-20th centuries and include refuse dumps, homesteads, 
turpentine processing locations, transportation infrastructure, and agricultural features. Military-
era sites consist of World War II-era target and training ranges and an aircraft crash site. 
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Additionally, 11 family or community cemeteries are within the boundaries of Tyndall AFB; all 
are unevaluated for National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility. 

In total, 233 buildings at Tyndall AFB have been evaluated for NRHP eligibility (Tyndall AFB, 
2022a). These buildings were constructed between 1941 and 1998, with the majority constructed 
between 1941 and 1959 (n=89) and 1970 to 1989 (n=87). Of the total, 21 buildings have been 
determined eligible for listing in the NRHP, 207 have been determined not eligible for listing, 
and 5 are currently unevaluated. Sixty-five buildings were demolished at Tyndall AFB following 
damage sustained during Hurricane Michael in 2018, including two NRHP-eligible buildings 
(8BY1117 and 8BY1178). Two potentially eligible historic districts have been identified at Tyndall 
AFB, representing the former communities of Cromanton and Farmdale; these districts are located 
5 miles west and 7 miles east of the APE, respectively. 

There are no NRHP-listed, NRHP-eligible, or unevaluated historic properties within 1,000 feet of 
the APE. The APE for Alternative 1 has been surveyed for cultural resources, including systematic 
shovel testing at 50-meter intervals (Mikell, 2017; Bradley et al., 2020). No cultural resources were 
identified within the Alternative 1 APE. The Alternative 2 APE was not surveyed in 2019 because 
of downed trees caused by a recent hurricane and has not been surveyed since. In 2023, a cultural 
resources survey was conducted north and south of the APE for Alternative 2 within developed 
portions of the current CEMIRT facility and along the St. Andrew Bay shoreline (Bradley et al., 
2024). The survey included systematic shovel testing at 50- to 100-meter intervals. No cultural 
resources were identified in areas adjacent to the Alternative 2 APE. Based on the shovel test 
intervals used in the adjacent survey areas, they were considered to have low to moderate 
archaeological potential, suggesting some potential for archaeological deposits within the 
Alternative 2 APE. 

3.4.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.4.2.1 Evaluation Criteria 

Adverse effects on cultural resources could include altering characteristics of the resource that 
make it eligible for listing in the NRHP. Such impacts could include introducing visual or audible 
elements that are out of character with the property or its setting; neglecting the resource to the 
extent that it deteriorates or is destroyed; or the sale, transfer, or lease of the property out of agency 
ownership (or control) without adequate enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure 
preservation of the property’s historic significance. For this EA, an adverse effect would be 
considered significant if it alters the integrity of an NRHP-listed or eligible historic property or if 
it has the potential to adversely affect traditional cultural properties and the practices associated 
with the property.  

3.4.2.2 Alternative 1 

No historic properties have been identified during previous cultural resource surveys conducted 
within the Alternative 1 APE, and no NRHP-listed, NRHP-eligible, or unevaluated historic 
properties are within 1,000 feet of the APE. Therefore, in accordance with 36 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) § 800.5, the DAF has determined that Alternative 1 would have no adverse 
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effect on historic properties if selected for implementation. SHPO concurrence with this 
determination is pending.  

Should inadvertent discovery of archaeological deposits or human remains be made during 
construction or other ground-disturbing activities, all ground-disturbing work would cease, and the 
DAF would follow standard operating procedures for Discoveries of Archaeological Resources 
and Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act. Cultural Items, as detailed in the 
Tyndall AFB Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (Tyndall AFB, 2022a). Adherence 
to these procedures would ensure that adverse impacts on previously undocumented archaeological 
deposits or human remains would not be significant. 

3.4.2.3 Alternative 2 

No historic properties are known to be present within the Alternative 2 APE, and no Section 110 
cultural resources surveys have been conducted within the APE. The Florida SHPO confirmed that 
the APE of Alternative 2 has not been surveyed in a letter dated May 30, 2025. Based on a survey 
conducted in 2023 near the Alternative 2 APE, there is potential for archaeological deposits to be 
present within the Alternative 2 APE. Therefore, in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.5, the DAF has 
determined that implementation of the Proposed Action on the Alternative 2 site would have the 
potential to affect currently undocumented historic properties within the APE. Should the 
Alternative 2 site be selected for implementation of the Proposed Action, Tyndall AFB would 
perform Section 110 cultural resources surveys and conduct additional Section 106 consultation 
with the SHPO as needed prior to construction to avoid, minimize, or mitigate potential adverse 
effects on historic properties. Through consultation with the SHPO, any potentially adverse effects 
on historic properties and cultural resources within the Alternative 2 APE would not be significant. 
SHPO concurrence with this determination is pending. 

3.4.2.4 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented and existing 
conditions at Tyndall AFB would continue. Cultural resources at Tyndall AFB would continue to 
be managed as they currently are. This alternative would have no effect on cultural resources. 

3.4.2.5 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions and Other Environmental Considerations 

Other reasonably foreseeable future actions listed in Appendix C are located outside of the APE 
and would adhere to Section 106 consultation requirements and/or coordination with federal, state, 
and local agencies as applicable to ensure that potential effects on cultural resources would be 
avoided or remain less than significant. Therefore, when considered with other reasonably 
foreseeable future actions occurring on Tyndall AFB or in the vicinity of the APE, the Proposed 
Action would not contribute to cumulatively significant adverse effects on cultural resources or 
historic properties, including architectural resources, archaeological resources, or traditional 
cultural properties and sacred sites. 
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3.5 Biological Resources 

Biological resources include plants and animals in a specified area or region. This includes native 
and nonnative species; protected species; and the habitats in which these species occur. Detailed 
information on biological resources is provided in Appendix D. 

The ROI for biological resources consists of the Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 sites                
(Figure 2.2-1) where direct impacts on biological resources could occur, and areas within the 
immediate vicinity of the alternative sites where indirect impacts on biological resources, such as 
disturbance from noise and human activity, could be experienced. The ROI also includes barrier 
islands located south of the CEMIRT facility where potential effects on nesting and hatchling sea 
turtles and beach mice from artificial lighting could occur. The Proposed Action does not involve 
in-water activities and would have no potential to alter or otherwise disturb surface water bodies 
that provide suitable habitat for fish and aquatic or marine mammals; therefore, the analysis of 
biological resources in this EA is limited to terrestrial species of birds, mammals, reptiles, 
amphibians, and plants, including those having potential to occur in wetlands. A Biological 
Assessment (BA) (DAF, 2025a) was prepared to evaluate potential impacts from the Proposed 
Action on federally listed species and support Section 7 consultation with the USFWS. 

3.5.1 Affected Environment 

3.5.1.1 Vegetation 

Tyndall AFB contains approximately 22,891 acres of vegetative cover (Tyndall AFB, 2020b). 
Vegetation within the ROI primarily consists of scrub shrub habitat and contains dense patches of 
vegetation with few overstory trees. Prior to Hurricane Michael in 2018, the ROI contained dense 
mixed pine and hardwood forests. Hurricane Michael removed nearly the entire canopy within the 
ROI. Vegetation communities listed in Table 3.5-1 are based on on-site conditions observed during 
field surveys conducted at Tyndall AFB in April 2025 to support development of the BA (DAF, 
2025a). 

Table 3.5-1 Vegetation Community Acreage within the ROI 
 Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Vegetation Community Acres 
FLCCS 

Comparable Class Acres 
FLCCS 

Comparable Class 
Upland 1.06 Scrubby Flatwoods 2.61 Scrubby Flatwoods 

Wetland 1.41 Hydric Pine Flatwoods / 
Wet Flatwoods 0.96 Hydric Pine Flatwoods / 

Wet Flatwoods 

Upland / Wetland Ecotone 1.58 Coastal Scrub -- -- 

Mowed / Maintained Areas 0.31 Mowed Grass -- -- 

Total 4.36  3.57  
Notes:  
FLCCS = Florida Land Cover Classification System 
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Common plant species within wet, mesic, or scrubby flatwoods include longleaf and slash pine 
overstories; shrubby understories consisting of saw palmetto, high bush blueberry (Vaccinium 
corymbosum), dwarf huckleberry (Gaylussacia dumosa), swamp titi, and fetterbush (Lyonia 
lucida); and groundcover assemblages dominated by wiregrass (Aristida stricta), other native 
warm season grasses, sedges, and suites of other herbaceous species. Common plant species within 
inland grassland communities include bluestem species (Andropogon spp., Schizachyrium 
scoparium), sea oats (Uniola paniculata), muhly grass (Muhlenbergia capillaris), wax myrtle 
(Morella cerifera), bush goldenrod (Chrysoma pauciflosculosa), and Godfrey’s goldenaster 
(Chrysopsis godfreyi) (Tyndall AFB, 2020b). 

Uplands vegetation primarily consists of inkberry (Ilex glabra), sweetbay magnolia (Magnolia 
virginiana), black titi (Cliftonia monophyla), upland oaks (Quercus spp.), saw palmetto, greenbrier 
(Smilax spp.), blackberry (Rubus spp.), coastal pepperbush (Clethra alnifolia), and slash pine. The 
predominant wetland community within the ROI is freshwater scrub-shrub. Wetlands primarily 
consist of ferns, sand blackberry, bluestem, muscadine (Vitus rotundifolia), wiregrass, slash pine, 
and greenbrier. Ecotones primarily consist of inkberry, blackberry, fetterbush (Lyonia lucida), 
persimmon (Diospyros virginiana), yaupon holly (Ilex vomitoria), saw palmetto, gallberry (Ilex 
coriacea), slash pine muscadine, and greenbrier.  

3.5.1.2 Wildlife 

Undeveloped areas on Tyndall AFB support a wide range of wildlife, including mammals, 
songbirds, shorebirds, neotropical migrant birds, reptiles, and amphibians. Examples of common 
wildlife species known or having potential to occur at Tyndall AFB, and potentially within the 
ROI, are listed in Table 3.5-2. 

Table 3.5-2 Examples of Common Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring in the ROI 
Common Name Scientific Name Common Name Scientific Name 
Birds 
bluejay Cyanocitta cristata house sparrow Passer domesticus 
catbird Dumetella carolinensis northern cardinal Cardinalis cardinalis 
eastern towhee Pipilo erythrophthalmus northern mockingbird Mimus polyglottos 
Mammals 
black bear Ursus americanus floridanus gray fox Urocyon cineroargenteus 
coyote Canis latrans opossum Didelphis virginiana 
eastern mole Scalopus aquaticus white-tailed deer Odocoileus virginianus 
eastern red bat Lasiurus borealis   
Reptiles and Amphibians 
black racer Coluber constrictor slender glass lizard Ophisaurus attenuatus 
common five-
lined skink 

Plestiodon fasciatus southern cricket frog Acris gryllus 

cottonmouth Agkistrodon piscivorus southern toad Anaxyrus terrestris 
garter snake Thamnophis sirtalis southern leopard frog Lithobates sphenocephalus 

utricularius 
green anole Anolis carolinensis squirrel treefrog Hyla squirella 

Source: Tyndall AFB, 2020b 
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3.5.1.3 Invasive Species 

Invasive species are defined in E.O. 13112, Invasive Species, as “an alien species whose 
introduction does or is likely to cause economic or environmental harm to human health.” Invasive 
species are highly adaptable and often displace native species. Characteristics of invasive species 
include high reproduction rates, resistance to disturbances, lack of natural predators, efficient 
dispersal mechanisms, and the ability to outcompete native species. 

The primary invasive plants of concern at Tyndall AFB are Japanese climbing fern (Lygodium 
japonicum), Chinese tallow tree (Triadica sebifera), torpedo grass (Panicum repens), and cogon 
grass (Imperata cylindrica). Invasive animal and insect species include feral hogs (Sus scrofa) and 
fire ants (Solenopsis invicta) (Tyndall AFB, 2020b). Objectives for invasive species management 
set forth in Tyndall AFB’s Nuisance and Invasive Species Component Plan include treating and 
controlling infestations, preventing new infestations, restoring infested areas to the natural 
ecological community type, and protecting threatened and endangered (T&E) species and habitats 
(Tyndall AFB, 2020b). 

3.5.1.4 Threatened and Endangered Species 

T&E species include plants and animals listed as threatened or endangered under the ESA and 
species listed under Chapters 5B-40 and 68A-27 FAC. The ESA defines an endangered species as 
“any species in danger of extinction through all, or a large significant portion, of its range,” while 
a threatened species is “any species which is likely to become an endangered species within the 
foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range.” Critical habitat designated 
under the ESA contains features essential for the conservation of a threatened or endangered 
species and may require special management and protection (USFWS, 2017). The National 
Defense Authorization Act of 2004 amended Section 4 of the ESA to preclude the USFWS and the 
National Marine Fisheries Service from designating critical habitat on any lands or other 
geographical areas owned or controlled by the DoD, or designated for its use, that are subject to 
an approved DoD INRMP, provided that USFWS and/or National Marine Fisheries Service certify 
in writing that the INRMP benefits the federally-listed species for which critical habitat has been 
designated. 

