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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES 1 INTRODUCTION 

On September 8, 2005, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC 

Commission) recommended closure of SSG Roy F. Kuhl United States Army Reserve Center 

(USARC) located at 331 Second Ave,  in Ripley, West Virginia and realignment of essential 

missions to other installations.  The deactivated USARC property is excess to Army need and 

will be disposed of according to applicable laws and regulations.  

This Environmental Assessment (EA) analyzes the environmental impacts of the proposed 

action.  This EA was developed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act 

(NEPA) [42 United States Code (USC) § 4321 et seq.]; implementing regulations issued by the 

President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 

Parts 1500-1508; and Environmental Analysis of Army Actions, 32 CFR Part 651.  The purpose 

of the EA is to inform decision makers and the public of the likely environmental consequences 

of the Proposed Action and alternatives. 

ES 2 PROPOSED ACTION 

The proposed action is the closure and disposal of surplus property made available by the 

realignment of Kuhl USARC.  Redevelopment and reuse of the surplus property would occur as 

a secondary action after disposal. 

Under BRAC law, the Army was required to close the Kuhl USARC not later than 

September 15, 2011.  The Kuhl USARC was closed on September 9, 2011 and the Army will 

dispose of the Property (USAR 2011).  As a part of the disposal process, the Army screened the 

Property for reuse with the Department of Defense and other federal agencies.  No federal 

agency expressed an interest in reusing this property for another purpose. 

ES 3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

ES 3.1 Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Army would continue operations at the Kuhl USARC at 

levels similar to those that occurred prior to the BRAC Commission’s recommendations for 

closure becoming final.  The inclusion of the No Action Alternative is prescribed by the CEQ 

regulations implementing NEPA and serves as a benchmark against which the environmental 

impacts of the action alternatives may be evaluated.  The Reserve mission at the USARC has 

ended and it is unlikely that it would ever resume, given the recommendation of the BRAC 

Commission.  Nevertheless, this no action alternative allows comparison of impacts between the 

prior mission, the current caretaker status, and the proposed reuse.  Therefore, the No Action 

Alternative is evaluated in the EA. 

ES 3.2 Alternative 2 - Caretaker Status Alternative  

The Army secured the Kuhl USARC after the military mission ended on September 9, 2011 to 

ensure public safety and the security of remaining government property.  From the time of 

operational closure until conveyance of the Property, the Army will provide sufficient 

maintenance to preserve and protect the site for reuse in an economical manner that facilitates 

redevelopment.  If the Kuhl USARC is not transferred, the Army will reduce maintenance levels 
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to the minimum level for surplus government property as specified in 41 CFR 101-47.402, 41 

CFR 101-47-4913, and Army Regulation 420-1 (Army Facilities Management). 

ES 3.3 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Reuse of the Kuhl USARC as an 

Elementary School and School District Maintenance Facility 

For Alternative 3, the Army would transfer the closed Kuhl USARC and Property via 

Department of Education public benefit conveyance to the Jackson County Board of Education 

(BOE).  The property will provide the following: 1) elementary school classroom space and 

space for related student activities, 2) relocation of some district maintenance workshops and 

equipment storage, and 3) expand a school bus loop turnaround and student drop off and pick up 

area appropriate for the adjacent elementary school (Kuhl LRA 2007, Jackson County BOE 

2011).   

The main building would require a substantial amount of interior renovation to prepare the 

facility for classroom use.  No exterior building demolition would be required.  Renovations 

would include additional restroom facilities, student support services, an instructional 

preparation area, a technology distribution area, a computer lab, and food service.  The Kuhl 

USARC parking area would be reconfigured to allow for a school bus drop off loop and a 

driveway entrance and exit for parents and visitors.  Some of the unpaved outdoor area would be 

developed for student playgrounds.  The USARC property borders one side of the Ripley 

Elementary School property.  An existing section of fence along this border would be removed to 

permit construction of a new driveway connecting the two properties (Jackson County 

BOE 2011). 

The Organizational Maintenance Shop (OMS) building would be utilized with minor interior 

renovations to the existing structure.  The building would house a welding shop, a wood working 

shop, a tool room, a blue print room, a building operations manual library, and staff development 

and training room.  The Jackson County BOE would also store motorized equipment (e.g., lawn 

tractors and a dump truck), paints, and flammable materials in the OMS building (Jackson 

County BOE 2011). 

ES 4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Table ES-1 lists each of the environmental resource categories and subcategories and it 

documents which resources are present and the potential environmental consequences.  The 

range of intensity of potential impacts discussed in this EA and listed in Table ES-1 are 

characterized as follows: 

 No Impact - a resource is not present, or a resource is present, but is not affected; 

 Negligible - the impact is not measurable at the lowest level of detection; 

 Minor - the impact is slight, but detectable; 

 Moderate - the impact is readily apparent and appreciable; and  

 Significant - the impact is severe, major, and highly disruptive to current conditions. 

 



 
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Executive Summary 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the  

SSG Roy F. Kuhl U.S. Army Reserve Center ES-3 

Table ES-1  Summary of Resource Category Impact Analysis for the Kuhl USARC. 
Resource Category 

(Alphabetical) 

Document 

Section Analysis 

AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 4.1.3 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

AIR QUALITY 4.1.3 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Critical Habitat 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Threatened and Endangered Species (State 

and Federal) 

4.1.1 No Impacts 

Vegetation 4.1.3 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

Wildlife 4.1.3 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

Wilderness Areas and Wildlife Refuges 4.1.1 No Impacts 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Archaeological Resources 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Historic Buildings 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Properties of Religious or Cultural 

Significance to Native Americans and Tribes 

4.1.1 No Impacts 

GEOLOGY AND SOIL 4.1.2 No Impacts 

HAZARDOUS AND TOXIC SUBSTANCES 

Asbestos Containing Material 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Lead 4.1.2 No Impacts 

Lead Based Paint (LBP) 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Munitions and Explosives of Concern 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Past Uses and Operations 4.1.2 No Impacts 

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) 4.1.3 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

Radioactive Materials 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Storage, Use, Release of 

Chemicals/Hazardous Substances 

4.1.2 No Impacts 

Radon 4.1.2 No Impacts 

UST/ASTs 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Waste Disposal Sites 4.1.1 No Impacts 

LAND USE 

Current and Future Development in the 

Region of Influence 

4.2.1  

Alternative 1  No Impacts 

Alternative 2  No Impacts 

 Alternative 3 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

Installation Land 4.2.1  

Alternative 1  No Impacts 

Alternative 2  Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

 Alternative 3  Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

National and State Parks 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Prime and Unique Farmland 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Surrounding Land 4.2.1  

Alternative 1  No Impacts 

Alternative 2  Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

 Alternative 3  Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

NOISE 4.1.3 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

SOCIOECONOMICS 

Demographics 4.1.2 No Impacts 

Economic Development 4.2.2  

Alternative 1  No Impacts 

Alternative 2  Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

 Alternative 3 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 
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Table ES-1  Summary of Resource Category Impact Analysis for the Kuhl USARC. 
Resource Category 

(Alphabetical) 

Document 

Section Analysis 

Environmental Justice 4.2.2  

Alternative 1  No Impacts 

Alternative 2  No Impacts 

 Alternative 3 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

Housing 4.1.2 No Impacts 

Protection of Children 4.2.2  

Alternative 1  No Impacts 

Alternative 2 No Impacts 

 Alternative 3 Moderate Impacts 

Public Services 4.2.2  

Alternative 1  No Impacts 

Alternative 2  No Impacts 

 Alternative 3 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

TRANSPORTATION 

Roadways and Traffic 4.2.3  

Alternative 1  No Impacts 

Alternative 2  Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

 Alternative 3 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

Public Transportation 4.1.2 No Impacts 

UTILITIES 

Communications 4.1.2 No Impacts 

Energy Sources (Electrical, Gas, etc) 4.1.2 No Impacts 

Potable Water Supply 4.1.2 No Impacts 

Solid Waste 4.1.2 No Impacts 

Storm Water System 4.1.2 No Impacts 

Wastewater System 4.1.2 No Impacts 

WATER RESOURCES 

Floodplains/Coastal Barriers and Zones 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Hydrology/Groundwater 4.1.2 No Impacts 

National Wild and Scenic Rivers 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Surface Water (Streams, Ponds, etc.) 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Wetlands 4.1.1 No Impacts 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 4.3 Cumulative impacts are not significant 

 

ES 5 CONCLUSIONS 

Based on the analysis in the Environmental Assessment, it has been determined that 

implementation of any of the Proposed Action’s alternatives will have no significant direct, 

indirect, and cumulative impacts on the quality of the natural or human environment.  Because 

no significant environmental impacts will result from implementation of the proposed action or 

any of the alternatives, issuance of a Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) is warranted, and 

preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement is not required. 
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SECTION 1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) analyzes the potential environmental impacts of the 

proposed action of closure, disposal, and reuse of the SSG Roy F. Kuhl United States Army 

Reserve Center (USARC) located at 331 Second Ave in Ripley, West Virginia (Figure 1-1).  

This EA was developed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) [42 

United States Code (USC) § 4321 et seq.]; NEPA implementing regulations issued by the 

President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), [40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 

Parts 1500-1508]; and Environmental Analysis of Army Actions, (32 CFR Part 651).  The 

purpose of the EA is to inform decision makers and the public of the likely environmental and 

socioeconomic consequences of the Proposed Action and reasonably foreseeable reuse 

alternatives.   

1.1 Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action 

On September 8, 2005, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC 

Commission) recommended closure of the Kuhl USARC (Figure 1-2) and realignment of 

essential missions to other installations.  The deactivated USARC property is excess to Army 

need and will be disposed of according to applicable laws and regulations.  

1.2 Public Involvement 

The Army is committed to open decision making.  The collaborative involvement of other 

agencies, organizations, and individuals in the NEPA process enhances issue identification and 

problem solving.  In preparing this EA, the Army consulted or coordinated with the United 

States (U.S.) Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Department Of Housing And Urban 

Development, U.S. Department of the Interior, U.S. Department of Education, West Virginia 

Department of Environmental Protection, the West Virginia State Historic Preservation Office 

(WV SHPO), the West Virginia Department of Education, the Jackson County Local 

Redevelopment Authority (LRA), Federally recognized Native American tribes, U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service, and others as appropriate. 