Federally Listed Species. Federally listed or proposed species or designated critical habitat known 
or having potential to occur in the ROI are listed in Table 3.5-3 (USFWS, 2025; Tyndall AFB, 
2020b). All bird species listed in Table 3.5-3 are also protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act (MBTA). Although delisted from the federal endangered species list in 2007, the bald eagle 
remains federally protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA), as well as 
the MBTA. The golden eagle is not known to be present on Tyndall AFB (Tyndall AFB, 2020b) 
and the Florida panhandle is at the southeastern end of the nonbreeding range (Cornell Labs, n.d.). 
Federally designated critical habitat for the Choctawhatchee beach mouse (Peromyscus polionotus 
allophrys) is present within the ROI. This critical habitat was designated by the USFWS prior to 
the approval of the Tyndall AFB INRMP. The USFWS Official Species List for the ROI is provided 
in Appendix E.  
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Table 3.5-3 Federally Listed Species with Suitable and/or Critical Habitat in the ROI 

Common Name Scientific Name Federal 
Status 

Known to 
Occur at 
Tyndall 

AFB 

Suitable 
Habitat 

within the 
ROI1 

Critical 
Habitat 

within the 
ROI 

Birds  
bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus BGEPA Yes Yes No 
Invertebrates  
monarch butterfly Danaus plexippus PT No Yes No 
Mammals  
Choctawhatchee 
beach mouse 

Peromyscus polionotus 
allophrys 

E Yes Yes Yes 

St. Andrew beach 
mouse 

Peromyscus polionotus 
peninsularis 

E Yes Yes No 

tricolored bat Perimyotis subflavus PE No Yes No 
Plants  
Godfrey’s butterwort Pinguicula ionantha T Yes Yes No 
telephus spurge Euphorbia telephioides T Yes Yes No 
white birds-in-a-nest Macbridea alba T No Yes No 
Reptiles  
eastern indigo snake Drymarchon couperi T No Yes No 
green sea turtle Chelonia mydas T Yes Yes No 
hawksbill sea turtle Eretmochelys imbricata E No Yes No 
Kemp’s ridley sea 
turtle 

Lepidochelys kempii E Yes Yes No 

leatherback sea turtle Dermochelys coriacea E Yes Yes No 
loggerhead sea turtle Caretta caretta T Yes Yes No 
Notes:  
Sources: Tyndall AFB, 2020b; USFWS, 2025 
1 Based on habitat conditions observed during Biological Assessment field surveys conducted at Tyndall AFB in April 2025.  
BGEPA = Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act; E = Endangered; PE = Proposed Endangered; PT = Proposed Threatened;  
T = Threatened 

State-Listed Species. State-listed T&E species known or having potential to occur at Tyndall AFB 
and in the ROI include 1 mammal species, 3 bird species, 1 reptile species, and more than 40 plant 
species. These species are shown in Table 3.5-4 (FWC, 2022). Suitable habitat is present in the 
ROI for the Florida black bear (Ursus americanus floridanus), protected under the Florida Black 
Bear Conservation Rule (Chapter 68A-4.009 FAC) and the state-threatened southern milkweed 
(Asclepias viridula), a wildflower endemic to the Florida panhandle and northeast Florida that can 
be found in wet prairies, flatwoods, seepage slopes, and pitcher plant bogs. Southern milkweed 
serves as a larval host plant for the monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus), proposed for federal 
listing as threatened.  

Florida black bears can be found in a wide variety of forested communities statewide and are 
frequently observed at Tyndall AFB. Generally, state-listed species occurring at Tyndall AFB are 
managed in accordance with polices established in the installation’s Integrated Natural Resources 
Management Plan (INRMP) (Tyndall AFB, 2020b). 
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Table 3.5-4 State-Listed Species Potentially Occurring in the ROI 

Common Name Scientific Name State 
Status 

Known to 
Occur at 

Tyndall AFB 
Mammals 
Florida black bear Ursus americanus floridanus FBBCR Yes 
Birds 
bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus FBER Yes 
Marian’s marsh wren Cistothorus palustris marianae T Yes 
southeastern American kestrel Falco sparverius paulus T Yes 
Reptiles 
Florida pine snake1 Pituophis melanoleucus mugitus T No 
Plants 
Apalachicola aster Eurybia spinulosa E Yes 
Apalachicola dragonhead Physostegia godfreyi T Yes 
Apalachicola wild-indigo Baptisia megacarpa E No 
Baltzell’s sedge Carex baltzellii T No 
Burk’s southern pitcher plant Sarracenia rosea T Yes 
Chapman’s butterwort Pinguicula planifolia T Yes 
Chapman’s crownbeard Verbesina chapmanii T Yes 
dew thread sundew Drosera filiformis E Yes 
eastern featherbells Stenanthium gramineum E No 
fever-tree Pinckneya bracteate  T No 
fire pink Silene virginica E No 
giant water dropwort Oxypolis greenmanii E Yes 
Godfrey’s goldenaster Chrysopsis godfreyi E Yes 
Gulf Coast lupine Lupinus westianus T Yes 
Harper’s yellow-eyed grass Xyris scabrifolia T Yes 
hummingbird-flower Macranthera flammea E No 
karst pond yellow-eyed grass Xyris longisepala E Yes 
large-leaved jointweed Polygonum smallianum T Yes 
mock pennyroyal Stachydeoma graveolens E No 
naked-stemmed panic grass Panicum nudicaule T No 
narrow-leaved beakrush Rhynchospora stenophylla T No 
orange rein orchid Platanthera integra E No 
Panhandle bogbuttons Lachnocaulon digynum T No 
Panhandle meadow-beauty Rhexia salicifolia T No 
parrot pitcher plant Sarracenia psittacina T Yes 
pinewoods bluestem Andropogon arctatus T Yes 
primrose-flowered butterwort Pinguicula primuliflora E No 
purple pitcher plant Sarracenia purpurea T No 
quillwort yellow-eyed grass Xyris isoetifolia E Yes 
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Table 3.5-4 State-Listed Species Potentially Occurring in the ROI 

Common Name Scientific Name State 
Status 

Known to 
Occur at 

Tyndall AFB 
Plants (continued) 
silky camellia Stewartia malacodendron E No 
small spreading pogonia Cleistes bifaria E Yes 
snakemouth orchid Pogonia ophioglossoides T Yes 
southern milkweed Asclepias viridula T Yes 
southern red lily Lilium catesbaei T Yes 
spoon-leafed sundew Drosera intermedia T Yes 
spring hill flax Linum macrocarpum E No 
St. John’s susan Rudbeckia nitidia E No 
thick-leaved water willow Justicia crassifolia E Yes 
toothed savory Calamintha dentata T No 
white-flowered plantain Arnoglossum album E No 
white-flowered wild petunia Ruellia noctiflora E Yes 
white-top pitcher-plant Sarracenia leucophylla E No 
wiregrass gentian Gentiana pennelliana E Yes 
yellow-flowered butterwort Pinguicula lutea T Yes 
Notes:  
Sources: FDACS, 2024; Tyndall AFB, 2020b 
1 Not documented at Tyndall AFB, though the species occurs in the region and/or appropriate habitat exists at Tyndall AFB 
FBBCR = Florida Black Bear Conservation Rule; FBER = Florida Bald Eagle Rule; E = Endangered; T = Threatened  

3.5.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.5.2.1 Evaluation Criteria 

Adverse effects on biological resources could result from the temporary or permanent removal of 
vegetative cover, the temporary or permanent removal of vegetation providing suitable wildlife 
habitat, and the associated displacement, injury, or mortality of individual animals. Adverse effects 
would be significant if the Proposed Action introduced or contributed to the spread of invasive 
species at Tyndall AFB; prevented or impeded the continued propagation of common species of 
plants and wildlife at the community level, population level, or species level; or resulted in an 
adverse effect on federally listed T&E species that could not be avoided or mitigated through 
consultation with USFWS. 

3.5.2.2 Alternative 1 

Vegetation. Under Alternative 1, up to approximately 4.4 acres of vegetation at Tyndall AFB 
would be permanently disturbed or removed from construction of the proposed equipment area 
and associated infrastructure (Table 3.5-1). While impacts on vegetation from Alternative 1 would 
be adverse, they would be small within the overall context of all vegetative cover (approximately 
22,891 acres) on Tyndall AFB. To the extent practicable, undeveloped areas within the ROI would 
be replanted with native vegetation to prevent or minimize soil erosion and generation of fugitive 
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dust. All vegetation remaining within the ROI after construction is complete would be managed 
and maintained in accordance with the applicable requirements of the Tyndall AFB INRMP and 
other applicable guidance documents. Contractors would adhere to applicable requirements of the 
Tyndall AFB INRMP and Nuisance and Invasive Species Component Plan to prevent the 
introduction and spread of invasive species on the installation. Therefore, adverse impacts on 
vegetation from implementation of Alternative 1 would not be significant. 

Wildlife. In the short term, noise, vegetation clearing and site preparation, and other human 
activity associated with construction of the equipment area would disturb or displace wildlife 
within the ROI. Highly mobile animals would likely relocate to other areas of Tyndall AFB that 
provide suitable habitat, while less-mobile animals could experience inadvertent injury or 
mortality. In the long term, Alternative 1 would permanently remove up to approximately 4.4 acres 
of wildlife habitat on Tyndall AFB.  

While these short- and long-term impacts would be adverse, they would occur at the individual 
rather than the community, population, or species level and would not jeopardize the continued 
existence of any species. Adherence to the applicable requirements of the Tyndall AFB Nuisance 
and Invasive Species Component Plan by construction contractors would support the plan’s 
management objectives and minimize the potential for injury to contractors from nuisance wildlife 
species. Once operational, the proposed facilities would be operated and maintained in accordance 
with applicable Tyndall AFB management plans to prevent or minimize impacts on wildlife to the 
extent possible. Therefore, adverse impacts on wildlife from implementation of Alternative 1 
would not be significant.  

Threatened and Endangered Species. Alternative 1 could temporarily or permanently disturb 
federally and state-listed T&E plant and animal species and alter potential, but currently 
unoccupied (DAF, 2025a), habitat for such species within the footprint of the Alternative 1 site. 
Alternative 1 is not intended to result in the “take” of any federally or state-listed species; any 
“take” resulting from implementation of Alternative 1 would be inadvertent and unintentional. As 
project planning continues, the proposed equipment area and infrastructure would be designed, 
constructed, and operated to avoid and prevent temporary and permanent impacts on federally 
listed species, critical habitat, and suitable habitat for such species; and state-listed species and 
suitable habitat for such species. These measures would include lighting that complies with 
guidelines set forth in the Florida Code of Ordinances, Chapter 62B-55 FAC; Chapter 5 of the Bay 
County, Florida Code of Ordinances; and specifications set by Florida Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation Commission, to minimize impacts on nesting and hatchling sea turtles or beach mice 
that could occur on beaches located south of the Alternative 1 site. Construction contractors would 
adhere to Tyndall AFB measures to prevent or minimize adverse effects on federally and state-
listed species, including time-of-year restrictions on construction if necessary. In the long term, 
activity and noise associated with aircraft operations would continue to be the primary source of 
potential effects on T&E species at Tyndall AFB.  

While Alternative 1 would have the potential to result in the inadvertent disturbance or 
displacement of one or more federally or state-listed T&E species potentially occurring at Tyndall 
AFB, or alter potential but currently unoccupied habitat, any such impact would occur at the 
individual rather than the population, community, or species level, and would not jeopardize the 
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continued existence of any federally or state-listed species. Tyndall AFB would continue to manage 
state-listed T&E species occurring within its boundaries as described in Section 3.5.2.4. 

Based on the analysis presented in this EA and the BA, the DAF has determined that Alternative 1 
would have no effect on the bald eagle; may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, the 
Choctawhatchee beach mouse and its critical habitat, eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon couperi), 
Godfrey’s butterwort (Pinguicula ionantha), green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas), hawksbill sea 
turtle (Eretmochelys imbricata), Kemp’s ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kempii), leatherback sea 
turtle (Dermochelys coriacea), loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta), St. Andrew beach mouse 
(Peromyscus polionotus peninsularis), telephus spurge (Euphorbia telephioides), and white birds-
in-a-nest (Macbridea alba); and is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the monarch 
butterfly and tricolored bat (Perimyotis subflavus). Alternative 1 may affect, but is not likely to 
adversely affect, the monarch butterfly or the tricolored bat if either were to become listed under 
the ESA. These determinations are summarized in Table 3.5-5. 

Table 3.5-5 Effects Determinations for Federally Protected Species and Critical Habitat 

Common Name Scientific Name Federal 
Status Determination 

eastern indigo snake Drymarchon couperi T May affect, not likely to adversely affect 

Choctawhatchee beach 
mouse 

Peromyscus 
polionotus allophrys 

E May affect, not likely to adversely affect 
the species or its critical habitat 

Godfrey's butterwort Pinguicula ionantha T May affect, not likely to adversely affect 

green sea turtle Chelonia mydas T May affect, not likely to adversely affect 

hawksbill sea turtle Eretmochelys 
imbricata 

E May affect, not likely to adversely affect 

Kemp’s ridley sea turtle Lepidochelys kempii E May affect, not likely to adversely affect 

leatherback sea turtle Dermochelys coriacea E May affect, not likely to adversely affect 

loggerhead sea turtle Caretta caretta T May affect, not likely to adversely affect 

St. Andrew beach 
mouse 

Peromyscus polionotus 
peninsularis 

E May affect, not likely to adversely affect 

telephus spurge Euphorbia 
telephioides 

T May affect, not likely to adversely affect 

white birds-in-a-nest Macbridea alba T May affect, not likely to adversely affect 

bald eagle Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus 

BGEPA No effect 

tricolored bat Perimyotis subflavus PE Not likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence; if it becomes listed, the 
determination would be “may affect, not 
likely to adversely affect” 

monarch butterfly Danaus plexippus PT Not likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence; if it becomes listed, the 
determination would be “may affect, not 
likely to adversely affect” 

Notes:  
BGEPA = Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act; E = Endangered; PE = Proposed Endangered; PT = Proposed Threatened;  
T = Threatened  
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In accordance with Section 7 of the ESA, the DAF has initiated consultation with USFWS 
regarding the potential effects of Alternative 1 on federally protected species. USFWS concurrence 
with the effects determinations listed in Table 3.5-5 is pending. Section 7 consultation 
correspondence is provided in Appendix A. 

3.5.2.3 Alternative 2 

Vegetation. Under Alternative 2, the Proposed Action would permanently disturb up to 3.6 acres 
of land on Tyndall AFB from construction of the equipment area and associated infrastructure 
(Table 3.5-1).  

Other than a reduced overall footprint and corresponding reduced vegetation disturbance, impacts 
on vegetation would be similar to those described for Alternative 1. Therefore, adverse impacts on 
vegetation from Alternative 2 would not be significant. 

Wildlife. Under Alternative 2, up to 3.6 acres of wildlife habitat would be permanently removed. 
Other than a reduced overall footprint and corresponding reduced habitat removal, impacts on 
wildlife would be similar to those described for Alternative 1. Therefore, adverse impacts on 
wildlife from Alternative 2 would not be significant. 

Threatened and Endangered Species. Impacts on T&E species and designated critical habitat 
under Alternative 2 would be similar to those described for Alternative 1. Any impacts to federally 
or state-listed species would occur at the individual level rather than the population, community, 
or species level, and would not jeopardize the continued existence of any federally or state-listed 
species. Tyndall AFB would continue to manage state-listed T&E species occurring within its 
boundaries as described in Section 3.5.2.4. Therefore, impacts on and effects determinations for 
T&E species and designated critical habitat would be the same as those described for Alternative 1. 

In accordance with Section 7 of the ESA, the DAF has initiated consultation with USFWS 
regarding the potential effects of Alternative 2 on federally protected species. USFWS concurrence 
with the effects determinations listed in Table 3.5-5 is pending. Section 7 consultation 
correspondence is provided in Appendix A.  

3.5.2.4 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented and existing 
conditions at Tyndall AFB would continue. Vegetation, wildlife, and federally and state-listed 
species would continue to be managed as they currently are. The No Action Alternative would 
have no effect on biological resources. 

3.5.2.5 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions and Other Environmental Considerations 

Other reasonably foreseeable future actions listed in Appendix C that would occur on Tyndall 
AFB or in the vicinity of, but outside the biological resources ROI would adhere to the 
requirements of applicable permits and management plans to minimize adverse effects on 
biological resources and ensure that any such effects are not significant. Therefore, when 
considered with potential impacts from other reasonably foreseeable future actions, the Proposed 
Action would not contribute to cumulatively significant adverse impacts on biological resources. 
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3.6 Water Resources 

Water resources include naturally occurring and human-built bodies of surface water, such as 
oceans, lakes, ponds, rivers, streams, canals, ditches, and wetlands, and their associated 
watersheds; stormwater; groundwater; floodplains; and the coastal zone. Detailed information on 
water resources is provided in Appendix D. 

The ROI for the analysis of water resources consists of the Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 sites 
(Figure 2.2-1) where direct impacts on water resources could occur and areas within the immediate 
vicinity of the alternative sites where indirect impacts on water resources could be experienced. 
The applicable requirements of the federally approved FCMP are also addressed in this section. A 
stream and wetland delineation was conducted on the Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 sites in April 
2025 to support the impact analysis in this EA as well as future permitting requirements.  

3.6.1 Affected Environment 

3.6.1.1 Groundwater 

Tyndall AFB is underlain by three groundwater aquifers, from shallowest to deepest: surficial 
aquifer, intermediate confining unit, and the Floridan aquifer (Tyndall AFB, 2020b). Three 
permitted on-base wells are used to draw some potable water from the Floridan aquifer; however, 
most of the potable water used at Tyndall AFB is supplied by the Bay County Utility Services 
Department (Tyndall AFB, 2021).  

3.6.1.2 Water Quality 

Tyndall AFB manages and discharges stormwater generated within its boundaries to receiving 
water bodies in accordance with the applicable requirements of Section 438 of the Energy 
Independence and Security Act (EISA) of 2007, UFC 3-210-10, Low Impact Development, the 
NPDES, and a Multi-Sector Generic Permit issued by FDEP. Under Section 438 of the EISA, 
federal agencies are required to reduce stormwater runoff from development projects to protect 
water resources. UFC 3-210-10 provides the technical criteria and requirements for the planning 
and design of DoD projects to comply with stormwater requirements under Section 438 of the 
EISA. Tyndall AFB implements BMPs such as preventative maintenance, prevention and response 
to accidental spills, sediment and erosion control, structural runoff controls, hazardous material 
and waste management, and shoreline cleanups to effectively prevent stormwater pollution 
(Tyndall AFB, 2020b). Runoff on Tyndall AFB is conveyed via multiple naturally occurring and 
man-made open drainage channels to receiving water bodies in accordance with the base’s NPDES 
permit. 

As of 2022, East Bay (located 2.5 miles northeast of the ROI) was listed as Impaired for fish and 
shellfish consumption based on elevated mercury concentrations (USEPA, 2022). East Bay does 
not currently exceed the 303(d) listing thresholds for nutrients (nitrogen), but it is still classified 
as Category 5 Impaired for elevated nutrients (USEPA, 2022). FDEP currently classifies water 
quality for aquatic life and swimming/boating uses as Good. Impairment within the larger St. 
Andrew Bay watershed (specifically near the mouth of the bay and east of US-98) is the result of 
elevated concentrations of mercury, bacteria (and other microbes), and nitrogen (or phosphorus) 
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(USEPA, 2022). A Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) plan for the St. Andrew Bay watershed 
was developed by the USEPA and FDEP because of the mercury contamination present. TMDL 
plans quantify the maximum amount of a particular pollutant that a surface water body can absorb 
without exceeding water quality standards and are a tool used to help track and reduce pollutants 
in those water bodies. The Gulf of America side of St. Andrew Bay and East Bay west of US-98 
currently meet Clean Water Act (CWA) water quality standards (USEPA, 2022). 

3.6.1.3 Wetlands and Surface Waters 

Tyndall AFB is located in the St. Andrew Bay watershed, which covers approximately 740,000 
acres of the central Florida panhandle. This watershed is unique in that it contains no major rivers, 
resulting in estuarine waters that are deeper, clearer, and characterized by high and consistent 
salinity (NWFWMD, 2017). Felix Lake, located in the northwestern section of the base, is the only 
naturally occurring lake on Tyndall AFB (Tyndall AFB, 2020b). Major bodies of surface water 
near the ROI include St. Andrew Sound (0.3 miles to the southeast), St. Andrew Bay (1.0 miles to 
the northwest), and East Bay (2.5 miles to the northeast) (Figure 1.2-1). It is estimated that 
wetlands cover approximately 40 percent (11,710 acres) of Tyndall AFB (Tyndall AFB, 2020b). 
The ROI is located in the Walker Bayou-Fred Bayou Frontal Gulf of Mexico sub-watershed (USGS 
Hydrologic Unit Code 031401010705) and Hog Island Sound (State Waterbody ID FL1170) 
(USGS, 2025).  

A wetland delineation conducted at Tyndall AFB in April 2025 identified four potentially 
jurisdictional wetlands totaling approximately 2.4 acres within the Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 
sites. No streams, open waters, surface waters, or Section 10 waters subject to regulation under the 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 were identified within the ROI (DAF, 2025b). These wetlands are 
summarized in Table 3.6-1 and shown on Figure 3.6-1. Wetland 1 on the Alternative 1 site and 
Wetland 2 on the Alternative 2 site are potentially subject to regulation as Waters of the United 
States (WOTUS). Wetland 3 and Wetland 4, both on the Alternative 2 site, are isolated wetlands 
and potentially subject to state regulation. Additional information regarding the wetland 
delineation is provided in the Final Wetland Delineation Report (DAF, 2025b). 

Table 3.6-1 Potentially Jurisdictional Wetlands Identified within the Alternative Sites 
Alternative 

Site 
Wetland 
Number Potential Jurisdiction Area (Acres) 

1 
1 WOTUS 1.410 

Alternative 1 Subtotal 1.410 

2 

2 WOTUS 0.940 
3 Waters of the State 0.001 
4 Waters of the State 0.020 

Alternative 2 Subtotal 0.961 
  Total 2.371 

Source: DAF, 2025b 
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Figure 3.6-1 Potentially Jurisdictional Wetlands within the ROI 
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Drainage in the ROI is to the southeast from the Alternative 1 site and to the southwest from the 
Alternative 2 site, although runoff from both sites is ultimately conveyed toward St. Andrew 
Sound. However, the generally flat topography and underlying sandy soils likely minimize actual 
overland flow during most precipitation events. The absence of streams or other surface waters is 
largely the result of the sandy soils and the ROI’s location on a narrow peninsula with a small 
watershed area. 

3.6.1.4 Floodplains 

Tyndall AFB contains approximately 16,047 acres of regulated 100-year floodplains. Each of the 
alternative sites contains nearly 3 acres of floodplains (Table 3.6-2, Figure 3.6-2) (FEMA, 2024). 

Table 3.6-2 Regulated Floodplains within the ROI 
Alternative 1  Acres 
100-Year Floodplain (Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAs) Zone A, 1 percent 
Annual Chance Flood Hazard) 2.74 

Total 2.74 
Alternative 2 Acres 
100-Year Floodplain (SFHA Zone AE, 1 percent Annual Chance Flood Hazard, 
with Base Flood Elevation of 10 feet AMSL) 1.37 

100-Year Floodplain (SFHA Zone A, 1 percent Annual Chance Flood Hazard) 1.17 
500-Year Floodplain (SFHA Zone B, 0.2 percent Annual Chance Flood Hazard) 0.23 

Total 2.77 
Source: FEMA, 2024  

3.6.1.5 Coastal Zone Management 

Florida’s coastal zone includes the entirety of the state’s 67 counties and adjacent territorial waters. 
The federally approved FCMP comprises 24 Florida statutes that are intended to protect and 
enhance the state’s natural, cultural, and economic coastal resources. Under the FCMP, federal 
consistency requirements apply to proposed federal actions that would occur in any of Florida’s 
35 coastal counties or adjoining territorial waters (FDEP, 2024).  

Tyndall AFB is in Bay County, one of Florida’s coastal counties where federal consistency 
requirements are applicable. As a federally owned military installation, Tyndall AFB is statutorily 
excluded from the Florida’s coastal zone. However, federal actions occurring at Tyndall AFB that 
have the potential to affect coastal zone resources outside the installation’s boundaries must be 
consistent, to the maximum extent practicable, with the statutes that constitute the FCMP. 
Therefore, the DAF is required to determine the consistency of proposed activities potentially 
affecting Florida’s coastal zone resources with the FCMP. 
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Figure 3.6-2 Regulated Floodplains within the ROI 
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3.6.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.6.2.1 Evaluation Criteria 

Potential impacts on water resources would be adverse if the Proposed Action resulted in one or 
more of the following: 

 the reduction of water availability or supply to existing users 

 overdrafts of groundwater basins 

 increases in impervious surface that decrease or prevent groundwater infiltration and recharge, 
or increase stormwater runoff generated on the installation 

 increased sediment or pollution that causes the receiving water bodies to exceed applicable 
regulatory criteria, water quality standards, and/or permitting requirements 

 accidental releases of hazardous or toxic substances to surface waters or groundwater that 
cannot be contained, controlled, or cleaned up in accordance with the Tyndall AFB Spill 
Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan 

 the clearing or filling of wetlands or wetland habitat 

 would not be consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the Enforceable Policies of 
the FCMP 

Adverse impacts on water resources would be considered significant if one or more of the impacts 
listed above could not be avoided or minimized through adherence to applicable BMPs or 
permitting requirements. 

3.6.2.2 Alternative 1 

Groundwater. Under Alternative 1, construction of the proposed equipment area and associated 
infrastructure would not require new or increased withdrawals of groundwater and would not 
involve intentional discharges to groundwater. Accidental releases of hazardous substances during 
construction, operation, and maintenance, such as fuel spills, would be prevented or minimized to 
the extent possible through adherence to applicable BMPs. Any accidental spills or releases would 
be immediately contained and cleaned up in accordance with the Tyndall AFB SPCC Plan (Tyndall 
AFB, 2022b) before the spilled substances could infiltrate groundwater underlying the base. 

In the long term, construction of the proposed equipment area would increase impervious surface 
on Tyndall AFB by approximately 60,000 SF (1.4 acres). This increase would have the potential 
to decrease or prevent some groundwater infiltration and recharge. However, these increases would 
be small in the context of permeable surfaces that would remain on the base after Alternative 1 has 
been implemented, as well as surrounding bodies of surface water that would continue to 
contribute to the recharge of groundwater underlying the base. Therefore, short-term and long-
term adverse impacts on groundwater would not be significant. 

Water Quality. In the short term, exposure of soils during ground-disturbing construction 
activities, such as excavation, fill, vegetation removal, and grading/leveling, would increase the 
potential for erosion by wind and water and the corresponding sedimentation and pollution of 
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receiving water bodies. Projects involving ground-disturbing activities would be subject to 
applicable requirements of the Florida NPDES Stormwater Program and would not contribute to 
releases that would exceed applicable water quality standards. Stormwater runoff would continue 
to be discharged in accordance with the Tyndall AFB NPDES permit. Adherence to applicable 
erosion and sediment control measures and stormwater management BMPs during construction 
would ensure that discharges of runoff from the project sites do not introduce new sources of 
pollutants, contribute to releases that would exceed applicable water quality standards, or prevent 
the achievement of water quality objectives established in applicable TMDLs. Therefore, short-
term adverse impacts on surface water and water quality would not be significant. 

In the long term, construction of 60,000 SF of new impervious cover would result in a 
corresponding increase in the volume of stormwater runoff generated and discharged from the 
Alternative 1 site. However, permanent on-site stormwater management BMPs constructed as part 
of the project would help increase infiltration, would limit stormwater runoff rates to pre-
construction conditions, and would reduce the potential for downstream flooding. Stormwater 
runoff would continue to be managed in accordance with the requirements of Tyndall AFB’s 
NPDES permit and would not be expected to introduce new sources of pollutants, contribute to 
releases that would exceed applicable water quality standards, or prevent the achievement of water 
quality objectives established in applicable TMDLs. As applicable, Tyndall AFB would obtain and 
adhere to the requirements of an Individual Environmental Resource Permit for stormwater 
(Chapter 62-330.020, FAC) generated by projects that would add more than 4,000 square feet of 
impervious surface subject to vehicular activity or 9,000 square feet of total impervious surface. 
No in-water activities or alteration of surface water bodies would occur under Alternative 1. 
Alternative 1 would not establish a new permitted source of pollutant discharges, and any 
accidental spills or releases of hazardous substances, such as fuels, during periodic maintenance 
would be immediately contained and cleaned up in accordance with the Tyndall AFB SPCC Plan. 
Therefore, long-term adverse effects on surface water and water quality from Alternative 1 would 
not be significant. 

Wetlands. Based on the wetland delineation conducted in April 2025, construction of the proposed 
equipment area and associated infrastructure on the Alternative 1 site would have the potential to 
directly impact up to 1.410 acres of wetlands. Potential impacts on wetlands from Alternative 1 
are summarized in Table 3.6-3. 

Table 3.6-3 Potential Wetland Impacts and Functional Loss at Alternative Site 1 

Site Potential Regulatory Jurisdiction  Area  
(acres)  

Functional Loss Units 
(UMAM) 

Alternative 1 WOTUS 1.410 0.85 
Source: DAF, 2025b   

All wetlands located within the Alternative 1 site were further assessed in accordance with the 
Florida UMAM (Chapter 62-345, FAC). The UMAM provides a standardized procedure all 
regulatory agencies in Florida use for assessing the functions provided by wetlands and other 
surface waters, the amount that those functions are reduced by a proposed impact, and the amount 
of mitigation necessary to offset that loss. Based on this assessment, impacts on wetlands from 
Alternative 1 would result in up to 0.85 functional loss units of wetland values (Table 3.6-3). These 
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functional loss units are approximate and would be further refined during the permitting process 
and formal jurisdictional approval. 