The 30-day public review period begins by publishing a Notice of Availability of the final EA 

and a draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) in a local newspaper, the Jackson Herald, 

and a regional newspaper, The Charleston Gazette.  The EA and draft FNSI are made available 

during the public review period at the Jackson County Public Library – Main Branch (208 

Church Street North, Ripley, West Virginia 25271), the Jackson County Public Library – 

Ravenswood Branch (323 Virginia Street, Ravenswood, West Virginia 26164), the Jackson 

County Board of Education Administrative Offices (1 School Street, Ripley, West Virginia 

23219), and on the BRAC website at http://www.hqda.army.mil/acsim/brac/env_ea_review.htm.  

The Army invites the public and all interested and affected parties to review and comment on 

this EA and the draft FNSI.  Written comments and requests for information should be submitted 

to the NEPA Coordinator of the 99
th

 Regional Support Command (RSC), Amanda Murphy 

DPW-ENV at 5231 South Scott Plaza, Fort Dix, New Jersey, 08640 or 

amanda.w.murphy.ctr@us.army.mil. 

At the end of the public review period, the Army will review all comments received; compare 

environmental impacts associated with reasonable alternatives; revise the FNSI or the EA, if 

necessary; supplement the EA, if needed; and make a decision.  If impacts are found to not be 

http://www.hqda.army.mil/acsim/brac/env_ea_review.htm
mailto:amanda.w.murphy.ctr@us.army.mil
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significant, the Army will sign the FNSI and can proceed with the proposed action.  If potential 

impacts are found to be significant, the Army may decide to (1) not proceed with the proposed 

action, (2) proceed with the proposed action after committing in the revised Final FNSI to 

mitigation measures reducing the anticipated impact to a less than significant threshold, or (3) 

publish a Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in the Federal 

Register. 
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SECTION 2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The proposed action is the closure and disposal of surplus property made available by the 

realignment of the Kuhl USARC.  Redevelopment and reuse of the surplus Kuhl USARC 

property (the Property) would occur as a secondary action after disposal. 

Under BRAC law, the Army was required to close the Kuhl USARC not later than September 

15, 2011.  The Kuhl USARC was closed on September 9, 2011 and the Army will dispose of the 

Property (USAR 2011).  As a part of the disposal process, the Army screened the Property for 

reuse with the Department of Defense and other federal agencies.  No federal agency expressed 

an interest in reusing this property for another purpose. 

2.1 BRAC Commission’s Recommendation 

The BRAC Commission’s recommendation is to: 

―Close SSG Roy Kuhl U.S. Army Reserve Center and Maintenance Facility in 

Ripley…and re-locate units into a new Armed Forces Reserve Center in the vicinity of 

Ripley, WV.‖ 

The 261
st
 Ordnance Company 3

rd
 Platoon, Area Maintenance Support Activity (AMSA) 107

th
(G) 

Branch Maintenance Activity (BMA), and the 444
th

 AG Postal Group Platoons 1 & 7 have 

relocated to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC) in Millwood, West Virginia.  The 

National Guard prepared the NEPA documentation for construction and operation of the new 

AFRC.  The 99
th

 RSC prepared Records of Environmental Consideration (REC) for re-location 

of units to the new AFRC. 

2.2 Local Redevelopment Authority’s Reuse Plan 

On July 3, 2006, the Jackson County LRA was officially recognized by the U.S. Office of 

Economic Adjustment as the planning entity for the purpose of formulating a recommendation 

for the reuse of the Kuhl USARC.  On July 10, 2006, the Department of Defense published its 

recognition of the LRA in the Federal Register.  According to the Federal Property 

Administrative Services Act of 1949 and the Base Closure Community Redevelopment and 

Homeless Assistance Act of 1994, the LRA screened this Federal Government surplus property 

by soliciting notices of interest (NOIs) from state and local governments, representatives of the 

homeless, and other interested parties.  The LRA established a planning time frame and a 6-

month screening period for interested parties to file applications to reuse the property.  This 

period extended from June to November 2006.  The LRA published a request for NOIs in the 

Jackson Herald on June 27, 2006.  The deadline for receiving NOIs was September 15, 2006.  

On July 11, 2006, the LRA held a workshop and site tour of the Kuhl USARC to provide 

organizations an opportunity to become familiar with the property and inquire about the NOI 

process.  Two other workshops were held on February 6 and April 2, 2007 and notices for each 

workshop were published in the Jackson Herald.   

The LRA received NOIs from the following two organizations: 

 Westbrook Health Services – Housing for the mentally and permanently disabled.   

 Jackson County Board of Education (BOE) – Educational use and support facilities for 

Jackson County Schools.   
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After reviewing the two reuse proposals, recommendations, and all public comments, the LRA 

approved the application from the Jackson County Board of Education.  The LRA prepared the 

Redevelopment Plan for the U.S. Roy Kuhl Army Reserve Center.  The LRA selected the Jackson 

County BOE’s proposal because of its ability to provide benefits to the school system, the 

community, and Jackson County.  Subsequently, the Jackson County BOE submitted an 

Application for Public Benefit Allowance of Acquisition of Surplus Federal Real Property for 

Education Purposes to the U.S. Department of Education on October 19, 2006 and the LRA 

submitted the Final Reuse Plan to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development on 

June 20, 2007.  The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development approved the reuse 

plan submitted by the LRA on November 22, 2010.  A revised application for public benefit 

allowance was submitted to the U.S. Department of Education on November 17, 2011 due to the 

changing needs of the Jackson County BOE during this process.  This application was approved 

by the U.S. Department of Education on February 1, 2012 (Kuhl LRA 2007, Jackson County 

BOE 2011).   

2.3 Description of the Kuhl USARC 

The Property is located at 311 Second Avenue in Ripley, West Virginia.  In 1958, the U.S. 

Government purchased 3.2 acres and began construction of the main building and Organizational 

Maintenance Shop (OMS) Building in 1959 (USACE 2007). 

Figure 1-2 shows the Kuhl USARC site plan.  The USARC contains four permanent structures, 

two metal storage sheds, and three parking lots including two military equipment parking (MEP) 

areas and one privately owned vehicle (POV) parking.  A chain-link security fence topped with 

barbed wire encloses the two MEP areas and the OMS.  Both the 15,447 square-foot main 

building and the 3,433 square-foot OMS were constructed on concrete foundations with concrete 

block walls covered with a brick veneer.  Two, one-story masonry, flammable material storage 

buildings are similar in construction to the main building and OMS.   

The main building is an irregular-shaped, single-level structure and is connected to a one-story 

drill hall by an enclosed corridor.  The building’s interior consists of office space, classrooms, a 

kitchen area, storage, a former indoor firing range, arms vault, boiler room, and drill hall.  In 

1987, the building underwent extensive modification and an addition.   

The OMS building is a two-bay, one-story maintenance shop used primarily for vehicle 

maintenance.  The building also has an office space, parts and tool storage area, and a vehicle 

batteries storage room.  A vehicle wash rack platform was located immediately south of the 

OMS building (USACE 2007). 

The Kuhl USARC was most recently occupied by the 261
st
 Ordnance Company 3

rd
 Platoon, 

AMSA 107G BMA, and the 444 AG PLTs 1 & 7.  The Kuhl USARC previously consisted of 

6 full time staff and approximately 50 reservists that trained at the Kuhl USARC on weekends. 



 
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Section 2 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Description of the Proposed Action 

SSG Roy F. Kuhl U.S. Army Reserve Center 7

 

Photograph 1.  Kuhl USARC, front entrance.   

 

Photograph 2.  Kuhl USARC, side entrance 
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Photograph 3.  Kuhl USARC, OMS Building 

 

Photograph 4.  Kuhl USARC, Hazardous Waste Shed  
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SECTION 3.0 ALTERNATIVES 

A key principle of NEPA is that agencies are to give full consideration to a range of reasonable 

alternatives to a proposed action.  Considering alternatives helps to avoid unnecessary impacts 

and allows analysis of reasonable ways to achieve the stated purpose.  To warrant detailed 

evaluation, an alternative must be reasonable.  To be considered reasonable, an alternative must 

be affordable, capable of implementation, and satisfactory with respect to meeting the purpose of 

and need for the action.  The following discussion identifies alternatives considered by the Army 

and identifies whether they are feasible and, hence, subject to detailed evaluation in this EA. 

3.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Army would continue operations at the Kuhl USARC at 

levels similar to those that occurred prior to the BRAC Commission’s recommendations for 

closure becoming final.  The inclusion of the No Action Alternative is prescribed by the CEQ 

regulations implementing NEPA and serves as a benchmark against which the environmental 

impacts of the action alternatives may be evaluated.  The Reserve mission at the USARC has 

ended and it is unlikely that it would ever resume, given the recommendation of the BRAC 

Commission.  Nevertheless, this no action alternative allows comparison of impacts between the 

prior mission, the current caretaker status, and the proposed reuse.  Therefore, the No Action 

Alternative is evaluated in the EA. 

3.2 Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Alternative 

The Army secured the Kuhl USARC after the military mission ended on September 9, 2011 to 

ensure public safety and the security of remaining government property.  From the time of 

operational closure until conveyance of the Property, the Army will provide sufficient 

maintenance to preserve and protect the site for reuse in an economical manner that facilitates 

redevelopment.  If the Kuhl USARC is not transferred, the Army will reduce maintenance levels 

to the minimum level for surplus government property as specified in 41 CFR 101-47.402, 41 

CFR 101-47-4913, and Army Regulation 420-1 (Army Facilities Management). 

3.3 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Reuse of the Kuhl USARC as an 

Elementary School and School District Maintenance Facility 

For Alternative 3, the Army would close the Kuhl USARC by September 15, 2011 and transfer 

the Property via Department of Education public benefit conveyance to the Jackson County 

BOE.  The property will provide the following: 1) elementary school classroom space and space 

for related student activities, 2) relocation of some district maintenance workshops and 

equipment storage, and 3) expand a school bus loop turnaround and student drop-off and pick up 

area appropriate for the adjacent elementary school (Kuhl LRA 2007, Jackson County BOE 

2011).   

The main building would require a substantial amount of interior renovation to prepare the 

facility for classroom use.  No exterior building demolition would be required.  Renovations 

would include additional restroom facilities, student support services, an instructional 

preparation area, a technology distribution area, a computer lab, and food service.  The Kuhl 

USARC parking area would be reconfigured to allow for a school bus drop-off loop and a 

driveway entrance and exit for parents and visitors.  Some of the unpaved outdoor area would be 

developed for student playgrounds.  The USARC property borders one side of the Ripley 
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Elementary School property.  An existing section of fence along this border would be removed to 

permit construction of a new driveway connecting the two properties (Jackson County 

BOE 2011). 

The OMS building would be utilized with minor interior renovations to the existing structure.  