As project planning continues, the proposed equipment area and associated infrastructure 
improvements would be designed to avoid or minimize impacts on regulated wetlands and surface 
waters to the maximum extent practicable. The DAF would also coordinate with U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (USACE) and FDEP to obtain a jurisdictional determination and applicable permits 
for federal or state-regulated wetlands within the limits of disturbance for the selected alternative 
site that would be impacted during project construction. Such permits could include an 
Environmental Resource Permit issued by the State of Florida. The DAF and its contractors would 
adhere to all applicable permit requirements to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse impacts on 
regulated wetlands and surface waters. Although adverse, the loss or reduction in function and 
values of 1.410 acres of wetlands would be small in the context of all wetlands on Tyndall AFB, 
representing less than 0.1 percent of wetlands on the base. Therefore, short-term adverse impacts 
on wetlands would not be significant. In the long term, operation and periodic maintenance of the 
proposed equipment area and associated infrastructure would not involve additional or ongoing 
disturbance of wetlands. Therefore, Alternative 1 would have no significant long-term impacts on 
wetlands. 

Based on the security, mission, and operational requirements of the DAF, 325th Fighter Wing, and 
other units based at Tyndall AFB, the DAF has determined that, other than the alternative sites 
analyzed in this EA, no practicable alternatives exist for implementing the Proposed Action outside 
of wetlands and floodplains on Tyndall AFB. Accordingly, the DAF has prepared a FONPA to 
document its decision to consider this project, which would have the potential to impact 
jurisdictional wetlands and regulated floodplains at Tyndall AFB. The FONPA is included in the 
FONSI for this EA. Furthermore, in accordance with E.O. 11990, the DAF published an Early 
Public Notice in the Panama City News Herald in May 2025 requesting public and agency 
comments on its proposal to implement the proposed project at Tyndall AFB. No comments in 
response to this notice were received. 

Floodplains. Assuming the entirety of the Alternative 1 site is disturbed during construction, the 
proposed project would affect up to 2.74 acres of 100-year floodplains, but no 500-year floodplains 
on Tyndall AFB. As project planning continues, site design efforts would work to avoid and 
minimize floodplain impacts to the maximum extent practicable. Excavation, fill, grading/leveling, 
and other earth-disturbing activities during construction would alter topography and drainage 
characteristics, potentially altering the flow and storage of floodwaters. However, in the context 
of all 100-year floodplains on Tyndall AFB (approximately 16,047 acres), any such changes would 
be relatively small and highly localized. Potential impacts on floodplains from Alternative 1 would 
represent less than 0.1 percent of all floodplains on Tyndall AFB. Adherence to established BMPs, 
erosion and sediment control measures, and stormwater management practices during construction 
would control the discharge of runoff from the project sites and minimize displacement or 
increased volume of floodwaters elsewhere on Tyndall AFB. Any potential adverse effects from 
the localized displacement or increased volume of floodwaters from the proposed project would 
be contained within the boundaries of Tyndall AFB and would not increase the risk of downstream 
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property damage or human injury. Therefore, short- and long-term adverse effects on floodplains 
from Alternative 1 would not be significant. 

As noted above, the DAF has determined that, other than the alternative sites analyzed in this EA, 
no practicable alternatives exist for implementing the Proposed Action outside of wetlands and 
floodplains on Tyndall AFB. The FONPA documenting the DAF’s decision is included in the 
FONSI for this EA. No public or agency comments on the Early Public Notice published in the 
Panama City News Herald in May 2025 were received. 

Coastal Zone Management. The DAF has determined that the Proposed Action (Alternative 1 
and Alternative 2) would be consistent with the applicable Florida statutes of the FCMP. Therefore, 
potential impacts on Florida Coastal Zone resources would not be significant. The DAF’s Federal 
Coastal Consistency Determination summarizing the Proposed Action’s consistency with the 
FCMP is provided in Appendix F. In a response dated June 16, 2025, the State of Florida indicated 
that it has no objections to allocation of federal funds for the subject project and, therefore, the 
funding award is consistent with the FCMP. The State’s final concurrence of the project’s 
consistency with the FCMP would be determined during any environmental permitting processes, 
in accordance with Section 373.428, Florida Statutes.  

3.6.2.3 Alternative 2 

Groundwater. Short- and long-term impacts on groundwater from Alternative 2 would be the 
same as those as described for Alternative 1 because the Alternative 2 would not change 
withdrawals of groundwater and would not involve intentional discharges to groundwater, would 
prevent, minimize, or contain and clean up hazardous substances through adherence to applicable 
BMPs and in accordance with the Tyndall AFB SPCC Plan (Tyndall AFB, 2022b). Therefore, 
adverse impacts on groundwater from Alternative 2 would not be significant. 

Water Quality. Short- and long-term impacts on water quality from Alternative 2 would be the 
same as those as described for Alternative 1 because ground-disturbing activities would be the 
same in size and actions for both project sites; adherence to applicable stormwater management 
BMPs and the Tyndall AFB NPDES permit would ensure that these activities would not contribute 
to releases of sediment or pollutants that would exceed water quality standards. Therefore, adverse 
impacts on water quality from Alternative 2 would not be significant. 

Wetlands and Surface Waters. Based on the wetland delineation conducted at Tyndall AFB in 
April 2025, construction of the equipment area and associated infrastructure at the Alternative 2 
site would have the potential to directly impact up to 0.961 acres of wetlands. Potential impacts 
on wetlands from Alternative 2 are summarized in Table 3.6-4. Based on UMAM scoring, wetland 
impacts from Alternative 2 would result in up to 0.74 functional loss units of wetland values  
(Table 3.6-4). These functional loss units are approximate and would be further refined during the 
permitting process and formal jurisdictional approval. Although adverse, the loss or reduction in 
function and values of 0.961 acres of wetlands would be small in the context of all wetlands on 
Tyndall AFB, representing less than 0.1 percent of wetlands on the base. Therefore, impacts on 
wetlands and surface waters from Alternative 2 would not be significant.   
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Table 3.6-4 Potential Wetland Impacts and Functional Loss at Alternative Site 2 

Site Regulatory Jurisdiction  Area  
(acres)  

Functional Loss Units 
(UMAM) 

Alternative Site 2 
WOTUS 0.940  0.72 
Waters of the State 0.021  0.02 

Subtotal   0.961  0.74 
Source: DAF, 2025b   

The DAF has prepared a FONPA to document its decision to consider this project, which would 
have the potential to impact jurisdictional wetlands and regulated floodplains at Tyndall AFB. No 
public or agency comments were received on the Early Public Notice published in the Panama 
City News Herald in May 2025. 

Floodplains. Impacts on regulated floodplains from Alternative 2 would be similar to those 
described for Alternative 1, except Alternative 2 would disturb up to 2.77 acres of regulated 
floodplains relative to 2.74 acres that would be disturbed by Alternative 1. The Proposed Action 
would incorporate permanent stormwater management BMPs to help reduce the potential for 
downstream flooding, and any potential adverse effects from localized displacement or increased 
volume of floodwaters would be contained within the boundaries of Tyndall AFB. Additionally, 
stormwater runoff from Alternative 2 would discharge only to undeveloped land before it reaches 
St. Andrew Sound (approximately 0.3 miles to the southeast). Therefore, short- and long-term 
adverse effects on floodplains from Alternative 2 would not be significant. 

The FONPA documenting the DAF’s decision to consider this project, which would have the 
potential to impact jurisdictional wetlands and regulated floodplains at Tyndall AFB, is included 
in the FONSI for this EA. No public or agency comments on the Early Public Notice published in 
the in the Panama City News Herald in May 2025 were received. 

Coastal Zone Management. The DAF has determined that the Proposed Action (Alternative 1 
and Alternative 2) would be consistent with the applicable Florida statutes of the FCMP. Therefore, 
potential impacts on Florida Coastal Zone resources would not be significant. The DAF’s Federal 
Coastal Consistency Determination summarizing the Proposed Action’s consistency with the 
FCMP is provided in Appendix F. In a response dated June 16, 2025, the State of Florida indicated 
that it has no objections to allocation of federal funds for the subject project and, therefore, the 
funding award is consistent with the FCMP. The State’s final concurrence of the project’s 
consistency with the FCMP would be determined during any environmental permitting processes, 
in accordance with Section 373.428, Florida Statutes. 

3.6.2.4 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented and existing 
conditions at Tyndall AFB would continue. Groundwater, water quality, wetlands and surface 
waters, floodplains, and coastal zones would continue to be managed as they currently are. The 
No Action Alternative would have no adverse effects on water resources. 
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3.6.2.5 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions and Other Environmental Considerations 

Other reasonably foreseeable future actions listed in Appendix C would adhere to applicable 
BMPs and permitting requirements to minimize adverse effects on water resources and ensure that 
any such effects would not be significant. Therefore, when considered with potential impacts from 
other reasonably foreseeable future actions, the Proposed Action would not contribute to 
cumulatively significant adverse impacts on water resources. 

3.6.2.6 Mitigation Measures 

The precise extent of potential impacts on federally and state-regulated wetlands and surface 
waters from Alternative 1 or Alternative 2, if either were selected for implementation, would be 
determined following USACE and FDEP preliminary jurisdictional determination of wetland 
boundaries at the two alternative sites and development of construction drawings. For this EA, 
impacts on the entirety of potentially jurisdictional wetland extents on each alternative site were 
considered. The DAF would acquire all necessary permits from USACE and FDEP prior to 
implementing Alternative 1 or Alternative 2. Potential impacts on wetlands and surface waters 
would be avoided and minimized to the maximum extent practicable, and compensatory mitigation 
would be provided in accordance with CWA permitting requirements. It is anticipated that the 
following permits and associated mitigations or other requirements would be applicable to the 
Proposed Action evaluated in this EA: 

 Acquire all necessary wetland and water resource permits for the Proposed Action, including 
but not limited to a USACE Section 404 CWA permit authorization, NPDES permit, FDEP 
Environmental Resource Permit (Chapter 62-330.020, FAC, for wetlands and stormwater), and 
FDEP Section 401 CWA water quality certification. 

 Provide mitigation for up to 1.410 acres of wetland impacts (0.85 functional loss units) at the 
Alternative 1 site or up to 0.961 acres of wetland impacts (0.74 functional loss units) at the 
Alternative 2 site. Compensatory mitigation would be confirmed during the required USACE 
and FDEP permitting process. 

 Mitigate for the loss of up to 2.74 acres of 100-year floodplains at the Alternative 1 site or up 
to 2.54 acres of 100-year floodplains and up to 0.23 acres of 500-year floodplains at the 
Alternative 2 site by providing compensatory storage. 

3.7 Hazardous Materials and Waste 

This section evaluates the creating and disposal of hazardous materials and waste as part of the 
Proposed Action. Detailed information on hazardous materials and waste is provided in 
Appendix D. 

The ROI for hazardous materials and hazardous waste consists of the sites where Alternative 1 or 
Alternative 2 would be implemented (Figure 2.2-1) and adjacent or nearby lands on Tyndall AFB 
where adverse effects on or from hazardous materials and hazardous wastes could occur. 
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3.7.1 Affected Environment 

Activities at Tyndall AFB that typically involve the use of hazardous materials include 
construction, demolition, renovation, and maintenance of facilities and infrastructure; vehicle and 
aircraft operations and maintenance; and weapons and munitions maintenance. Such activities 
involve the use of some or all of the following: acids; aerosols; alcohols; batteries; caustics; 
compressed gases; explosives and munitions; fire retardants; glycols (e.g., antifreeze); paints, 
primers, and thinners; pesticides; petroleum, oil, and lubricants, (POL); photographic chemicals; 
refrigerants; sealants; and solvents. Hazardous materials at Tyndall AFB are used, handled, stored, 
and managed in accordance with the procedures set forth in DAF Instruction 32-7020 and the 
Tyndall AFB Hazardous Waste Management Plan (HWMP). The handling and use of hazardous 
materials is limited to authorized personnel who have received appropriate training, including 
contractors involved in construction and renovation on the installation. All hazardous materials 
used at Tyndall AFB are securely stored in labeled containers when not in use.  

The use of hazardous materials in the activities described above typically generates corresponding 
quantities of hazardous waste. Types of hazardous and POL waste generated include used oil and 
filters; spent antifreeze; spent solvents; spent sealants; waste diesel and motor gasoline and fuel 
filters; paint waste; spent hydraulic fluid; and waste corrosives. Hazardous waste generated at 
Tyndall AFB is managed in accordance with the HWMP. Accidental spills or releases of hazardous 
materials at the base are addressed in accordance with Tyndall AFB’s SPCC Plan. Spent munitions 
are not considered hazardous waste under Resource Conservation and Recovery Act if they are not 
recovered because their intended or ordinary use results in application to the ground. Unexploded 
ordnance and spent munitions are managed under Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act and are not considered hazardous unless there is a release or 
substantial threat of a release into the environment.  

Nonhazardous solid waste generated at Tyndall AFB is managed in compliance with the Tyndall 
AFB Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan (ISWMP) (Tyndall AFB, 2022c) and includes 
residential and commercial refuse, and materials from construction demolition and debris such as 
concrete, brick, plaster, metals, wallboard, roofing, and asphalt. Nonhazardous solid waste is 
collected in appropriate containers and transported by a licensed contractor to a permitted off-base 
disposal facility. Tyndall AFB generated an average of 2,127 tons of nonhazardous solid waste and 
1,326 tons of construction and demolition debris waste per year from 2022 to 2024. 

USEPA classifies Tyndall AFB as a Large Quantity Generator of hazardous waste. Large quantity 
generators generate 1,000 kilograms (2,205 pounds) per month or more of hazardous waste or 
more than 1 kilogram per month of acutely hazardous waste (40 CFR Part 260). Hazardous waste 
at Tyndall AFB is controlled and managed from the point of generation to the point of ultimate 
disposal. Waste is temporarily stored at designated initial satellite accumulation points at work 
locations. Once the storage limit is reached, waste is transferred to the 90-Day Hazardous Waste 
Accumulation Site. Within 90 days, hazardous waste is transported off base by a licensed 
contractor and disposed of at a permitted facility in accordance with applicable regulations 
(DAF, 2022). 
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Tyndall AFB manages Installation Restoration Program (IRP) and Military Munitions Response 
Program (MMRP) sites within its boundaries in accordance with its installation-specific 
Environmental Restoration Program (ERP). ERP cleanup activities at Tyndall AFB are guided by 
a Federal Facility Agreement that was signed by USEPA, DAF, and FDEP in September 2013. 
This agreement ensures the coordination of cleanup priorities and establishes enforceable 
schedules for the duration of cleanup (DAF, 2022). To date, at least 80 ERP sites have been 
identified on the base; of these, 34 are identified as active, and the remainder have achieved closure 
or no further remedial action is planned (DAF, 2020; DAF, 2024a). ERP sites on or near the 
proposed project sites are summarized in Table 3.7-1 and shown on Figure 3.7-1. None of the 
ERP sites listed in Table 3.7-1 are within the 500-foot soil and groundwater contamination buffer 
established by the Tyndall AFB Environmental Restoration Program and Aqueous Film Forming 
Foam Guidelines (Tyndall AFB, 2022d).  

The National Priorities List (NPL) is a list of the waste sites in the United States that are the most 
hazardous as identified by the USEPA for long-term cleanup under the Superfund program. Sites 
on the NPL pose significant risks to human health or the environment and are prioritized for 
investigation and remediation using federal resources. Four of the six ERP sites within the vicinity 
of the Proposed Action are on the NPL. 

The DoD has also recognized per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) as emerging 
environmental issues that have impacted various DAF installations. PFAS include substances 
contained in aqueous film forming foam, which the DAF adopted during the 1970s to combat 
petroleum fires. PFAS is a known or suspected contaminant at ERP Site TUT05 in the vicinity of 
Alternative 1 (Table 3.7-1, Figure 3.7-1). Tyndall AFB has developed base-specific 
Environmental Restoration Program and Aqueous Film Forming Foam Guidelines to establish 
health and safety requirements for workers and activities involving ground disturbance in or near 
areas of the installation where PFAS are known or suspected to be present in underlying soils and 
groundwater (Tyndall AFB, 2022d). 

3.7.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.7.2.1 Evaluation Criteria 

Adverse impacts from the Proposed Action on or from hazardous materials, hazardous waste, 
nonhazardous solid waste, or ERP sites would be significant if one or more of the following 
occurred: 
 Using hazardous materials that are highly toxic or have a potential to cause severe 

environmental damage. 
 Increasing the risk of exposure of Tyndall AFB personnel, visitors, and the general public to 

hazardous material and hazardous waste that could not be managed to acceptable levels 
through adherence to established procedures and BMPs. 

 Generating types or quantities of hazardous or nonhazardous solid waste that could not be 
accommodated by current management systems. 

 Disturbing an ERP site that would pose a potential for environmental health impacts, result in 
additional remediation measures, or prevent the achievement of remediation objectives.  
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Table 3.7-1 ERP Sites within or Adjacent to Alternative Sites 
Site ERP Site Site Description Status 

Alternative 
1 

TUT05 (OU03)  
Former Building 
239 Engine Test 
Cell 

21-acre Superfund building site housing former 5,000- and 
10,000-gallon USTs used for jet fuel waste. COPCs include 
arsenic, PCBs, TRPHs, benzene, chlorinated solvents and 
insecticides, and PFAS. Remediation efforts include emulsified 
vegetable oil injections followed by planned MNA and LUCs. RI 
is ongoing. Site is in an active construction area. 

Active 
IRP 
NPL 

TU917 (NA) 
Building 1120 

1.5-acre building housing a former 1,000-gallon UST used for 
storing diesel fuel. UST was replaced in 1995 with an AST. 
Contaminants found in drinking water included chlorinated 
solvents, methylethyl ketone, lead, and benzo(a)pyrene. In 
2000 FDEP issued a SRCO documenting passing screening 
levels for soil and water. 

Active 
IRP 

SS709 (NA) 
Building 249 

0.2-acre building previously used for cold storage. In 2000, 
benzo(a)pyrene and TRPH were identified in the area of a 
former UST. FDEP issued an SRCO in 2004 documenting 
passing screening levels. Building 249 is currently unoccupied 
and is used as a disaster response facility. 

Active 
IRP 

Alternative 
2 

DB039 (OU16) 
Mississippi 
Road Debris 
Area 

5-acre Superfund freshwater forested/shrub wetland site that 
contains pre-1953 construction debris. In 2016, an RI found 
COPCs including various metals, SVOCs, PAHs, TRPHs, and 
pesticides. Remedial activities are anticipated to remove soil 
and sediment. RI is ongoing. 

Active 
IRP 
NPL 

Alternative 
1 

and 
Alternative 

2 

LF006 (OU04) 
Zone 1 Sewage 
Plant Vicinity 
Landfill 

28-acre Superfund site operated as a former municipal solid 
waste landfill from 1965 through 1973. Primarily contaminated 
with metals, PAHs, and pesticides. Remedial action began in 
2004 and included a thick soil cover over nine 1-acre grids and 
excavation of sediment. Institutional controls restrict residential 
land use and the use of the shallow aquifer beneath the site. RI 
is ongoing. 

Active 
IRP 
NPL 

SR179 (OU24) 
Miniaturization 
Range 

39.5-acre Superfund small arms range site operational from 
1941 to 1946. Site was a Munitions Response Area under the 
MMRP. No signs of MEC or munitions debris were observed 
during a site evaluation in 2007. Three bullet casings were 
identified during an RI in 2016; no other munitions debris was 
identified. The site has been administratively closed and added 
to LF006. 

Adminis-
tratively 
Closed 

Notes: 
Sources: AFCEC, 2018; FDEP, 2019; USACE, 2022a; USACE 2022b; USACE, 2024  
AST = aboveground storage tank; COPC = contaminant of potential concern; LUC = land use control; MEC = munitions and 
explosive of concern; MILCON = military construction; MNA = monitored natural attenuation; OU = Operable Unit; PAH = 
polyaromatic hydrocarbons PCB = polychlorinated biphenyl; RI = remedial investigation; ROD = Record of Decision; SRCO = Site 
Rehabilitation Completion Order; SVOC = semi-volatile organic compound; TRPH = total recoverable petroleum hydrocarbons; 
UST = underground storage tank 
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Figure 3.7-1 ERP Sites in Proximity to Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 
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3.7.2.2 Alternative 1 

Hazardous Materials, Hazardous Waste, and Nonhazardous Solid Waste. Construction of the 
proposed facilities would involve use of typical construction-related hazardous materials such as 
POL, paints, and solvents. Hazardous materials associated with construction would be used, 
handled, and stored in accordance with applicable federal, state, and Tyndall AFB requirements. 

Bulk petroleum products (such as fuels and lubricants) used during construction would be stored 
on the site in double-walled tanks with appropriate secondary containment, as applicable, to 
prevent infiltration or runoff to soil and groundwater in the event of an accidental spill or release. 
Any accidental spills of hazardous materials would be immediately contained, controlled, and 
cleaned up in accordance with the Tyndall AFB SPCC Plan and applicable project- or site-specific 
plans (Tyndall AFB, 2022b). Hazardous waste generated from use of hazardous materials during 
construction would be stored, handled, and disposed of in accordance with the Tyndall AFB 
HWMP (Tyndall AFB, 2023). All such hazardous materials would be transported by licensed 
contractors to permitted off-site facilities for proper disposal or recycling. Through adherence to 
applicable regulatory requirements and established procedures, short-term adverse impacts from 
hazardous materials and hazardous wastes would not be significant. 

In the long term, operation and periodic maintenance associated with the proposed facility would 
involve use of hazardous materials, such as paints, solvents, and POL. The use of these substances 
would generate corresponding quantities of hazardous waste. These activities would not require 
introduction of new or unusual hazardous materials not currently in use at Tyndall AFB. In the 
context of hazardous materials used and hazardous waste generated at Tyndall AFB, use and 
generation of these substances during the operational phase of Alternative 1 would be exceedingly 
small. All hazardous materials used and hazardous waste generated during the operational phase 
of Alternative 1 would continue to be handled, stored, transported, managed, and disposed of by 
authorized personnel in accordance with applicable DoD and DAF requirements. Any accidental 
releases of hazardous materials or hazardous waste would be immediately contained and cleaned 
up in accordance with the Tyndall AFB HWMP and SPCC Plan. Therefore, long-term adverse 
effects from hazardous materials and hazardous waste under Alternative 1 would not be significant. 

Construction and operation of Alternative 1 would also generate nonhazardous solid waste. Given 
the type and size of the proposed facility, the volume of nonhazardous solid waste generated during 
construction and operational phases would be relatively small in the context of ongoing 
construction and operational activities at Tyndall AFB and the corresponding nonhazardous solid 
waste generated from such activities. All nonhazardous solid waste would be managed and 
recycled or disposed of in accordance with the Tyndall AFB ISWMP (Tyndall AFB, 2022c). 
Therefore, short-term and long-term adverse effects from solid waste associated with Alternative 1 
would not be significant. 

Environmental Restoration Program Sites. Construction contractors would be required to 
complete and submit AF Form 103, Work Clearance Request/Dig Permit, for review and approval 
by the 325 Civil Engineer Squadron (325 CES) before they can begin construction and ground-
disturbing activities. Measures for avoiding known contaminants or responding to previously 
unknown contaminants, avoiding disturbance of active ERP sites, and adhering to land use controls 
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(for example, fencing, signage, or barricades) and other requirements on active ERP sites, would 
be specified in all final project construction documents and site- and project-specific health and 
safety plans, as applicable. All construction and ground-disturbing activities associated with the 
Proposed Action would be conducted in accordance with Tyndall AFB’s Environmental 
Restoration Program and Aqueous Film Forming Foam Guidelines to ensure the health and safety 
of workers at each site (Tyndall AFB, 2022d). It is anticipated that workers on the Alternative 1 
site would be unlikely to encounter soil and groundwater contamination associated within nearby 
ERP sites (Table 3.7-1) because the Alternative 1 site is outside the 500-foot soil and groundwater 
contamination buffer for active ERP sites established by the Tyndall AFB Environmental 
Restoration Program and Aqueous Film Forming Foam Guidelines (Tyndall AFB, 2022d). 
Construction and operation of the proposed equipment area and associated infrastructure would 
not disturb, delay, prevent, or otherwise interfere with the ongoing monitoring and remediation of 
active ERP sites at Tyndall AFB or prevent achievement of long-term objectives for those sites. 
Therefore, short-term and long-term adverse impacts on or from ERP sites at Tyndall AFB would 
not be significant. 

3.7.2.3 Alternative 2 

Short- and long-term impacts on and from hazardous materials, hazardous waste, nonhazardous 
solid waste, and ERP sites would be the same as those described for Alternative 1 because both 
alternatives would be implemented using the same methods over the same area, and all materials 
would be stored, disposed of, and contained, controlled, and cleaned up according to the same 
project- or site-specific plans, or applicable Tyndall AFB plan. Such impacts from Alternative 2 
would not be significant. 

3.7.2.4 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented and existing 
conditions at Tyndall AFB would continue. Hazardous materials, hazardous waste, nonhazardous 
solid waste, and ERP sites would continue to be managed as they currently are. This alternative 
would have no impact on or from hazardous materials, hazardous waste, nonhazardous solid waste, 
and ERP sites at Tyndall AFB. 

3.7.2.5 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions and Other Environmental Considerations 

Management of hazardous materials, hazardous waste, nonhazardous solid waste, and remediation 
and monitoring activities at ERP sites during the course of other reasonably foreseeable future 
actions listed in Appendix C would continue to be conducted in accordance with applicable 
federal, state, and local requirements to prevent or minimize adverse effects and ensure they would 
not be significant. Therefore, when considered with other reasonably foreseeable future actions 
occurring on Tyndall AFB or in the vicinity of the ROI, the Proposed Action would not contribute 
to cumulatively significant adverse effects on hazardous materials, hazardous waste, nonhazardous 
solid waste, and ERP sites. 
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3.8 Infrastructure / Utilities 

Infrastructure and utilities are the services and systems that support the efficient and comfortable 
operation of a facility or location. Utilities typically considered include water, wastewater, 
irrigation systems, steam, electricity, natural gas, and telecommunications. The ROI for the 
analysis of infrastructure and utilities consists of the Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 sites where 
the Proposed Action could be implemented and utility and infrastructure systems on Tyndall AFB 
that could be affected by the Proposed Action.  

3.8.1 Affected Environment 

Much of the portion of Tyndall AFB where the Proposed Action would be implemented is 
previously developed and served by networks of aboveground and underground utility systems, 
including electricity, telecommunications, potable water and sewer, stormwater management, and 
natural gas systems. A full network of utility systems supports operational facilities in the 1100 
Area near the existing CEMIRT facilities. Portions of aboveground and underground utility 
systems are present in areas adjacent to both alternative sites. Most of these systems run parallel 
to Mississippi Road and are in proximity to the northern boundary of Alternative 2. Portions of 
utility systems in proximity to Alternative 1 include electricity, data/communications, potable 
water, stormwater, and natural gas. Both alternative sites are intersected by existing underground 
telecommunications networks (DAF, 2024b). 

As Tyndall AFB continues to rebuild from damage experienced during Hurricane Michael in 2018, 
the capacity of utility systems on the installation is considered sufficient to serve existing and 
planned facilities. Utility systems are upgraded on the installation to provide additional capacity 
as needed. The 325 CES identifies the presence of existing or planned utility systems during the 
site review process before proposed construction projects can begin. As applicable, utilities 
crossing or underlying the proposed project sites are avoided, rerouted, or abandoned in place in 
accordance with applicable DoD and DAF requirements. 

3.8.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.8.2.1 Evaluation Criteria 

Impacts on utilities and infrastructure would be adverse if the Proposed Action resulted in 
temporary disruption or loss of utility services without advance notice to the affected facilities. 
Adverse impacts would be significant if utility relocations necessitated by the Proposed Action 
required temporary shutdowns of utility services that could not be rerouted to maintain service 
during the relocation process, or if utility demand generated by the Proposed Action would exceed 
available capacity at Tyndall AFB. 