The building would house a welding shop, a wood working shop, a tool room, a blue print room, 

a building operations manual library, and staff development and training room.  The Jackson 

County BOE would also store motorized equipment (e.g., lawn tractors and a dump truck), 

paints, and flammable materials in the OMS building (Jackson County BOE 2011).   

3.4 Alternatives Considered and Eliminated From Further Analysis 

3.4.1 Early Transfer and Reuse Before Cleanup is Completed 

Under this alternative, the Army would take advantage of various property transfer and disposal 

methods that allow the reuse of contaminated property to occur before all remedial actions have 

been completed.  One method is to transfer the property to a new owner who agrees to perform, 

or to allow the Army to perform, all remedial actions required under applicable Federal and state 

requirements.  Allowing the property to be transferred before cleanup is complete requires 

concurrence of environmental regulatory authorities and the governor of the affected state.  The 

property must be suitable for the new owner’s intended use and the intended use must be 

consistent with protection of human health and the environment. 

This alternative was not carried forward for further analysis because the Environmental 

Condition of Property (ECP) Update Report classifies the Property as Type 1, one of seven U.S. 

Department of Defense (DoD) Environmental ECP categories (USACE 2007).  A Type 1 

classification is defined as an area or parcel of real property where no release or disposal of 

hazardous substances or petroleum products or their derivatives has occurred (including no 

migration of these substances from adjacent properties).  Because the Property is uncontaminated 

and no remedial action is required, the Kuhl USARC does not meet the criteria for the early 

transfer prior to cleanup alternative. 

3.4.2 Other Disposal Options 

The LRA screened this Federal Government surplus property by soliciting NOIs from state and 

local governments, representatives of the homeless, and other interested parties, as required by 

the Federal Property Administrative Services Act of 1949, the Base Closure Community 

Redevelopment and Homeless Assistance Act of 1994, and Redevelopment and Homeless 

Assistance Act of 1994.  As noted above, two organizations responded to the request: the 

Jackson County Board of Education and Westbrook Health Services.  The NOI from Westbrook 

Health Services was not selected by the LRA due to the lack of need for additional homeless 

facilities in the region.  Since the Westbrook NOI was not selected by the LRA, this proposed 

reuse was not carried forward for analysis in this EA (Kuhl LRA 2007).
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SECTION 4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEQUENCES 

The affected environment is a description of the existing environment potentially affected by the 

proposed action (40 CFR 1502.15).  This section also analyzes the significance of direct, 

indirect, and cumulative impacts of the proposed action and alternatives on the affected 

environment.  An impact is defined as a consequence from modification to the affected 

environment due to a proposed action or alternative.  

Impact 

An environmental effect or impact (used synonymously in this EA) is defined as a change in a 

resource from the existing environmental baseline conditions caused by or resulting from the 

proposed action.  As noted in Section 3, the baseline is the operations level at the Kuhl USARC 

and existing environment present immediately prior to the BRAC Commission’s 

recommendations for closure becoming final.  Impacts may be determined to be beneficial or 

adverse and may apply to the full range of natural, aesthetic, cultural, and economic resources of 

the property and its surrounding environment. 

Direct Versus Indirect Impacts 

Where applicable, analysis of impacts associated with each course of action has been further 

divided into direct and indirect impacts.  Definitions and examples of direct and indirect impacts 

as used in this document are as follows:  

 Direct Impacts.  Direct impacts are caused by the action and occur at the same time and 

place.  Both short-term and long-term direct impacts can be applicable. 

 Indirect Impacts.  Indirect impacts are caused by the action and are later in time or 

farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable.  Indirect effects may 

include growth inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the 

pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water 

and other natural systems, including ecosystems. 

 Application of Direct Versus Indirect Impacts.  For direct impacts to occur, a resource 

must be present in a particular area.  For example, if highly erodible soil were disturbed 

due to construction, there would be a direct impact to soil from erosion at the 

development site.  Sediment-laden runoff might indirectly affect surface water quality in 

adjacent areas downstream from the development site. 

Indirect impacts are described for the resource category in which indirect impacts are anticipated 

to occur.  For those resource categories with no anticipated indirect impacts, no further 

discussion on indirect impacts will be included in the Consequences sections.  

Long-Term versus Short-Term Impacts 

Impacts to resources may occur in a relatively short period of time or may be permanent.  In this 

EA, the estimated time durations during which impacts may be perceived or measured are 

described as short-term or long-term. 

Short-term impacts are temporary.  Short-term impacts may result from preparation of the site 

for construction, actual construction, and renovation of existing facilities.  Some resources may 

exhibit short-term impacts as they recover from any disturbances.   
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Long-term impacts have a long duration and may be resource specific (e.g., soil impacts from 

increased impervious surfaces) or may be a result of the persistence of the cause of the impact 

(e.g., increased traffic during weekdays without traffic calming measures).  

Significance 

The term ―significant,‖ as defined in Section 1508.27 of the Regulations for Implementing 

NEPA (40 CFR 1500), http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/ceq/1508.htm#1508.27, requires 

consideration of both the context and intensity of the impact evaluated. 

Context.  Significance can vary in relation to the context of the action.  This means that the 

significance of an action must be analyzed in several contexts such as society as a whole (human, 

national), the affected region, the affected interests, and the locality.  Significance varies with the 

setting of the proposed action.  For instance, in the case of a site-specific action, significance 

would usually depend on the effects in the locale rather than in the world as a whole.  Both 

short–term and long–term effects may be relevant. 

Intensity.  In accordance with the CEQ implementing guidance, impacts are also evaluated in 

terms of their intensity or severity.  Factors contributing to the evaluation of the intensity of an 

impact are listed in Section 1508.27 of the Regulations for Implementing NEPA. 

The range of intensity of potential impacts discussed in this EA are characterized as follows: 

 No Impact - a resource is not present, or a resource is present, but is not affected; 

 Negligible - the impact is not measurable at the lowest level of detection; 

 Minor - the impact is slight, but detectable; 

 Moderate - the impact is readily apparent and appreciable; and  

 Significant - the impact is severe, major, and highly disruptive to current or desired 

conditions.. 

Resource Categories Analyzed 

Twelve resource areas were considered for potential impacts resulting from the Proposed Action 

and alternatives including aesthetics and visual resources, air quality, biological resources, 

cultural resources, geology and soils, hazardous and toxic substances, land use, noise, 

socioeconomics, transportation, utilities, and water resources.  Some resources were eliminated 

from detailed analysis as described below.  Table 4-1 lists each of the environmental resource 

categories and subcategories, it documents the environmental consequences, and it references the 

document section containing each discussion. 

As noted in the following analysis, none of the potential impacts identified in this EA are 

significant. 

  

http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/ceq/1508.htm#1508.27
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Table 4-1  Summary of Resource Category Impact Analysis for the Kuhl USARC. 

Resource Category 

(Alphabetical) 

Document 

Section Analysis 

AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 4.1.3 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

AIR QUALITY 4.1.3 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Critical Habitat 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Threatened and Endangered Species (State 

and Federal) 

4.1.1 No Impacts 

Vegetation 4.1.3 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

Wildlife 4.1.3 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

Wilderness Areas and Wildlife Refuges 4.1.1 No Impacts 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Archaeological Resources 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Historic Buildings 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Properties of Religious or Cultural 

Significance to Native Americans and Tribes 

4.1.1 No Impacts 

GEOLOGY AND SOIL 4.1.2 No Impacts 

HAZARDOUS AND TOXIC SUBSTANCES 

Asbestos Containing Material 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Lead 4.1.2 No Impacts 

Lead Based Paint (LBP) 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Munitions and Explosives of Concern 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Past Uses and Operations 4.1.2 No Impacts 

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) 4.1.3 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

Radioactive Materials 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Storage, Use, Release of 

Chemicals/Hazardous Substances 

4.1.2 No Impacts 

Radon 4.1.2 No Impacts 

UST/ASTs 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Waste Disposal Sites 4.1.1 No Impacts 

LAND USE 

Current and Future Development in the 

Region of Influence 

4.2.1  

Alternative 1 No Impacts 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status No Impacts 

 Alternative 3 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

Installation Land 4.2.1  

Alternative 1 No Impacts 

Alternative 2 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

 Alternative 3 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

National and State Parks 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Prime and Unique Farmland 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Surrounding Land 4.2.1  

Alternative 1 No Impacts 

Alternative 2 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

 Alternative 3 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

NOISE 4.1.3 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

SOCIOECONOMICS 

Demographics 4.1.2 No Impacts 

Economic Development 4.2.2  

Alternative 1 No Impacts 

Alternative 2 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

 Alternative 3 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 
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Table 4-1  Summary of Resource Category Impact Analysis for the Kuhl USARC. 

Resource Category 

(Alphabetical) 

Document 

Section Analysis 

Environmental Justice 4.2.2  

Alternative 1 No Impacts 

Alternative 2 No Impacts 

 Alternative 3 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

Housing 4.1.2 No Impacts 

Protection of Children 4.2.2  

Alternative 1 No Impacts 

Alternative 2 No Impacts 

 Alternative 3  Moderate Impacts 

Public Services 4.2.2  

Alternative 1 No Impacts 

Alternative 2 No Impacts 

 Alternative 3 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

TRANSPORTATION 

Roadways and Traffic 4.2.3  

Alternative 1 No Impacts 

Alternative 2 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

 Alternative 3 Negligible/Minor Not Significant Impacts 

Public Transportation 4.1.2 No Impacts 

UTILITIES 

Communications 4.1.2 No Impacts 

Energy Sources (Electrical, Gas, etc) 4.1.2 No Impacts 

Potable Water Supply 4.1.2 No Impacts 

Solid Waste 4.1.2 No Impacts 

Storm Water System 4.1.2 No Impacts 

Wastewater System 4.1.2 No Impacts 

WATER RESOURCES 

Floodplains/Coastal Barriers and Zones 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Hydrology/Groundwater 4.1.2 No Impacts 

National Wild and Scenic Rivers 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Surface Water (Streams, Ponds, etc.) 4.1.1 No Impacts 

Wetlands 4.1.1 No Impacts 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 4.3 Cumulative impacts are not significant 

4.1 Environmental Resources Eliminated from Further Considerations 

Army NEPA Regulations (32 CFR § 651.14) state the NEPA analysis should reduce or eliminate 

discussion of minor issues to help focus analysis.  This approach minimizes unnecessary analysis 

and discussion during the NEPA process.  CEQ Regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR 

§ 1500.4(g)) emphasizes the use of the scoping process, not only to identify significant 

environmental issues deserving of study, but also to deemphasize insignificant issues, narrowing 

the scope of the environmental assessment process. 

Resource categories with more than one component (e.g., Hazardous and Toxic Substances), 

may have certain subcategories that can be deemphasized due to insignificance and other 

subcategories that should be analyzed in more detail.  These resource categories will, therefore, 

be discussed in multiple subsections throughout Section 4. 
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4.1.1 Environmental Resource Categories That Are Not Present 

None of the alternatives would have direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on certain 

subcategories of the resource categories, because these subcategories do not exist on or near the 

Property: 

 Critical Habitat - The Property is in an urban setting, is highly disturbed, lacks natural 

habitat and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has not designated critical 

habitat on or in the vicinity of the Property (Appendix A). 

 Threatened and Endangered Species (State and Federal) - A coordination letter was 

sent to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and to the West Virginia Division of Natural 

Resources on September 11, 2012.  No species protected under Federal or state laws are 

known to exist on the Property.  The USFWS responded on September 13, 2012 that 

the project would not affect federally listed endangered or threatened species 

(Appendix A). 

 Wilderness Areas and Wildlife Refuges - The nearest national wilderness areas are 

the Cranberry Wilderness and the Spice Run Wilderness Area, which are located 

approximately 80 and 105 miles from the Property, respectively.  The nearest national 

wildlife refuges (NWR) are Ohio River Islands NWR and Canaan Valley NWR, which 

are located 41 and 125 miles from the Property, respectively.  These resources would 

not be affected by the proposed action. 

 Archeological Resources - A Phase I Archaeological Survey was conducted at the 

Kuhl USARC in June 2011.  No further archaeological investigation was 

recommended.  In accordance with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

regulations, "the Protection of Historic Properties" (36 CFR Part 800), the Army 

determined that no historic properties would be affected by the proposed action.  The 

WV SHPO concurred with the determination on November 19, 2012 (Appendix A).   

 Historic Buildings - The Kuhl USARC contains two buildings that are more than 50 

years old and were recommended for survey and evaluation in the 99
th

 RSC Integrated 

Cultural Resources Management Plan (USACE 2009).  The facility was evaluated for 

inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); no historic properties 

eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A, B, and C were identified.  In 

accordance with 36 CFR Part 800, the Army determined that the Proposed Action 

would have no effect on historic properties.  The WV SHPO concurred with the 

determination on November 19, 2012 (Appendix A). 

 Properties of Religious or Cultural Significance to Native Americans and Tribes - 

No properties of religious or cultural significance to the Shawnee Tribe and the 

Absentee-Shawnee Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma have been identified through 

consultation.  Native American coordination is presented in Appendix A.  No responses 

to coordination letters were received from the tribes. 

 Asbestos Containing Material (ACM) - A 1995 survey evaluation of ACM at the 

Kuhl USARC found no friable ACM in the main building or the OMS building (Hub 

Testing Laboratory 1995).  No ACM was identified during the site reconnaissance.  

Although there is no record of ACM on the Property, the school district would 

covenant and agree that its use and occupancy of the Property would be in compliance 
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with all applicable laws relating to asbestos.  The school district would agree to be 

responsible for any future remediation or abatement of ACM in or on buried pipelines 

on the Property that may be required under applicable law or regulation. 

 Lead-Based Paint (LBP) - No LBP surveys have been conducted at the Property.  

Facilities constructed before 1978 are likely to have been painted with LBP.  Both the 

main building and the OMS on the Property were constructed before 1978, but they 

were extensively remodeled in 1988.  Thus, any LBP original to the building was most 

likely removed or encapsulated during remodeling.  At the time of the site 

reconnaissance, all painted surfaces at the USARC were in good condition with no 

chipping or peeling of painted surfaces observed (USACE 2007).  LBP would not 

present an unacceptable risk to human health and the environment or present a 

disproportionate health and safety risk to children because the school district would be 

responsible for complying with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and 

regulations pertaining to LBP and/or LBP hazards.  Prior to permitting the use of the 

Property, the school district specifically agrees to perform, at its sole expense, any lead 

abatement requirements. 

 Historic Munitions and Explosives of Concern -  No evidence was found during the 

ECP site reconnaissance or records review process of the past presence of munitions 

and explosives of concern (USACE 2007). 

 Radioactive Materials - Equipment (compasses) used for training on the Property 

contained trace amounts of radiological material, but this equipment was not repaired 

onsite so there was minimal chance of the radiological material being released (USACE 

2007).  The Kuhl USARC radiological clearance survey report was completed on 

July 2, 2012.  The report provides an evaluation of radiological materials used and the 

summary of findings and results.  The report concludes that no further action is 

required with respect to radioactive devices or materials identified, and there are no 

radiological concerns (USAR 2012). 

 Underground Storage Tanks (USTs)/Aboveground Storage Tanks (ASTs) –  

Based on a review of available site records, a search of federal and state environmental 

databases, and interviews with U.S. Army Reserve (USAR) personnel, it does not 

appear that any regulated underground storage tanks (USTs) or aboveground storage 

tanks (ASTs) currently or formerly were located at this facility, nor was any evidence 

of any regulated USTs or ASTs observed during the site reconnaissance.  There was, 

however, one unregulated 250-gallon AST against the southern wall of the OMS 

building on the vehicle wash platform (USACE 2007).  The AST was installed in 2004 

and was used for temporarily holding used motor oil.  This tank has been removed 

(DEP 2011).   

 Waste Disposal Sites - Available records and interviews did not indicate the practice of 

onsite waste disposal other than through managed storage and offsite disposal, or 

through the sewer or septic systems.  No waste disposal sites were observed during the 

site reconnaissance, nor were any signs of past onsite waste disposal (such as stressed 

vegetation or suspicious depressions in the landscape) observed (USACE 2007). 

The Kuhl USARC is listed as an RCRA (Resource Conservation and Recovery Act) 

registered small quantity generator (SQG).  The USARC had two informal RCRA 

violations in 2009.  However, they were not escalated to formal enforcement actions, 
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and since then no violations exist and disposal activities have been in accordance with 

federal, state, local, and DoD requirements (DEP 2011; USEPA 2012a).  No other 

SQGs are located within 0.25 mile of the USARC, and no large quantity generators 

(LQG) are located within 0.25 mile of the USARC (USACE 2007). 

 National and State Parks - The Property does not contain and is not near any national 

or state parks.  The nearest national parks are the Gauley River National Recreation 

Area and the New River Gorge National River, which are located approximately 56 and 

70 miles from the Property, respectively.  The nearest state parks are the Tu-Endie-Wei 

State Park and the Blennerhassett Island Historical State Park, which are located 

approximately 24 miles and 32 miles from the Property, respectively.  These resources 

would not be affected by the proposed action. 

 Prime and Unique Farmlands - The property is not prime or unique farmland as 

defined by 7 CFR 658.2(a), because the definition of farmland does not include land 

already in or committed to urban development. 

 Floodplains/Coastal Barriers and Zones - According to the Federal Emergency 

Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map, Community Panel 

54035C0229F, the Property is not located within a 100-year or 500-year flood prone 

area (USACE 2007).    This Property is not in a coastal zone management area 

(USACE 2007). 

 National Wild and Scenic Rivers - One designated wild and scenic river occurs within 

the State of West Virginia.  The Bluestone River is located more than 90 miles 

southeast of the Property.  This resource would not be affected by the proposed action. 

 Surface Water (Streams, Ponds, etc.) - The site reconnaissance revealed that no 

streams, ponds, or other surface water features are present on the Property. 

 Wetlands - A site reconnaissance was conducted by a qualified wetland biologist.  No 

evidence of wetlands was observed on the Property including wetland vegetation, 

hydric soils, or wetland hydrology. 

4.1.2 Environmental Resources that are Present, but Not Impacted 

The alternatives would have no significant direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on certain 

subcategories of the environmental categories, because no demolition or new construction 

activities are planned that would alter or affect these resources: 

 Geology and Soil - The alternatives would have no direct, indirect, and cumulative 

impacts to  geology or soil resources because there would be no demolition or 

construction activities.  Geological hazards such as sinkholes, caves, mines, or quarries 

do not exist on or adjacent to the Property.  Seismic risk is relatively small. 

 Lead- The alternative would have no direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts from 

lead.  There was an indoor firing range on the Property, but it was properly 

decommissioned in 2003.  All wipe sample results indicate that lead levels are below 

200 micrograms per square foot and that the range is safe for reoccupation for a similar 

reuse (IT Corporation 2003).  However, the federal lead dust threshold for occupation 

by children under the age of six is 40 micrograms per square foot.  Two of the wipe 

sample results from 2003 were above 40 micrograms per square foot (IT Corporation).  

Any remaining lead dust in the former indoor firing range area would not present a 
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threat to human health or the environment because the Jackson County BOE (the 

Grantee) would agree to undertake any lead dust abatement or remediation that may be 

required under applicable laws and regulations at no cost to the Army.  In addition, the 

Grantee's use would be in compliance with all applicable laws and regulations relating 

to lead. 

 Past Uses and Operations (Hazardous and Toxic Substances) - The alternatives 

would have no direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts from hazardous and toxic 

substances from the past uses and operations of the Property.  The Property has served 

as a reserve and mobilization center for the USAR since the U.S. Government acquired 

the land in 1959.  The Property primarily functioned as an administrative, logistical, 

and educational facility, and it was used by reservists for drill activities on various 

weekends throughout the year.  The OMS building was used to perform limited 

maintenance activities on military equipment.  Activities inside the OMS building 

included preventative maintenance checks, including checking vehicle fluids such as 

motor oil, water, and antifreeze; light maintenance activities; changing and topping 

vehicle fluids; changing and servicing vehicle batteries; and inspecting and changing 

brakes.  Any equipment or vehicles requiring heavier maintenance activities were sent 

offsite to an AMSA shop located at one of the other USAR centers in West Virginia.  

Batteries and other parts for light vehicle maintenance such as filters were stored in 

designated storage areas of the OMS building.  Vehicle washing may have occurred in 

the OMS building prior to 1988 when the wash rack was built.  A trench drain located 

in the floor of the north bay work area may have carried rinse water to sanitary drains 

located in front of the OMS building, which ultimately discharged to the municipal 

sanitary sewer.  An indoor firing range formerly existed at this Property, but it was 

properly decommissioned in 2003 (USACE 2007).  

There was a neutralization pit associated with the former battery storage room in the 

OMS building.  The neutralization pit, when operational, discharged to the City of 

Ripley sanitary sewer.  The room is currently used for storage, and no battery 

maintenance is performed onsite.  The location of the pit is now covered with a bolted 

metal plate.  The neutralization pit was inspected in 1996 and found to be in good 

condition with no action required (416th ENCOM 1996).  All batteries have been 

removed and either recycled or used at another facility (DEP 2011). 