3.8.2.2 Alternative 1 

Before construction of the proposed equipment area and associated infrastructure would begin, the 
325 CES would review project plans to identify utility systems that would require avoidance or 
relocation during construction or other ground-disturbing activities. Any such systems would be 
clearly marked prior to ground disturbance and avoided during construction. As needed, portions 
of utility systems would be temporarily or permanently relocated to avoid disturbance during 
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construction. Any subsurface utility systems or components would be abandoned, if needed, in 
accordance with applicable DAF and other federal, state, and local requirements. Advance notice 
would be provided to any facilities that would potentially be affected by temporary utility 
shutdowns during construction, and utility systems would be temporarily rerouted or relocated as 
needed to avoid any such shutdowns to the extent possible. Therefore, any short-term adverse 
impacts on utilities and infrastructure at Tyndall AFB would not be significant. 

In the long term, Alternative 1 would not increase in the number of personnel assigned to Tyndall 
AFB, nor does it involve construction or operation of permanently occupied facilities. Increased 
utility demand associated with Alternative 1 would primarily be limited to electricity required for 
overhead lighting and security-related infrastructure such as perimeter fencing, security gates, and 
surveillance systems. No long-term increase in potable water or wastewater generation is 
anticipated. The expected increase in utility demand would be well within the capacity of existing 
utility systems at Tyndall AFB. Therefore, any long-term adverse impacts on utility and 
infrastructure systems from the implementation of Alternative 1 would not be significant. 

3.8.2.3 Alternative 2 

Under Alternative 2, short-term impacts on utility and infrastructure systems would be less than 
those described for Alternative 1 because of the smaller overall construction footprint and 
increased distance of the site from already-developed areas, decreasing the likelihood of service 
disruptions or need to re-route existing utility systems. Long-term impacts under Alternative 2 
would be similar to those described for Alternative 1. Therefore, any short- or long-term adverse 
impacts on utility and infrastructure systems at Tyndall AFB from implementation of Alternative 2 
would not be significant. 

3.8.2.4 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented and existing 
conditions at Tyndall AFB would continue. Infrastructure and utility systems at Tyndall AFB 
would continue to be operated and maintained as they currently are. This alternative would have 
no adverse impacts on utility and infrastructure systems at Tyndall AFB. 

3.8.2.5 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions and Other Environmental Considerations 

Other reasonably foreseeable future actions listed in Appendix C would be planned and 
implemented to avoid or minimize potential impacts on utility and infrastructure systems, 
including those that may provide utility services to Tyndall AFB facilities planned or under 
construction near the Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 sites. Such planning would ensure the 
capacity of utility and infrastructure systems are sufficient to adequately service any new facilities 
or operations. Therefore, when considered with other reasonably foreseeable future actions, the 
Proposed Action would not contribute to cumulatively significant adverse impacts on utility and 
infrastructure systems at Tyndall AFB. 

3.9 Soils 

Soils are the unconsolidated mineral or organic materials on the immediate surface of the Earth 
that serve as a natural medium for the growth of land plants (USDA NRCS, 2024a). Soils may 
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contain the materials or nutrients necessary to support hydrologic functions, farmlands, or serve 
as structural features. Detailed information on soils is provided in Appendix D. 

The soils ROI consists of the areas within the Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 sites (Figure 2.2-1). 

3.9.1 Affected Environment 

Twenty different soil units underlie Tyndall AFB. These soils are formed from sandy, marine 
sediments and are predominantly sandy, acidic, poorly drained, have low shrink-swell potential, 
and are relatively close to the underlying water table (Tyndall AFB, 2020b). Five different soil 
units are present in the ROI (Figure 3.9-1). The area of each soil unit underlying the project sites 
is provided in Table 3.9-1. Characteristics of soil units in the ROI are provided in Table 3.9-2.  

Table 3.9-1 Soil Units within Alternatives 1 and 2 

Alternative Soil Unit Acres within 
Alternative 

Percent Within 
Alternative 

1 
Leon sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes 1.87 42.8 
Pamlico-Dorovan Complex 1.89 43.2 
Arents, 0 to 5 percent slopes 0.61 14.0 

Subtotal – Alternative 1 4.46 100.0 

2 
Rutlege sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes 2.06 57.7 
Arents, 0 to 5 percent slopes 1.33 37.3 
Resota fine sand, 0 to 5 percent slopes 0.18 5.0 

Subtotal – Alternative 2 3.57 100.0 
Source: USDA NRCS, 2025  

Leon sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is the predominant soil unit within the ROI (40.6 percent), 
followed by Rutlege sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes (25.6 percent), and Pamlico-Dorovan Complex 
(23.6 percent). Rutlege sand and the Pamlico-Dorovan Complex are considered hydric, although 
minor components of other soil units in the ROI have hydric characteristics. The K factor for soils 
in the ROI generally is .05 or less, indicating low susceptibility to erosion. None of the soils 
underlying the ROI are considered prime farmland (USDA NRCS, 2024b). Building site 
development ratings of most soils within the ROI are classified as either “very limited” or 
“somewhat limited.” 

Table 3.9-2 Summary of Soil Units in the ROI 

Soil  
Unit 

Acres 
in ROI 

Percent 
of ROI Soil Unit Description 

Hydric 
(yes / 
no) 

K 
Factor1 

Building Site 
Development2 

Leon 
sand  
0 to 2 

percent 
slopes 

3.3 40.6 

Leon sand soils are very deep, 
poorly drained, rapidly permeable 
on the surface, have high surface 
runoff, and are not prone to 
ponding. They are susceptible to 
wind erosion and strongly acidic.  

No .05 Very limited 
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Table 3.9-2 Summary of Soil Units in the ROI 

Soil  
Unit 

Acres 
in ROI 

Percent 
of ROI Soil Unit Description 

Hydric 
(yes / 
no) 

K 
Factor1 

Building Site 
Development2 

Rutlege 
sand 
0 to 2 

percent 
slopes 

2.1 25.6 

Rutledge sands are very deep, 
very poorly drained, have a low 
available water capacity, rapid 
permeability on the surface (but 
internal drainage is impeded by the 
high water table), negligible 
surface runoff, are not prone to 
flooding, but frequently pond. They 
are very susceptible to wind 
erosion and strongly acidic. 

Yes .02 Very limited 

Pamlico-
Dorovan 
Complex 

1.9 23.6 

The Pamlico-Dorovan Complex is 
composed of 40 percent Pamlico 
and similar soils, 35 percent 
Dorovan and similar soils, and 25 
percent minor components. 
Pamlico and Dorovan soils are 
very deep, very poorly drained, 
have a high available water 
capacity, very high surface runoff, 
and are prone to flooding and 
ponding. These soils are 
susceptible to wind erosion. 

Yes  -- Very limited 

Arents 
0 to 5 

percent 
slopes 

0.6 7.8 

Arents soils are a mixture of 
various soil series from earth 
moving operations such as 
dredging and filling. They are very 
deep, somewhat poorly drained, 
have a very low available water 
capacity, variable permeability, 
negligible surface runoff, and are 
not prone to flooding or ponding. 

No .05 Somewhat 
limited 

Resota 
fine 

sand 0 
to 5 

percent 
slopes 

0.2 2.3 

Resota fine sands are very deep, 
moderately well drained, have a 
very low available water capacity, 
very rapid permeability on the 
surface, negligible surface runoff, 
are not prone to ponding or 
flooding, and are very susceptible 
to wind erosion. They are also very 
acidic. 

No .05 Not limited 

Total 8.03  100.0     
Notes: 
1K factors are reported for individual soil units. K factor is not reported for the Pamlico-Dorovan Complex because it is comprised 
of multiple soil units. 

2This general information should be used in conjunction with other site-specific engineering analyses and information. 
3Total of all soils across both sites is 8.0 due to rounding of individual soil units. 
Source: USDA NRCS, 2025 



Draft Environmental Assessment 
for Proposed CEMIRT Facility Improvements 

Tyndall AFB, Florida 
 

DECEMBER 2025  3-41 

 
Figure 3.9-1 Soils Located within Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 
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3.9.2 Environmental Consequences  

3.9.2.1 Evaluation Criteria 

Adverse effects on soils could result from excavation, fill, leveling/grading, trenching, vegetation 
removal, compaction, or other disturbance during the construction or operational phases of the 
proposed project that alters soil layer structure or increases soil impermeability. Adverse effects 
would be significant if ground disturbance associated with the Proposed Action permanently 
increased the susceptibility of soils to erosion from wind and water and resulted in the 
corresponding sedimentation and turbidity in receiving water bodies. 

3.9.2.2 Alternative 1 

In the short term, construction of the equipment area, including associated excavation, fill, 
grading/leveling, and trenching to route subsurface utilities, would disturb up to 19,233 cubic yards 
of soils on Tyndall AFB. The total volume of soil disturbance that would result from Alternative 1, 
if selected for implementation, would depend on the methods used to construct the perimeter 
fencing. While such disturbance would represent an adverse impact on soils, contractors would 
implement and adhere to the applicable requirements of site-specific erosion and sediment control 
plans and stormwater pollution prevention plans to prevent or minimize soil erosion and migration 
of sediments and pollutants to receiving water bodies, as specified in Section 438 of the EISA and 
UFC 3-210-10. Applicable BMPs would include use of silt fences, covering temporary soil 
stockpiles and truckloads of soils transported off site to prevent generation of fugitive dust, and 
temporarily wetting or vegetating soils that would remain exposed for extended periods.  

As needed, approximately 2,590 CY of clean fill soils would be imported to the site if site-specific 
engineering analysis prior to construction determines that existing soils would not be suitable to 
support construction of Alternative 1. Fill soils would either be obtained from on-base soil 
stockpiles or from a location off-base and certified as clean before placement on the Alternative 1 
site. Construction of the proposed equipment area and associated infrastructure would not involve 
the intentional release of pollutants or hazardous substances to soils on the project site. In addition, 
any accidental spills would be immediately contained and cleaned up to minimize soil impacts and 
migration through soil media. Therefore, while short-term impacts on soils from Alternative 1 
would be adverse, they would not be significant. 

Before construction of the equipment area and associated infrastructure begins, the 325 CES would 
review project site plans to assess the potential for hazardous substances to be present in soils or 
groundwater underlying the site. Contractors would prepare and adhere to site- and project-specific 
health and safety plans in accordance with applicable DoD, DAF, and Tyndall AFB health and 
safety requirements, including Tyndall AFB’s Environmental Restoration Program and Aqueous 
Film Forming Foam Guidelines (Tyndall AFB, 2022d) to minimize potential risks to workers 
involved in ground-disturbing activities. Soils suspected to contain pollutants or other hazardous 
substances would be tested before ground-disturbing activities begin and, if determined to contain 
elevated levels of such substances, would be removed and disposed of at a permitted off-base 
facility in accordance with applicable DoD and DAF requirements. Adherence to these procedures 
would ensure potential adverse effects on worker health and safety from potential contaminants in 
soils would not be significant. 
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After construction has been completed, any soils remaining exposed or otherwise not built on 
would be revegetated with native species in accordance with applicable operational and security 
requirements to prevent or minimize the potential for ongoing erosion of exposed soils. Other than 
soil disturbance associated with periodic maintenance, such as periodic vegetation trimming and 
removal to maintain visual sight lines along the perimeter fences, Alternative 1 would not involve 
ongoing soil disturbance; any such soil disturbance occurring as part of these activities would 
remain small in the context of Tyndall AFB. Therefore, long-term adverse impacts on soils from 
Alternative 1 would not be significant. 

3.9.2.3 Alternative 2 

Short- and long-term impacts on soils from Alternative 2 would be similar to those described for 
Alternative 1, except that Alternative 2 would disturb up to 16,839 cubic yards of soils on Tyndall 
AFB. The total volume of soil disturbance that would result from Alternative 2, if selected for 
implementation, would depend on the methods used to construct the perimeter fencing. 
Contractors would implement and adhere to BMPs similar to those described for Alternative 1 to 
prevent or minimize adverse impacts on soils during construction. As needed, approximately 2,570 
CY of clean fill soils would be imported to the site if site-specific engineering analysis prior to 
construction determines that existing soils would not be suitable to support construction of 
Alternative 2. Fill soils would either be obtained from on-base soil stockpiles or from a location 
off-base and certified as clean before placement on the Alternative 2 site. Construction of the 
proposed equipment area and associated infrastructure would not involve the intentional release of 
pollutants or hazardous substances to soils on the project site. In addition, any accidental spills 
would be immediately contained and cleaned up to minimize impacts to soil and migration through 
soil media. Therefore, short-term adverse impacts on soils from Alternative 2 would not be 
significant. 

The 325 CES would review project site plans to assess the potential for hazardous substances to 
be present in soils or groundwater underlying the site. Contractors would prepare and adhere to 
site- and project-specific health and safety plans, in accordance with applicable DoD, DAF, and 
Tyndall AFB health and safety requirements, to minimize potential risks to workers involved in 
ground-disturbing activities. Soils determined to contain elevated levels of pollutants or other 
hazardous substances would be removed before construction begins and disposed of at a permitted 
off-base facility in accordance with applicable DoD and DAF requirements. Adherence to these 
procedures would ensure potential adverse effects on worker health and safety from potential 
contaminants in soils would not be significant. 

Any soils remaining exposed or otherwise not built on would be revegetated with native species 
in accordance with applicable operational and security requirements to prevent or minimize the 
potential for ongoing erosion of exposed soils. Other than soil disturbance associated with periodic 
maintenance, Alternative 2 would not involve ongoing soil disturbance; any such soil disturbance 
occurring as part of these activities would remain small in the context of Tyndall AFB. Therefore, 
long-term adverse impacts on soils from Alternative 2 would not be significant.  
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3.9.2.4 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented and existing 
conditions at Tyndall AFB would continue. Activities involving soil disturbance would adhere to 
applicable BMPs and permitting requirements to prevent or minimize soil erosion and prevent 
accidental releases of pollutants or hazardous substances to soils. The No Action Alternative would 
have no adverse effects on soils. 

3.9.2.5 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

Other reasonably foreseeable future actions listed in Appendix C would adhere to applicable 
BMPs and permitting requirements to minimize adverse effects on soils and ensure that any such 
effects would not be significant. Therefore, when considered with potential impacts from other 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, the Proposed Action would not contribute to cumulatively 
significant adverse impacts on soils. 