A sitewide relative risk evaluation was conducted in 1998 and concluded that the 

conditions in the soil on the Property pose low risk to human health (USACE 2007).  

There is an active work pit located in the south bay of the OMS building.  The work pit 

has a sump at the bottom that collects liquid in the pit.  The sump is not connected to a 

drain or discharge point and is cleaned out manually.  Safety-Kleen is employed to 

remove and recycle waste oil.  At the time of the site reconnaissance, the inside of the 

work pit looked clean (USACE 2007). 

 Storage, Use, Release of Chemicals/Hazardous Substances - The alternatives would 

have no direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts from storage, use, or release of 

chemicals/hazardous substances.  Activities associated with past uses made it necessary 

to store and use paint, antifreeze, and petroleum, oils, and lubricants (POL).  Any 

remaining small quantities of hazardous and toxic substances would be disposed of in 

accordance with federal, state, local, and DoD requirements after closure of the Kuhl 
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USARC.  The reduction in the use of these hazardous and toxic substances would result 

in a negligible short-term beneficial impact.  The ECP Report (USACE 2007) classified 

the Property as a Type 1, an area or parcel of real property where no release or disposal 

of hazardous substances or petroleum products or their derivatives has occurred.   

A small stained area measuring 5 feet by 8 feet on the asphalt pavement that extended 

onto the immediate adjacent grass area was observed during a 2007 inspection in the 

MEP parking lot to the south of the OMS building.  However, this area has since been 

remediated and later analysis rendered levels of TPH-DRO within the acceptable range 

of 100mg/kg or below at each site sampled (DEP 2011). 

An oil-water separator (OWS) is present to the south of the OMS building.  The OWS 

was installed in 1988 when the OMS building was remodeled.  The OWS collects wash 

water from the wash rack and discharges to the City of Ripley sanitary sewer.  The 

wash rack was used to wash military vehicles before they were moved into the building 

for repairs.  Available information indicates 530 gallons of non-hazardous material 

were removed from the OWS in March 2006.  A relative risk evaluation performed in 

auger holes adjacent to the wash rack were analyzed for volatile organic compounds, 

polyaromatic hydrocarbons, and RCRA metals, and the wash rack was recommended 

for no further action in February 2000.  The OWS was cleaned in July, 2010 and has 

received minimal use since that time (DEP 2011).   

 Radon – The alternatives would have no direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts from 

radon.  Based on a review of available records, no site-specific radon survey has been 

conducted for the USARC property (USACE 2007).  The U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency (USEPA) map of radon zones indicates that the USARC is in 

Zone 2, meaning it has a low potential for radon (2.0 to 4.0 picoCuries per liter [pCi/L]) 

(USEPA 2012b).  The USEPA recommended action level is 4.0 pCi/L. 

 Demographics - The alternatives would have no direct, indirect, and cumulative impact 

to demographics because the populations in the region would not change.  There would 

be no job opportunities created from the reuse that would require people to move in or 

out of the region.   

 Housing – The alternatives would have no direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to 

housing.  The reuse of the Property would not create any population changes that would 

affect housing demand and supply.  The anticipated staff and students at the proposed 

new school site would be transferred from the existing school.  Since there would be no 

changes to existing populations, the alternatives would have no direct, indirect, or 

cumulative impact on housing resources. 

 Public Transportation - The alternatives would have no direct, indirect, and 

cumulative impacts to public transportation because there is no public transportation 

system (bus or train) within the City of Ripley.  Public transportation only provides 

service to/from other cities such as Parkersburg and Charleston via bus (WV DOT 

2010a).  School bus service would not change from existing conditions because 

students and staff would be relocated from the existing adjacent school.  Traffic 

circulation improvement measures would be employed, including a new loop through 

the parking area for school bus drop-off and pick-up.  No further analysis is required. 

 Utilities - The alternatives would have no direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to 

utilities, because the utilities have the capacity to provide service for any of the 
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alternatives and any changes in demand and usage would be non-significant.  The 

utilities include communications, natural gas (Columbia Gas Transmission of Ohio), 

and electric service (Appalachian Electric Power).  Potable water supply, wastewater 

treatment system, sanitary sewer service, solid waste disposal, and a storm water 

system are provided by the City of Ripley.  As part of building renovations under 

Alternative 3 there would be appropriate compliance with building codes for utilities, 

appropriate permits would be obtained, and there would be appropriate coordination 

with the City of Ripley. 

 Hydrology/Groundwater – The alternatives would have no direct, indirect, and 

cumulative impacts to hydrology/groundwater.  These resources are present on or 

underneath the Property, but would not be affected by the proposed reuse because the 

renovation activities that are planned would not occur deep enough to affect these 

resources.   

4.1.3 Environmental Resources are Present, but Have Negligible/Minor Not Significant 

Environmental Impacts 

The resources listed and discussed below are present at the Kuhl USARC and impacts may occur 

to these resources as a result of implementing the proposed action.  Because these impacts would 

have a negligible/minor environmental effect on the resource, the impacts will not be discussed 

in detail. 

 Aesthetic and Visual Resources - The alternatives would have negligible direct, 

indirect, and no cumulative impacts to aesthetics and visual resources.  Short-term 

adverse impacts would occur from renovation activities under Alternative 3.  However, 

these impacts would be temporary and once renovation is complete, the reclamation of 

the site would remove these visual impacts.  Long-term impacts would not be 

significant because any modifications to the building facade or grounds would not be 

inconsistent with surrounding educational and residential land uses.  Minor 

modifications to the building facade could result in an improvement of the visual 

resource. 

 Air Quality - The alternatives would have negligible direct, indirect, and no 

cumulative impacts to air quality in the region. There would not be a measurable 

change in air emissions by renovating the USARC and converting it into a public 

school facility.  There would be negligible short-term adverse impacts to the local 

population during the renovation and reuse of the site due to fugitive dust emissions.  

Except for adding some additional asphalt to create a new driveway, nearly all of the 

renovations would occur inside the building.  Construction standards would be in place 

to minimize dust, and any impacts would be negligible and temporary.  The status of 

the air quality in a given area is determined by the concentrations of various pollutants 

in the atmosphere.  The Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) (42 USC 7401-7671q) required 

the USEPA to establish a series of National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 

for air quality pollutant levels throughout the United States.  The General Conformity 

Rule (40 CFR 51.850-860 and CFR 93.150-160) requires any federal agency 

responsible for an action in a non-attainment area to determine that the action is either 

exempt from the General Conformity Rule’s requirements and complete a Record of 

Non-Applicability (RONA) or positively determine that the action conforms to the 
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provisions and objectives of the applicable State Implementation Plan (SIP).  The 

proposed action for the Kuhl USARC will occur within Jackson County, which is 

designated as ―in attainment‖ for all USEPA NAAQS criteria pollutants; therefore, it is 

not subject to 40 CFR, Part 93 Federal General Conformity Rule regulations.  The state 

of West Virginia has a SIP that was approved by the USEPA on May 31, 1972.  The 

plan was reviewed and the project actions would be in accordance with all regulations 

within or references by the plan.  No further analysis and no further documentation are 

required. 

 Vegetation - The alternatives would have negligible direct, indirect, and no cumulative 

impacts on the vegetation present at the Kuhl USARC because the USARC is 

developed and urbanized.  Approximately one-third of the Property is covered by 

impervious surface features such as asphalt parking areas, driveways, concrete 

walkways, and buildings.  The remaining land is covered by lawn with a sparse 

population of evergreen trees clustered in the northern part of the Property.  Some of 

the existing lawn vegetation would be developed into student playgrounds and a new 

driveway. 

 Wildlife - The alternatives would have negligible direct, indirect, and no cumulative 

impacts on wildlife present at the Kuhl USARC.  Existing wildlife consists of few 

species found in typical urban environments such as songbirds, small mammals, and 

invertebrates.  Some of the existing lawn habitat would be developed into student 

playgrounds and a new driveway. 

 Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) - The alternatives would have negligible direct, 

indirect, and no cumulative impacts to PCBs on the Property because there are no 

known PCB transformers, capacitors, or other electrical equipment greater than 499 

parts per million (ppm) PCBs at the Kuhl USARC (USACE 2007).  Older-style 

fluorescent light fixtures have been observed in the main and OMS buildings.  Older 

fixtures (fluorescent lights, capacitors, ballasts), especially those that are original to the 

site, could potentially contain PCBs.  The ballasts present at the Property appeared to 

be in good condition, and no leaking dielectric fluid was observed during a site 

inspection (USACE 2007).  As such, the lights are in compliance with federal and state 

regulations and have not negatively impacted environmental conditions at the Property.  

If any ballasts that are not marked ―No PCBs‖ are encountered and begin to leak or are 

removed from service, then they should be assumed to fall under the USEPA definition 

of PCB equipment and must be managed in accordance with applicable local, state, and 

federal regulations. 

 Noise - The alternatives would have negligible direct, indirect, and no cumulative 

impacts on noise levels.  The primary source of noise would continue to be from 

vehicle traffic.  Under the No Action Alternative these noise sources would remain 

unchanged.  Under the Caretaker Status Alternative these noise sources would be 

reduced.  Under Alternative 3, the noise sources would be privately owned vehicles, 

service vehicles including school buses, children playing outside, and heating, 

ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC).  There would be negligible short-term 

adverse impacts to the local population during the renovation and reuse of the site due 

to construction noise.  Except for adding some additional asphalt to create a new 

driveway, nearly all of the renovations would occur inside the building.  Any impacts 
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would be negligible and temporary.  The noise levels associated with the alternatives 

are equal to or less than the current use and would be compatible with surrounding 

noise levels.  The Army classifies areas with noise levels from these sources as Zone 1, 

compatible with all land uses, including residential.  The nearest sensitive noise 

receptor is a residence located approximately 75 feet west of the main building on the 

Property.  No further analysis is required.  

4.2 Environmental Resources Analyzed in Detail 

Three resource areas, land use, socioeconomics, and transportation were identified for detailed 

analysis.  The focus of detailed analysis is on those environmental resource areas that have the 

potential to be adversely impacted, could require new or revised permits, or have the potential 

for public concern. 

4.2.1 Land Use 

4.2.1.1 Affected Environment 

The Kuhl USARC is located in Jackson County on the southeastern side of downtown Ripley, a 

small city in the Appalachian foothills of the Ohio River.  The Property occupies approximately 

3.2 acres in a developed area, and it is located off 2
nd

 Avenue.  U.S. Highway 33, a main 

thoroughfare, lies 1/2 mile to the north. 