3.10 Safety 

Safety, as addressed in this EA, includes worker health and safety during proposed construction 
and development; public safety during construction and subsequent operations; consideration of 
safety zones associated with munitions storage facilities; the potential presence of unexploded 
ordnance; and AT/FP requirements established by the DoD and DAF that are intended to safeguard 
personnel, visitors, facilities, and equipment on military installations. Additional information on 
safety regulations is provided in Appendix D. 

The following sections describe applicable safety procedures, requirements, and conditions at 
Tyndall AFB. The safety ROI consists of the Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 sites and adjacent or 
nearby areas where workers or Tyndall AFB personnel or visitors could be present. 

3.10.1 Affected Environment 

3.10.1.1 Construction Safety 

Construction, excavation, and infrastructure upgrade projects are ongoing activities at Tyndall 
AFB. All contractors involved in construction are responsible for following applicable 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulations and Air Force Occupational 
Safety and Health (AFOSH) standards. All construction must be conducted in a manner that does 
not pose any unmanageable risk to workers, personnel, or bystanders. Contractors must abide by 
the procedures set forth in approved, project-specific health and safety plans throughout 
construction. All construction and ground-disturbing activities performed in areas of Tyndall AFB 
where hazardous substances are known or suspected to be present in underlying soils or 
groundwater are conducted in accordance with the installation’s Environmental Restoration 
Program and Aqueous Film Forming Foam Guidelines (Tyndall AFB, 2022d) to prevent or safely 
minimize worker exposure to such substances. 
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3.10.1.2 Explosives Safety 

Tyndall AFB has established multiple explosives safety quantity-distance (ESQD) zones in 
accordance with DAF Manual 91-201 to safeguard on-base and off-base populations from the 
effects of an accidental detonation. These ESQD zones are established around facilities where 
ammunition, ordnance, or other highly explosive or combustible materials are routinely stored. 
One ESQD zone that stores small caliber munitions is adjacent to the southern boundary of the 
Alternative 1 site; no other ESQD zones are present near either alternative site (Figure 3.10-1). 

Neither of the alternative sites are in proximity to the existing Tyndall AFB explosive ordnance 
disposal range, which is located approximately 1.4 miles to the southeast, nor are the proposed 
sites in proximity to active firing ranges on the base. 

3.10.1.3 Force Protection and Physical Security 

Tyndall AFB is a secure military installation with access limited to DoD personnel, civilian 
employees, military dependents, and authorized visitors. Most personnel and visitors access the 
northern and southern sides of the base through Entry Control Facilities (ECFs) located along the 
north and south sides of US-98; these ECFs are staffed 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. Security 
fencing extends from these checkpoints to the east and west along the perimeter of the installation's 
most developed areas adjacent to US-98. Complete fencing is also present surrounding the existing 
CEMIRT facility storage area and stormwater retention pond. Security fencing may also be added 
where the installation commander deems necessary to protect capabilities, safeguard personnel and 
facilities, and accomplish the mission in accordance with DoD Regulation 5200.08-R, Physical 
Security Program (April 9, 2007). All new facilities and existing facilities that undergo substantial 
renovation are constructed in accordance with AT/FP requirements specified in UFC 4-010-01. 

3.10.2 Environmental Consequences  

3.10.2.1 Evaluation Criteria 

Adverse impacts on safety would be considered significant if the Proposed Action resulted in an 
increased risk of accidents, injury to persons, or threats to Tyndall AFB’s operations and overall 
mission that could not be minimized to an acceptable level through adherence to applicable BMPs 
and control measures. 

3.10.2.2 Alternative 1 

In the short term, potential adverse effects on the health and safety of workers involved in 
construction of the equipment area and associated infrastructure would be minimized and managed 
to acceptable levels through adherence to applicable OSHA and AFOSH requirements and other 
requirements specified in project and site-specific health and safety plans. Before construction 
begins, the 325 CES would review project plans and the proposed sites to identify potential health 
and safety risks; any such potential risks would be identified and either addressed before or avoided 
during construction. After construction is complete, short-term risks to worker health and safety 
would cease; the Proposed Action would have no long-term effects on the health and safety of 
construction workers. 
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Figure 3.10-1 ESQD Zones at CEMIRT Facility 
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The Alternative 1 site would be outside of, but would be compatible with, the requirements of the 
nearby existing ESQD zone. The proposed project would not require establishment of new or 
modification of existing ESQD zones. The proposed project is not near active explosive ordnance 
disposal ranges or firing ranges on Tyndall AFB or within active MMRP sites. Any munitions 
suspected of being present or encountered during construction would be removed and disposed of 
in accordance with applicable DAF and Tyndall AFB procedures. Therefore, implementation of 
Alternative 1 would have no short- or long-term effects on explosives safety or from unexploded 
ordnance at Tyndall AFB. 

3.10.2.3 Alternative 2 

Short-term and long-term impacts on safety from Alternative 2 would be the same as those 
described for Alternative 1. Impacts on safety from Alternative 2 would not be significant.  

3.10.2.4 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented and existing 
conditions at Tyndall AFB would continue. This alternative would have no impact on safety at 
Tyndall AFB.  

3.10.2.5 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions and Other Environmental Considerations 

Other reasonably foreseeable future actions listed in Appendix C would adhere to applicable 
health and safety requirements to prevent or minimize impacts on the safety of Tyndall AFB 
workers, employees, and visitors to the extent possible and ensure they would not be significant. 
Therefore, when considered with other reasonably foreseeable future actions, the Proposed Action 
would not contribute to cumulatively significant adverse effects on safety. 

3.11 Socioeconomics 

This section evaluates the social and economic characteristics of populations or communities in or 
near the area where the Proposed Action would occur, and the Proposed Action’s potential effects 
on those characteristics. Socioeconomic characteristics evaluated in this EA include population; 
sales, revenue, and expenditures; and employment, payroll and income, and poverty. The 
socioeconomics ROI includes Tyndall AFB, Panama City, and Bay County. Corresponding 
characteristics for the state of Florida are provided for reference and comparison, as applicable. 

The ROI for socioeconomics includes Tyndall AFB, Panama City, Bay County, and Florida. 

E.O. 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks (April 21, 
1997), states that each federal agency “(a) shall make it a high priority to identify and assess 
environmental health risks and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children; and (b) 
shall ensure that its policies, programs, activities, and standards address disproportionate risks to 
children that result from environmental health risks or safety risks.” 
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3.11.1 Affected Environment 

3.11.1.1 Population and Economy 

The estimated population of Bay County, where Tyndall AFB is located, was 190,679 people in 
2023 (the most recent year for which estimates are available) (Table 3.11-1). The estimated 
population of Panama City, the largest urbanized area in Bay County and immediately north of 
Tyndall AFB, was 35,660 people in 2023, representing approximately 19 percent of the county 
population. Bay County’s population represented 0.8 percent of the total state population in 2023 
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2025). 

As of FY24, approximately 5,200 military and civilian personnel were assigned to Tyndall AFB. 
The installation also supported more than 11,000 active-duty military dependents, retirees, and 
retiree dependents (325th Comptroller Squadron, 2024). 

Table 3.11-1 Population in the ROI Compared to Florida 

Jurisdiction Population  
Florida 22,610,726 
Bay County  190,679 
Panama City  35,660 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2025 

In 2022, Bay County businesses generated more than $7.3 billion in sales, revenue, and receipts in 
selected retail and services categories (Table 3.11-2). Businesses in Panama City accounted for 
slightly less than half ($3.5 billion) of this economic activity (U.S. Census Bureau, 2025). 
Combined, total sales, revenue, and receipts generated in Bay County and Panama City in 2022 
represented 1.2 percent of the total activity in these categories relative to the state of Florida. 

Table 3.11-2 Total Sales and Receipts/Revenue for Selected Categories in the ROI Compared 
to Florida (2022)  

Jurisdiction 
Accommodation 

and Food 
Services 
($1,000) 

Health Care 
and Social 
Assistance 

($1,000) 

Transportation 
and 

Warehousing 
($1,000) 

Retail 
($1,000) 

Total 
($1,000) 

Florida $94,559,362 $211,744,080 $98,048,310 $484,218,148 $888,569,900 
Bay County  $1,061,284 $1,385,111 $331,137 $4,572,547 $7,350,079 
Panama City  $236,884 $1,110,599 $196,785 $1,974,219 $3,518,487 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2025 

Total payroll in FY24 for all military and civilian personnel assigned to Tyndall AFB was almost 
$688 million (Table 3.11-3). Total expenditures in payroll, construction; services; and materials, 
equipment, and supply procurement categories at Tyndall AFB in FY24 were estimated to be $852 
million (Table 3.11-3). Tyndall AFB indirectly contributed more than 4,100 jobs and an estimated 
$461 million to the local and regional economy in FY24 (Table 3.11-4) (325th Comptroller 
Squadron, 2024). 
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Table 3.11-3 Tyndall AFB Direct Economic Expenditures (FY24) 

Category Expenditure 
Payroll $687,824,531 
Construction $69,019,148 
Services $66,542,843 
Materials, Equipment, and Supply Procurement $28,320,312 

Total $851,706,834 
Source: 325th Comptroller Squadron, 2024 

 

Table 3.11-4 Tyndall AFB Indirect Economic Impacts (FY24) 

Category Number of Indirect Jobs  Expenditure 
Payroll 2,603 $369,381,462 
Construction 655 $43,909,982 
Goods and Services 789 $43,182,305 
Visiting Tyndall Temporary Duty 99 $4,811,554 

Total 4,146 $461,285,303 
Source: 325th Comptroller Squadron, 2024 

3.11.1.2 Age 

Both Bay County and Panama City have a higher percentage of persons younger than 18 when 
compared to the state of Florida. The state of Florida, however, has a higher percentage than Bay 
County or Panama City, of persons older than 65 (Table 3.11-5). 

Table 3.11-5 Percent of Persons Younger than 18 and Older than 65 Years 
in the ROI Compared to Florida 

Category Persons Younger Than 18 
Years 

Persons Older Than 65 
Years 

Florida 19.4% 21.7% 
Bay County 21.2% 18.5% 
Panama City 22.3% 17.1% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2025 

3.11.1.3 Employment and Income  

More than 59,000 people in Bay County were employed in 2022, and the total annual payroll for 
businesses in Bay County was more than $2.7 billion (Table 3.11-6). Total employment in Bay 
County increased by 4.2 percent between 2021 and 2022, likely the result of economic recovery 
from the COVID-19 pandemic. This increase was approximately half of the increase in statewide 
employment (8.5 percent) that occurred during the same period. 
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Table 3.11-6 Total Employment, Payroll, and Change in Total Employment in the ROI 
Compared to Florida 

Jurisdiction  Number of People 
Employed (2022)  

Total Annual Payroll 
(2022) 

Change in 
Employment from 

(2021 to 2022) 
Florida 9,628,867 $556,430,324 8.5% 
Bay County 59,681 $2,769,916 4.2% 
Panama City  NA NA NA 

Notes:  
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2025 
NA = data not available  

Although median household income and per capita income are lower in Bay County relative to the 
state, the percentage of persons in poverty in the county is comparatively lower than both the state 
and Panama City (U.S. Census Bureau, 2025). Panama City has the lowest median household 
income and per capita income and the highest percentage of persons in poverty of the three 
jurisdictions shown in Table 3.11-7. 

Table 3.11-7  Median Household Income, Per Capita Income in the Past 12 Months, and 
Persons in Poverty in the ROI Compared to Florida 

Jurisdiction 
Median Household 

Income 
(2019-2023)  

Per Capita Income in 
the Past 12 Months 

(2018-2022) 
Persons in  

Poverty 

Florida $71,711 $41,055 12.3% 
Bay County $70,188 $38,856 11.8% 
Panama City  $61,125 $36,398 17.3% 

Notes:  
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2025 
Dollar values are based on 2023 dollars. 

As of March 2025, Panama City’s unemployment rate (not seasonally adjusted) was slightly higher 
than both the state and Bay County (Table 3.11-8) (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2025a; 2025b; 
2025c). Unemployment in all three jurisdictions was less than the nationwide unemployment rate 
of 4.2 percent (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2025d). 

Table 3.11-8 Unemployment Rates in Florida, Bay County, and Panama City as of March 2025 

Jurisdiction  Unemployment Rate  
Florida 3.5% 
Bay County 3.4% 
Panama City  3.6% 

Notes:  
Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2025a, 2025b, 2025c  
Unemployment rates shown are not seasonally adjusted. 
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3.11.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.11.2.1 Evaluation Criteria 

Adverse impacts on socioeconomics would be significant if the Proposed Action resulted in 
substantial changes in the local or regional populations; in a population increase that would exceed 
a community’s capacity to provide services; in a loss of tax revenue from a population decrease, 
layoffs or job losses, disinvestment, or in other economic losses that impaired a community’s 
ability to provide services (such as schools/public education, or police and fire/emergency 
services) to its residents. 

3.11.2.2 Alternative 1 

In the short term, Alternative 1 could have beneficial economic effects if local contractors are hired 
to design and construct the proposed project or from local purchases of construction materials, 
meals, lodging, and equipment. However, any such effects would be small given the small scale 
of the project in the context of the local economy of Bay County and the overall economic output 
of Tyndall AFB. All beneficial economic effects would end after construction associated with 
Alternative 1 is completed. Therefore, short-term beneficial effects on socioeconomics from 
Alternative 1 would not be significant. 

In the long term, Alternative 1 would not increase or decrease the number of personnel at Tyndall 
AFB and therefore, would have no potential to affect local socioeconomic conditions such as 
population, age, employment, tax revenue, or other social or economic activity in the ROI. 
Therefore, Alternative 1 would have no significant long-term effects on socioeconomics. 

3.11.2.3 Alternative 2 

Short-term and long-term impacts on socioeconomics from Alternative 2 would be the same as 
those described for Alternative 1. Alternative 2 would have short-term beneficial effects and no 
long-term effects on socioeconomics. Effects on socioeconomics would not be significant. 

3.11.2.4 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented and existing 
conditions at Tyndall AFB would continue. This alternative would have no impact on local or 
regional socioeconomic conditions. 