The City of Ripley divides the city into five classes or districts of use zones.  The property and 

surrounding properties are in a residential district (USACE 2007).  The residential district allows 

for single family residences, multi-family residences, churches, home businesses with some 

restrictions (City of Ripley 2010).  

4.2.1.1.1 Current and Future Development in the Region of Influence 

The Kuhl USARC is located in an established, residential neighborhood with no recent or future 

projects planned within the vicinity.  Approximately 1/2 mile away near the downtown 

commercial district some smaller businesses such as a new car dealership, window tinting 

business, and a car maintenance facility have been recently developed (Whitley Personal 

Communication 2012). 

4.2.1.1.2 Installation Land 

Approximately one-third of the 3.2-acre site is covered by impervious surfaces such as asphalt 

parking, driveways, concrete walkways, and a building.  Permeable surface on-site includes a 

small lawn and a sparse population of evergreen trees clustered in the northern hilly part of the 

Property.  There is on-site parking including a MEP area and a POV parking area combined into 

a larger parking area at the southeast corner of the Property; furthermore, there is an additional 

MEP area just north of the main administration building.  The project site includes four 

permanent structures.  The main administration building is 15,447 square feet and is used mainly 

for administrative purposes with a drill hall, classrooms, and office space.  The 3,433 square foot 

OMS building is primarily used for light vehicle maintenance and storage.  The remaining two 

structures are used for flammable and hazardous storage.  The main building was most recently 

occupied by the 261
st
 Ordnance Company 3

rd
 Platoon, AMSA 107G BMA, and the 444 AG 

PLTs 1 & 7 units.  The entire site is enclosed by chain link security fencing. 
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4.2.1.1.3 Surrounding Land 

Land use south of the Kuhl USARC is Second Avenue, which is a main road in the southeastern 

part of the city.  A church and some homes are directly south of the USARC on the south side of 

Second Avenue.  Directly to the west of the Property are more single-family residences.  To the 

north is a wooded area and US Highway 33.  To the east of the Property are Ripley Elementary 

School and a public playground.  The nearest buildings to the Property are three single-family 

residences approximately 100-150 feet from the USARC main administration building.   

4.2.1.2 Consequences 

Potential impacts to land use are considered significant if the Proposed Action would: 

 Conflict with applicable ordinances and/or permit requirements; 

 Cause nonconformance with the current general plans and land use plans, or preclude 

adjacent or nearby properties from being used for existing activities; or 

 Conflict with established uses of an area requiring mitigation. 

After performing an analysis of land use, it was determined that no significant impacts would 

occur under any alternative.  Detailed analysis of each alternative is described in the subsections 

below. 

4.2.1.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Direct Impacts.  No changes to the existing baseline conditions of land use are anticipated.  

Because the Kuhl USARC would not close and personnel would not be realigned; no direct 

impacts to land use are anticipated. 

Indirect Impacts.  No changes to the existing baseline conditions of land use are anticipated.  

Because the Kuhl USARC would not close and personnel would not be realigned; no indirect 

impacts to land use are anticipated. 

4.2.1.2.2 Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Alternative 

Direct Impacts.  The Kuhl USARC property would continue to contain parking areas, a 

permanent structure, and maintained lawns under this alternative.  However, the current 

occupants of the USARC property would be relocated and the building would be vacant, 

resulting in a negligible impact to the installation land use.  Property maintenance would 

continue for the current facilities.  However, negligible adverse direct impacts to property values 

in the surrounding area could occur because the Property would be vacant, and no future 

renovations or updates to the Property would be expected.  

Indirect Impacts.  No indirect impacts on land use are anticipated as maintenance activities are 

expected to continue for the current facilities.  There would be no indirect changes to land use 

under this alternative. 

4.2.1.2.3 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Reuse of the Kuhl USARC as an 

Elementary School and School District Maintenance Facility 

Direct Impacts.  There would be minor beneficial direct impacts to land use under this 

alternative.  A church, school, and single-family residences are located adjacent to the property.  
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Therefore, the reuse as a school would be consistent with adjacent uses.  Because property reuse 

would be the result of the expansion of the neighboring school (which is in a zoned residential 

district), it is consistent with the current zoning designation. 

Land use would change from the training and administrative activities associated with national 

defense to education activities associated with the school.  The reuse of the site would result in 

beneficial use of the land for the local residents and community.  Weekday use of the land would 

be higher than current conditions because up to one administrator, six teachers, and 120 students 

would be using the facility daily as compared to 4-6 employees using the facility daily.  

Weekend use of the land would be lower because although some teachers use their classrooms 

on weekends, school would not be in session.  Approximately 50 reservists use the property on 

weekends under current conditions.  The nearest residential buildings are located approximately 

100 feet from the Property.   

Indirect Impacts.  No indirect impacts on land use are anticipated as there would be no changes 

to land use on adjacent properties as a result of this action.  

4.2.2 Socioeconomics  

4.2.2.1 Affected Environment 

The following sections discuss the existing economic and social conditions of the Region of 

Influence (ROI): 

 Local and regional economic activity, 

 Public services,  

 Environmental justice in minority and low-income populations, and  

 Protection of children from environmental health risks and safety risks.   

The Kuhl USARC is located in Jackson County, West Virginia.  The county is the ROI for this 

socioeconomic analysis. 

4.2.2.1.1 Economic Development 

Local Economic Activity 

The Kuhl USARC was most recently occupied with six full-time employees.  Approximately 50 

additional personnel would also report to the facility on weekends.  Expenditures by employees 

were spent in the local economy. 

Regional Economic Activity 

The State of West Virginia, like most other states and the nation, was impacted by the most 

recent recession that started in December 2007.  The state avoided job loss at the beginning and 

did not fall into recession until late 2008.  Job loss experienced was lower than that for the entire 

nation. West Virginia lost nearly 30,000 non-farm payroll jobs between the third quarter of 2008 

and the first quarter of 2010.  The state lost jobs at an average annual rate of 2.6 percent per year 

while the national rate of job loss was 3.4 percent (Hammond 2011). 

The 2007-2009 recession affected unemployment in Jackson County to a greater degree than the 

state as a whole.  Between 2008 and 2009, Jackson County had the fastest growing 

unemployment of any county in the state.  The number of unemployed workers in Jackson 
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County rose from 540 in November 2008 to 1,380 in November 2009 mainly due to layoffs at 

Alcan Rolled Products, a major county employer, and the closing of Century Aluminum (Hunt 

2009).  The Century Aluminum closing left approximately 651 workers unemployed.  

Unemployment rate and labor force information for the county, state, and nation are shown on 

Table 4-2. 

Table 4-2  Annual Civilian Labor Force and Unemployment Rate, Kuhl USARC Region 

and Larger Regions. 

Jurisdiction 

2011 Labor 

Force (persons) 

2011 

Unemployment 

Rate (%) 

2006 Labor 

Force 

(persons) 

2006 

Unemployment 

Rate (%) 

Jackson County 10,944 10.8 11,936 4.8 

West Virginia 799,883 8.0 813,946 4.5 

United States 153,617,000 8.9 144,427,000 4.5 

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2006 and 2011  

 

In 2011, the top five major employers in the ROI were Alcan Rolled Products, Jackson County 

Board of Education, Wal-mart, Community Health Association, and Jackson County 

Commission.  In the ROI, every industry sector saw decreases in non-agricultural wage and 

salary employment between 2010 and 2011 ranging from 1-6 percent except for the financial 

activities, education and health services, and leisure and hospitality sectors, as shown on 

Table 4-3. 
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Table 4-3  Non-Agricultural Wage and Salary Employment by NAICS Industry for 

Jackson County (Not Seasonally Adjusted). 

Industry 

2011 Annual 

Average (persons) 

2010 Annual Average 

(persons)  

2010-2011 

Percent Change 

Mining, Logging, and 

Construction  

331 336 (1.5) 

Manufacturing 1,242 1,273 (2.4) 

Trade, Transportation and 

Utilities 

1,560 1,660 (6.0) 

Information 63 64 (1.6) 

Financial Activities 289 278 4.0 

Professional and  

Business Services 

321 342 (6.1) 

Education and Health 

Services 

1,079 1,016 6.2 

Leisure and Hospitality 918 910 0.9 

Other Services 171 179 (4.5) 

Government 1,444 1,459 (1.0) 

Total  7,418 7,516 (1.3) 

Source:  Workforce West Virginia, 2010 and 2011. 

(  ) Indicates a Decrease 

 

4.2.2.1.2 Public Services 

Education 

Jackson County has one school district with approximately eight elementary schools, two middle 

schools, two high schools, and one technical center with a total student enrollment of 5,040 in 

grades pre-k through 12.  The county school district employs approximately 692 staff with 373 

teachers.  The school district has approximately 14 students per every full time equivalent 

teacher (NCES 2009-2010).  There is one pre-k through 12
th

 grade private school that enrolls 

approximately 42 students (Private School Review 2012). 

Health 

Jackson General Hospital is the only hospital in the county, and it has been serving the area for 

over 46 years.  It has an 80-member medical staff, 42 beds, and 24-hour emergency care 

(Jackson General Hospital 2012).   The hospital is located approximately 2 miles to the northeast 

of the USARC. 
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Law Enforcement 

Law enforcement within the ROI is provided by both county and municipal police departments.  

The city of Ripley has eight full time officers and one full time secretary, and police department 

offices are located approximately ½ mile to the northeast of the USARC.  The Jackson County 

Sheriff’s Office is also in the city of Ripley less than a mile to the northeast of the USARC.   

Fire Protection 

Fire protection is provided by the City of Ripley volunteer fire department that was founded in 

1946.  The department has a variety of equipment including engine trucks for fighting fires, 

rescue trucks for medical emergencies, rescue trucks with tools ranging from auto extrication to 

rope rescue for car accidents, and a boat that can respond to water rescue and dive calls (Ripley 

Volunteer Fire Department 2012).  The Jackson County 911 Communications Center is also 

located in Ripley.  The center has eight full-time and seven part-time dispatchers with a 

minimum of two per 12 hour shift (Jackson County 911 Communications Center 2012).  The 

center dispatches calls for five volunteer fire departments, five law enforcement agencies and for 

Jackson County EMS.  The Ripley Fire Rescue Station and the Southern Jackson County Fire 

Station are less than 1 mile from the USARC. 

Recreation 

The City of Ripley has two parks.  Ripley City Park has an Olympic size pool, tennis courts, 

balls fields, basketball court, skateboard park, and playground.  West Ripley Park provides five 

baseball/softball fields, two soccer fields, a playground, and a walking trail (City of 

Ripley 2006).  