3.11.2.5 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

Other reasonably foreseeable future actions listed in Appendix C would contribute to short-term 
beneficial effects on socioeconomic conditions from construction-related expenditures in the local 
and regional economy. Other projects that involve increases in the number of personnel at Tyndall 
AFB would also have long-term beneficial effects on local tax revenue and would not be expected 
to exceed the capacity of local communities to provide public services to their residents. Therefore, 
when considered with other reasonably foreseeable future actions, the Proposed Action would not 
contribute to cumulatively significant adverse effects on socioeconomics. 
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3.12 Noise 

Noise in a specified area or region is characterized by the ambient environment and actions within 
that influence existing levels of noise. Detailed information on noise is provided in Appendix D. 

The noise ROI consists of areas within 0.25 miles of the proposed project sites. Beyond this 
distance, it is expected that construction and operational noise associated with the Proposed Action 
would not be readily identifiable or distinguishable from other noise sources contributing to the 
ambient noise environment on and around the installation. 

3.12.1 Affected Environment 

The ambient noise environment at Tyndall AFB is influenced by the relatively flat topography of 
lands on and around the base, the expansive open spaces around the aircraft runways, the presence 
of existing development and vegetation, military aircraft operations, traffic noise on US-98 and 
other on-base and off-base roads, light industrial operations associated with aircraft and facility 
maintenance on the base, and other factors. Generally, however, military aircraft noise is the 
predominant source of noise on and around Tyndall AFB. Approximately 66,400 airfield 
operations were conducted annually at Tyndall AFB prior to Hurricane Michael in 2018. More 
than half of these operations consisted of takeoffs and landings by twin-engine F-22 (37,900 annual 
operations) and T-38 (11,800 annual operations) jet aircraft. Other aircraft historically or currently 
operating at Tyndall AFB include jet-powered QF-16 drones and propeller-driven E-9 and MU-2 
aircraft (DAF, 2020).  

The F-35, the DAF’s primary twin-engine jet fighter, began operating at Tyndall AFB in 2023. 
Three F-35 squadrons totaling 78 aircraft are expected to be based at Tyndall AFB by 2026. Once 
fully operational, these squadrons will conduct approximately 33,440 annual operations at Tyndall 
AFB, or an average of 129 daily operations occurring on 260 flying days per year. Noise levels 
associated with the three fully operational F-35 squadrons that would exceed 65 A-weighted 
decibel (dBA) day/night sound level are anticipated to occur primarily within the boundaries of 
Tyndall AFB and relatively small offshore areas of the Gulf of America, St. Andrew Bay, and East 
Bay adjacent to Tyndall AFB (DAF, 2020). 

Fifteen representative noise sensitive land uses, including on-base and off-base residential areas, 
schools, parks, and churches, were identified in the 2020 F-35 Final EIS (DAF, 2020). Generally, 
human-occupied facilities within the ROI include buildings within the 1100, 1700, and 1800 areas, 
distributed around and to the southeast of the alternative sites; some of the facilities in the 200 and 
300 areas, north and northeast of the alternative sites; and some of the facilities in the 1000 and 
1600 areas, northeast of the alternative sites (DAF, 2024b). Activities at non-residential facilities 
within the ROI can generally be characterized as light industrial and, therefore, are not considered 
noise sensitive receptors. 

3.12.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.12.2.1 Evaluation Criteria 

Potential impacts from noise associated with the Proposed Action would be considered significant 
if noise levels (1) violated applicable noise regulations, (2) caused unsafe noise conditions for 
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nearby receptors during construction, or (3) substantially affected normal operations of noise-
sensitive sites. 

3.12.2.2 Alternative 1 

In the short term, construction associated with Alternative 1 would generate elevated noise levels 
from workers’ commuting vehicles and heavy trucks traveling to and from the Alternative 1 site; 
heavy equipment used to clear vegetation, excavate, grade, level, and compact soils; electric and 
pneumatic tools and generators and compressors to power those tools; and generally increased 
levels of human activity. Noise levels generated by common types of equipment that could be used 
during the construction phase of Alternative 1 are listed in Table 3.12-1. 

Table 3.12-1 Construction Equipment Noise Levels and Typical Human Response 

Equipment Maximum Sound 
Level (dBA)1 

Air Compressor 78 
Backhoe 78 
Concrete Mixer Truck 79 
Concrete Saw 90 
Crane 81 
Bulldozer 82 
Dump Truck 76 
Excavator 81 
Flatbed Truck 74 
Front-end Loader 79 
Generator 81 
Impact Hammer 90 
Paving Equipment 77 
Pickup Truck 75 
Roller 80 
Welding 74 

Notes: 
1Maximum Sound Level is measured at 50 feet 
Source: USDOT, 2006 

Alternative 1 would not be implemented near on-base or off-base noise sensitive land uses, and 
construction-related noise would not impede or prevent the continued operation of nearby facilities 
and land uses on Tyndall AFB. Generally, elevated noise levels would be highly localized, would 
diminish with increased distance from the source, and would be unnoticeable or indistinguishable 
to listeners outside the boundaries of the installation. To reduce impacts related to construction 
noise, all construction activities would be conducted during normal business hours (7:00 a.m. to 
5:00 p.m.). Construction noise would also be reduced by utilization of mufflers, shields, 
dampeners, aprons, enclosures, and new equipment (USDOT, 2006), where appropriate. Noise 
from aircraft operations would remain the predominant source of noise at and around Tyndall AFB 
during construction. All construction-related noise would cease when construction of the proposed 
equipment area and associated infrastructure is completed. Therefore, short-term impacts from 
noise under Alternative 1 would not be significant. 
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In the long term, the proposed project would not create a new source of noise at Tyndall AFB. 
Noise associated with operation and periodic maintenance of the proposed facilities would be 
infrequent and similar to noise resulting from similar activities already occurring at Tyndall AFB. 
Such noise would not be particularly unusual or distinct from other sources contributing to the 
ambient noise environment on and around the base and would be unnoticeable outside the 
installation boundaries. Aircraft operations would continue to be the predominant source of noise 
at and around Tyndall AFB. For these reasons, long-term impacts from noise under Alternative 1 
would not be significant. 

3.12.2.3 Alternative 2 

Short- and long-term impacts from noise associated with Alternative 2 would be the same as or 
somewhat less than those described for Alternative 1, as fewer human-occupied facilities are 
within the Alternative 2 ROI. Impacts from noise would not be significant.  

3.12.2.4 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented and existing 
noise conditions at Tyndall AFB would continue. This alternative would have no impact on noise 
on and around Tyndall AFB. 

3.12.2.5 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions and Other Environmental Considerations 

Construction and operation of the other reasonably foreseeable future actions listed in Appendix C 
would generate increased noise levels on and around Tyndall AFB. Short-term and long-term 
increases in noise would vary for each project; however, each project would adhere to applicable 
measures and procedures to prevent or minimize adverse effects from noise and ensure such effects 
remain less than significant. Therefore, when considered with potential impacts from other 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, the Proposed Action would not contribute to cumulatively 
significant adverse impacts from noise. 

3.13 Transportation 

Transportation resources include elements of the transportation network in a community or area, 
including road networks, vehicular traffic, and associated infrastructure. The transportation ROI 
consists of segments of US-98 adjacent to Tyndall AFB, and on-base roads and transportation 
infrastructure south of US-98. This analysis assumes that workers constructing the proposed 
facilities would travel to and from the project sites using privately owned vehicles; therefore, 
public transportation and pedestrian and bicycle facilities are not addressed in this section. 

3.13.1 Affected Environment 

Major components of the road network and transportation infrastructure in the ROI consist of      
US-98, which bisects Tyndall AFB into northern and southern sections; ECFs that provide most 
vehicular access to the base; and on-base roads that facilitate traffic circulation and movement on 
the installation.  
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US-98 is a four-lane divided highway with a speed limit of 50 miles per hour in the vicinity of 
Tyndall AFB. The Tyndall Flyover Project, an overpass designed to help alleviate congestion on 
US-98, opened in March of 2025. This flyover provides grade separation between through-traffic 
and traffic entering and exiting Tyndall AFB and allows on-base traffic to travel between the north 
and south sides of the base without interrupting through-traffic on US-98 (FDOT, 2024). 

Most vehicles traveling to and from the south side of Tyndall AFB access the installation via the 
ECF on Sabre Drive or the ECF on Airey Avenue, both of which are immediately south of US-98. 
Commercial vehicles entering Tyndall AFB access the base through the Commercial Vehicle 
Inspection ECF on Cleveland Avenue. The new Airey Avenue ECF opened in November 2024 and 
is the primary source of access for personnel accessing the CEMIRT facility. Vehicles traveling 
eastbound on US-98 access the Airey Avenue ECF via a signal-controlled right-turn lane. Vehicles 
traveling westbound on US-98 access the Airey Avenue ECF via an underpass and one signal-
controlled left-turn lane. Morning and evening peak traffic periods occur at Tyndall AFB from 5:30 
a.m. to 8:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m., respectively (DAF, 2024a). 

In 2024, annual average daily traffic volumes on US-98, west of Tyndall Drive (24,000 vehicles) 
were substantially higher than volumes east of Tyndall Drive (7,000 vehicles) (Table 3.13-1) 
(FDOT, 2024). A traffic analysis prepared for the 2020 F-35 Final EIS assumed that 97 percent of 
vehicle trips to Tyndall AFB originate from the west and 3 percent originate from the east (DAF, 
2020). This study identified morning peak traffic hours of 06:45 a.m. to 07:45 a.m. and evening 
peak traffic hours of 4:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. It is likely that traffic associated with construction of 
new facilities to replace those damaged or destroyed by Hurricane Michael in 2018 and 
construction of new facilities associated with the basing of three F-35 squadrons at the base 
substantially contribute to traffic volumes in the ROI. 

Table 3.13-1 2024 Annual Average Daily Traffic Volumes on US-98 Near Tyndall AFB 

Road Segment Average Annual 
Daily Traffic Volume 

Approximate Length of 
Road Segment (miles) 

Southern End of Dupont Bridge to Tyndall Drive 24,000 2.7 
Tyndall Drive to Canal Parkway 7,000 12.7 
Source: FDOT, 2024 

The Tyndall Flyover along US-98 opened in March of 2025. Although traffic data assessing the 
impacts of the flyover are not yet available, it is likely that the flyover has substantially reduced 
congestion on US-98. 

The on-base transportation network on the south side of Tyndall AFB generally consists of major 
roads that run east to west with shorter intersecting streets that run north to south. Mississippi Road 
and Suwanee Road are the major east-west roads on the south side of the base and provide 
vehicular access to multiple facilities. A new Commercial Vehicle ECF located along Barnes Drive, 
immediately north of the existing CEMIRT facility and the Alternative 1 site, is currently under 
construction and will provide additional commercial vehicle access to the south side of the base 
when completed. The on-base road network is considered sufficient to handle existing and future 
traffic volumes, including traffic associated with current and planned construction projects and the 
ongoing military mission at Tyndall AFB. 



Draft Environmental Assessment 
for Proposed CEMIRT Facility Improvements 

Tyndall AFB, Florida 
 

DECEMBER 2025  3-56 

3.13.2 Environmental Consequences 

Impacts on transportation would be significant if traffic associated with the Proposed Action 
exceeded the capacity of the existing transportation network in the ROI or conflicted with the 
military mission at Tyndall AFB. 

3.13.2.1 Alternative 1 

Alternative 1 would result in short-term increases in daily traffic to and from Tyndall AFB from 
construction workers and other construction-related vehicles (such as heavy trucks delivering 
materials and equipment) commuting to and from the project sites. Approximately 173 truck trips 
would be needed to import an estimated 2,590 CY of clean fill soils to the Alternative 1 site (see 
Section 3.9.2.2). Fewer truck trips would be needed on off-base roads if suitable fill soils could be 
obtained from on-base soil stockpiles. These increases would have the potential to contribute to 
additional traffic congestion in the ROI. However, these increases and any additional congestion 
would be small in the context of existing traffic volumes traveling to and from Tyndall AFB in the 
ROI and would vary throughout the construction phase. Travel routes along on-base roads would 
be planned before construction begins to prevent or minimize conflicts with Tyndall AFB’s overall 
military mission. Construction-related traffic impacts would not be expected to exceed the capacity 
of the existing transportation network in the ROI. After construction associated with Alternative 1 
has been completed, construction-related impacts on the transportation network would end. For 
these reasons, short-term impacts on transportation would not be significant. 

In the long term, Alternative 1 would not change the number of personnel assigned to Tyndall AFB 
and would have no potential to result in changes to commuting patterns, require improvements to 
on-base and off-base transportation networks, permanently increase traffic volumes on on-base 
and off-base roads, or otherwise increase demands on or the capacity of existing on-base and off-
base transportation networks and infrastructure. Alternative 1 would have a beneficial impact on 
the on-base transportation network because there would no longer be a need to transport MAAS 
equipment to and from temporary storage locations in areas of the base that are geographically 
separated from the existing CEMIRT facility. In the context of existing traffic on the base, however, 
this effect would be small. Overall, impacts on transportation from Alternative 1 would not be 
significant. 

3.13.2.2 Alternative 2 

In the short term, approximately 171 truck trips would be needed to import an estimated 2,570 CY 
of clean fill soils to the Alternative 2 site during construction (see Section 3.9.2.3). Fewer truck 
trips would be needed on off-base roads if suitable fill soils could be obtained from on-base soil 
stockpiles. While increases in construction-related traffic would have the potential to contribute to 
additional traffic congestion in the ROI, these increases and any additional congestion would be 
small in the context of existing traffic volumes traveling to and from Tyndall AFB in the ROI and 
would vary throughout the construction phase. For the same reasons described for Alternative 1, 
short-term and long-term impacts on transportation from Alternative 2 would not be significant. 
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3.13.2.3 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented and existing 
conditions at Tyndall AFB would continue. This alternative would have no impact on 
transportation in the ROI. 

3.13.2.4 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

Other reasonably foreseeable future actions listed in Appendix C would have the potential to 
contribute to temporary or permanent increases in traffic volumes and congestion in the ROI. 
Temporary increases from construction-related traffic would vary throughout each project’s 
construction phase and would end when each project has been completed. FDOT, the Federal 
Highway Administration, local agencies, and the DoD, as applicable, would continue to plan and 
implement improvements as needed to manage traffic safely and efficiently within their 
jurisdictions and ensure impacts on transportation are not significant. Therefore, when considered 
with other reasonably foreseeable future actions, the Proposed Action would not contribute to 
cumulatively significant adverse impacts on transportation in the ROI. 
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