4.2.2.1.3 Environmental Justice 

On February 11, 1994, President Clinton issued Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to 

Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low–Income Populations.  The purpose of this 

EO is to avoid the disproportionate placement of adverse environmental, economic, social, or 

health impacts from federal actions and policies on minority and low-income populations or 

communities. 

For environmental justice considerations, these populations are defined as minority or 

low-income individuals or groups of individuals subject to an actual or potential health, 

economic, or environmental threat arising from existing or proposed federal actions and policies.  

Low-income, i.e., at or below the poverty threshold, is defined as the aggregate annual mean 

income, which for a family of four was $22,314 in 2010. 

Table 4-4 summarizes minority and low income population for the area.  West Virginia has the 

6
th

 highest state poverty rate in the U.S. (USCB 2010).  The Kuhl ROI has approximately 18 

percent of individuals at or below the poverty level, a percentage which is higher than the State 

of West Virginia and nation (USCB 2010).  Ripley, Jackson County, and West Virginia all have 

very low concentrations of minority populations ranging from one to six percent while the U.S. 

minority rate is approximately 24 percent.   
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Table 4-4  Low-Income Populations: Kuhl USARC Region and Larger Regions, 2010. 

Jurisdiction Total Population 
Median Household 

Income 

All People Whose 

Income is Below 

Poverty Level (%) 

Ripley 3,310 $34,625 16.0 

Jackson County (Kuhl 

USARC ROI) 

29,084 $41,406 18.1 

West Virginia 1,840,802 $38,380 17.4 

United States 303,965,272 $51,914 13.8 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, U.S. Census Bureau – American Community Survey 5-

year Estimates, 2006-2010. 

 

Table 4-5  Minority Populations: Kuhl USARC Region and Larger Regions, 2010. 

Jurisdic

-tion 

Percent 

Minority 

Percent 

Black or 

African/ 

American 

Percent 

American 

Indian/ 

Alaska 

Native 

Percent 

Asian 

Percent 

Native 

Hawaiian 

or Other 

Pacific 

Islander 

Percent 

Some 

Other 

Race 

Two 

or 

More 

Races 

Percent 

Ethnicity 

Hispanic

/Latino 

Ripley 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 

Jackson 

County 

1.5 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.6 

West 

Virginia 

5.8 3.2 0.2 0.6 0.0 0.2 1.5 1.1 

United 

States 

23.9 13.4 1.6 5.3 0.3 6.0 2.4 15.7 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, U.S. Census Bureau – American Community Survey 5-

year Estimates, 2006-2010. 

 

4.2.2.1.4 Protection of Children 

On April 21, 1997, President Clinton issued EO 13045, Protection of Children from 

Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks.  This EO recognizes that a growing body of 

scientific knowledge demonstrates that children may suffer disproportionately from 

environmental health risks and safety risks. 

It is Army policy to fully comply with EO 13045 by incorporating these concerns in decision-

making processes supporting Army policies, programs, projects, and activities.  In this regard, 
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the Army ensures that it would identify, disclose, and respond to potential adverse social and 

environmental impacts on children within the area affected by a proposed Army action. 

Within ½ mile of the Kuhl USARC, there is an elementary school, middle school, high school, 

and daycare.  

4.2.2.2 Consequences 

Potential socioeconomic impacts are considered significant if the proposed action would cause: 

 Substantial gains or losses in population and/or employment; or 

 Disequilibrium in the housing market, such as severe housing shortages or surpluses, 

resulting in substantial property value changes. 

Potential environmental justice impacts are considered significant if the proposed action would 

cause disproportionate effects on low-income and/or minority populations.  Potential impacts of 

environmental health and safety risks to protection of children are considered significant if the 

proposed action would cause disproportionate effects on children. 

After performing an analysis of socioeconomics, it was determined that no significant impacts 

would occur under any alternative.  Detailed analysis of each alternative is described in the 

subsections below. 

4.2.2.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Direct Impacts.  No changes to the existing baseline conditions for socioeconomic resources are 

anticipated.  Because the Kuhl USARC would not close and personnel would not be realigned, 

no direct impacts to these resources are anticipated. 

Indirect Impacts.  No changes to the existing baseline conditions for socioeconomic resources 

are anticipated.  Because the Kuhl USARC would not close and personnel would not be 

realigned, no indirect impacts to these resources are anticipated. 

4.2.2.2.2 Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Alternative 

Direct Impacts.  The Kuhl USARC would close and relocate its operations to a new AFRC in 

Millwood, West Virginia.  Both of the installations would be located within the same ROI; 

therefore, the impacts on the ROI and regional economy would not differ from baseline 

conditions.  The potential exists for non-significant adverse impacts to businesses immediately 

surrounding the current facility that were used by Kuhl USARC personnel. 

Indirect Impacts.  Under this alternative, there would be a non-significant short-term adverse 

indirect impact from the delayed reuse of the property.  The city would lose potential immediate 

economic benefits from possible employment and sales from the reuse of the Property.  Potential 

private developers of the Property would lose the immediate redevelopment opportunity.  

Residents of the surrounding community would lose any potential immediate employment that 

may be created through the renovation phase of the property. 
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4.2.2.2.3 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Reuse of the Kuhl USARC as an 

Elementary School and School District Maintenance Facility 

Direct Impacts.  Under Alternative 3, negligible short-term beneficial direct economic impacts 

would be realized by the regional and local economy during the renovation phase of the 

proposed reuse.  Employment generated by renovation activities would result in wages paid; an 

increase in sales (business) volume; and expenditures for local and regional services, materials, 

and supplies. 

The Economic Impact Forecast System (EIFS) model, developed by the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers (USACE) Construction Engineering Research Laboratory, was used to assess the 

impacts of this alternative on the economy of the ROI.  The estimated cost of materials and 

supplies for the renovation under Alternative 3 is approximately $1.1 million over 2 years (2012 

dollars).  The estimated renovation period for the new facilities is 1 year.  The EIFS employment 

and income multiplier for the ROI is 1.92. 

Table 4-6 provides the estimated direct, indirect, and total annual economic impacts of 

renovation activities on business volume, income, and employment, as estimated by the EIFS 

model.  These impacts would be realized over the length of the construction period.  The increase 

in business volume, income, and employment includes capital expenditures, income, and labor 

directly associated with the renovation activity.  Table 4-6 also provides the indirect impacts on 

business volume, income, and employment because of the initial direct impacts of the renovation 

activities.  Note that local construction workers are expected to be utilized and non-local workers 

would not relocate.  Appendix B contains a description of the EIFS model and the EIFS reports 

on impacts. 

 

Table 4-6  Estimated Annual Economic Impacts: Alternative 3. 

Variable 

Direct 

Impacts 

Indirect 

Impacts Total RTV
1 

Annual Construction Impacts
2
 

Sales (Business) 

Volume 

$291,435 $268,120 $559,555 0.09 

Income $193,011 $35,282 $228,294 0.05 

Employment 5 1 6 0.05 

1
 Rational Threshold Value. 

2
 2012 Dollars. 

Source: Economic Impact Forecast System, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Construction 

Engineering Research Laboratory. 

 

The EIFS model also includes a Rational Threshold Value (RTV) profile used in conjunction 

with the forecast models to assess the degree of the impacts of an activity for a specific 

geographic area.  Appendix B contains a description of the RTV.  Table 4-6 provides the RTV 
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associated with each of the economic impacts resulting from the renovation activity.  If the RTV 

for a variable is less than the historic maximum annual deviation for that variable, then the 

regional economic impacts are not considered significant.  The regional positive RTVs for each 

economic variable are as follows: sales volume (12.64%) income (8.37%); employment (7.69%); 

and population (2.98%).  Thus, the RTV for each of the variables was found to be considerably 

less than the respective regional RTV.  For this reason, impacts associated with the construction 

would result in non-significant annual beneficial impacts. 

There would be negligible short-term and long-term beneficial benefits to the economy and labor 

market of the ROI through additional employment opportunities during the construction phase of 

the reuse.  There would be an estimated five temporary construction jobs.  There would be no 

additional permanent job opportunities from the reuse of the USARC as a school.  It is 

anticipated that the staff and teacher positions would be transferred from the existing school.  

There are no anticipated potential impacts to public services (i.e. police and fire protection, 

hospital services) from the reuse.  The site is already served by Ripley fire protection and law 

enforcement, so the reuse would not require the extension or addition of services.  Because the 

students and staff would be from the existing school served by Ripley fire protection and law 

enforcement, there would be no population increases that would require additional staff.  There 

would be long-term, minor beneficial impacts to school services from the reuse.  Because of 

general growth and special education programs at the current school, there is a need for 

additional space. Currently, the school uses four portable classrooms.  By acquiring the USARC 

property, the school would be able to move students into permanent classrooms and remove 

most, if not all, of the portable classrooms.  There are no anticipated impacts to parks from the 

reuse of the facility.  Because there would be no permanent population change, there are no 

anticipated impacts to the need for community park services. 

It is not anticipated that impacts would be greater or more severe on minorities or individuals 

below the poverty line than non-minorities and those above the poverty line.  During the reuse, 

the property would provide minor beneficial impacts to the local population by providing an 

updated school and playground area for recreation. 

During the reuse, the property would be kept well-maintained and designed and landscaped in a 

way to blend with the surrounding community, so there would be no change from baseline 

conditions.  It is not anticipated that the reuse would have any adverse impacts on surrounding 

environmental justice populations.  

There would be no anticipated impacts to the safety of children during the construction phase of 

the project.  Appropriate federal and state safety measures and health regulations would be 

followed to protect the health and safety of all residents as well as workers.  Safety measures, 

barriers, and ―no trespassing‖ signs would be placed around the perimeter of construction sites to 

deter children from playing in these areas, and construction vehicles and equipment would be 

secured when not in use. 

There would be moderate, long-term beneficial impacts to the safety of children from the reuse.  

The existing parking at the site would be reconfigured to allow for a school bus drop-off and an 

entrance for parents and visitors.  By separating private vehicle and bus traffic, greater safety 

would be afforded to the students who attend the elementary school.  Furthermore, the new space 

would provide additional space for physical education programs and school 
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counselors/psychologists that would provide opportunities to contribute to the physical and 

mental health of the students. 

Indirect Impacts.  Employment generated by construction activities would result in additional 

indirect wages paid; an increase in indirect business volume; and indirect expenditures for local 

and regional services, materials, and supplies as indicated in Table 4-6.  The indirect economic 

impacts of the proposed construction activities on business volume, income, and employment are 

also provided in Table 4-6.  As a result of construction expenditures for materials, supplies, and 

services, in addition to construction labor wages, the EIFS model estimates an approximately 

$268,120 increase in indirect business volume; a $35,282 increase in indirect or induced personal 

income; and an increase of one indirect job created in the construction, retail trade, service, and 

industrial sectors.  These impacts would be realized on an annual basis during the length of the 

construction period, and would have non-significant short-term impacts on the regional 

economy. 

4.2.3 Transportation 

4.2.3.1 Affected Environment 

This section describes the existing transportation conditions at and surrounding the Kuhl 

USARC.  Roadways and traffic are discussed.   

4.2.3.1.1 Roadways and Traffic 

The Kuhl USARC is located on the southeastern side of Ripley approximately 1.5 miles east 

southeast of the intersection of US Highway 33 and Interstate 77.  The facility is bounded on the 

south by Second Avenue and on the north by a wooded area and US 33.  It is surrounded by 

residential development on the east and a school and playground on the west.  US 33 is 

approximately 500 feet to the north and County Road 21 is also nearby to the east. 

Before closure of the Kuhl USARC, daily vehicle traffic to the facility included approximately 

4-6 employees who commuted to the facility daily and approximately 50 persons who attended 

drills on weekends.  The annual average daily traffic volume on U.S. Highway 33 near the 

intersection of CR-21 was approximately 2,396 in 2010 (WVDOT 2010b). 

The Kuhl USARC is accessed via Second Avenue, a two-lane road with a posted speed limit of 

25 miles per hour.  Near the school, just east of the intersection with School Street, the posted 

speed limit drops to 15 miles per hour.  No major streets occur within the facility’s boundary 

except the connecting paved drives between MEP and POV parking areas.  Approximately 

one-third of the property is covered by impervious surface materials such as asphalt parking 

areas, driveways, concrete walkways, and buildings (USACE 2007). 

4.2.3.2 Consequences 

Potential impacts to transportation are evaluated with respect to the potential for the Proposed 

Action to: 

 Disrupt or improve current transportation patterns and systems; 

 Deteriorate or improve existing levels of service; and  

 Change existing levels of safety. 
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After performing an analysis of the transportation resources, it was determined that no significant 

impacts would occur under any of the alternatives.  Detailed impact analysis is provided below. 

4.2.3.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Direct Impacts.  No changes to the existing baseline conditions for transportation resources are 

anticipated.  Because the Kuhl USARC would not close and personnel would not be realigned, 

no direct impacts to these resources are anticipated. 

Indirect Impacts.  No changes to the existing baseline conditions for transportation resources 

are anticipated.  Because the Kuhl USARC would not close and personnel would not be 

realigned, no indirect impacts to these resources are anticipated. 

4.2.3.2.2 Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Alternative 

Direct Impacts.  The Kuhl USARC property would continue to contain parking areas, a 

permanent structure, and maintained lawns under this alternative.  However, the current 

occupants of the USARC property would be relocated.  Minor beneficial direct impacts to traffic 

in the area would result from the reduction in approximately 50 reservists commuting to the 

USARC on most weekends.   

Indirect Impacts.  No indirect impacts on land use are anticipated as maintenance activities are 

expected to continue for the current facilities.  There would be no changes to transportation 

resources under this alternative. 

4.2.3.2.3 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Reuse of the Kuhl USARC as an 

Elementary School and School District Maintenance Facility 

Direct Impacts.  There would be a short-term, minor, adverse impact and a long-term, minor, 

beneficial impact to transportation under this alternative.  A short-term, minor increase in 

vehicular traffic on the local streets would occur during the demolition and construction periods 

due to truck and heavy equipment traffic and from the commuting workers.   

In the long term, reuse of the Kuhl USARC would result in a minor, beneficial impact to traffic 

because approximately 50 reservists would no longer be training at the USARC on weekends 

under this alternative and traffic to the site would decrease on weekends.  Since the reuse is an 

expansion of the current school adjacent to the site, there are no anticipated increases in the 

number of existing students and staff.  Since there would be no change to the school population, 

there would not be an increase in bus or personal vehicle traffic.  

Indirect Impacts.  There would be a minor, long-term, beneficial indirect impact to 

transportation patterns from the reuse of the site by Jackson County Public Schools.  Proposed 

site plans call for the existing parking area to be reconfigured to allow for a school bus drop-off 

loop and a driveway entrance and exit for parents and visitors.  The separation of private vehicles 

and bus traffic would provide a more efficient transportation system for the school as well as 

provide a greater degree of safety for the students.   

4.3 Cumulative Effects 

The cumulative impact analysis evaluates the incremental effects of implementing any of the 

alternatives when added to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future USAR actions at the 

Kuhl USARC and the actions of other parties in the surrounding area, where applicable.  The 
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cumulative impact analysis has been prepared at a level of detail that is reasonable and 

appropriate to support an informed decision by the USAR in selecting a preferred alternative.  

The cumulative impact discussion is presented according to each of the implementation 

alternatives listed. 

The key components of the cumulative impact analysis include the following categories. 

Cumulative Impact Analysis Area.  The cumulative impact analysis area includes the area that 

has the potential to be affected by implementation of the proposed action at the Kuhl USARC.  

This includes the installation and the area proximate to the installation boundary and varies by 

resource category being considered.  Analysis areas are defined in Section 4.3.2 for each 

resource category analyzed in detail. 

Past and Present Actions.  Past and present actions, other than the proposed action, are defined 

as actions within the cumulative analysis area under consideration that occurred before or during 

September 2011.  These include past and present actions at the Property and past and present 

demographic, land use, and development trends in the surrounding area.  In most cases, the 

characteristics and results of these past and present actions are described in the Affected 

Environment sections under each of the resource categories covered in this EA.   

The Kuhl USARC is located on the southeast side of the City of Ripley, West Virginia.  The 

Property is located in an established residential neighborhood with an existing school to the east 

of the Property and a church to the south.  Ripley is the county seat of Jackson County and has a 

population of approximately 3,263 people.  Ripley is located at the junction of two major 

transportation systems, Interstate 77 N/S and US Route 33 E/W, and it is located approximately 

40 miles from the two larger cities of Charleston and Parkersburg, West Virginia. 

In 1958, the U.S. Government purchased 3.2 acres of land for construction of the Kuhl USARC.  

Construction of the main building and OMS occurred in 1959.  The Property has served as a 

reserve and mobilization center for the USAR since the U.S. Government acquired the land.    

The earliest available topographic map from 1960 shows the USARC buildings and adjacent 

church and residential houses to the west and south.  The elementary school located east of the 

Property is seen for the first time on the 1975 topographical map (USACE 2007). 

The area surrounding the Kuhl USARC property is historically a middle-class neighborhood, 

primarily filled with single-family houses.  Commercial enterprises are generally located closer 

to downtown Ripley, approximately ½ mile from the USARC, and along specific corridors such 

as South Church Street.  Any recent development in these commercial districts has been retail, 

rather than industrial.  There have been no major recent development projects in the 

neighborhood surrounding the Kuhl USARC (Whitley Personal Communication 2012).   

Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions.  Reasonably foreseeable future actions are generally 

limited to those that have been approved and that can be identified and defined with respect to 

timeframe and location.  The area surrounding the Property is an established middle-class 

neighborhood in a small town.  No development projects are planned for the area immediately 

surrounding the USARC property (Whitley Personal Communication 2012).  Reasonably 

foreseeable future actions that have been identified and considered in the analysis of cumulative 

impacts, both on the USARC property and off the USARC property, are listed below: 

 Relocation of units from the Kuhl USARC in Ripley, West Virginia and the MAJ 

Elbert Bias USARC in Huntington, West Virginia to a new AFRC in Millwood, West 
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Virginia.  The new AFRC has the capability to accommodate West Virginia National 

Guard Units from the West Virginia Army National Guard Readiness Center in 

Spencer, West Virginia if the State of West Virginia decides to relocate those  

National Guard units. 

 Military operations in West Virginia will continue in order to provide the State and the 

U.S. with ready and deployable forces for missions at home and abroad.  This includes 

military training activities at the Shepherd Field Air National Guard Base in 

Martinsburg, West Virginia; Camp Dawson, a West Virginia Army National Guard 

facility in Preston County, West Virginia; the Coast Guard’s Operations Systems 

Center in Martinsburg, West Virginia; the Marine Safety Unit in Huntington, West 

Virginia; and the Naval Operation Information Command, Sugar Grove, West Virginia, 

and other bases in the State.   

 Continued redevelopment and revitalization of businesses in downtown Ripley and 

along South Church Street are anticipated.   

4.3.1 Potential Cumulative Impacts 

4.3.1.1 No Impacts to Resources 

As documented in Section 4.1 of this EA, there are several resource categories that were 

eliminated from discussion in the cumulative impacts section.  The resource categories that are 

not discussed in detail include:  

 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

 Air Quality; 

 Biological Resources; 

 Cultural Resources; 

 Geology and Soil; 

 Hazardous and Toxic Substances; 

 Noise; 

 Utilities; and 

 Water Resources. 

4.3.1.2 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Under Alternative 1 it is anticipated that past and present development trends on the Kuhl 

USARC and in the surrounding civilian community would continue.  However, for the closure 

action directed by the BRAC Commission, it is noted that for the No Action Alternative, 

maintenance of current conditions is not feasible because the BRAC actions are federal law. 

4.3.1.3 Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Alternative 

Cumulative impacts under Alternative 2 by resource category are as follows: 

 Land Use.  The cumulative impact analysis area for land use includes a ½ mile radius 

around the Kuhl USARC property. There are no anticipated cumulative impacts 

because there would be no changes to land use or zoning under this alternative.  



 
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Section 4 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Affected Environment and Consequences 

SSG Roy F. Kuhl U.S. Army Reserve Center 36 

The cumulative impact analysis area for land use includes a ½ mile radius around the 

Kuhl USARC property.  Non-significant adverse direct impacts to the community 

resulting from the change in land use from an operating USARC to a vacant facility 

would combine with the effects from vacant retail buildings in the City of Ripley and 

along South Church Street.  This would contribute to a potential decline in property 

values in the vicinity of the Property. 

 Socioeconomics.  The cumulative impact analysis area for socioeconomics includes 

Jackson County, West Virginia.  Under this alternative, the Kuhl USARC would close 

and relocate the units to a new AFRC located in Millwood, West Virginia.  Both of the 

facility sites are located within Jackson County; therefore, the impacts of relocation on 

the ROI and regional economy would not differ from baseline conditions.  Non-

significant adverse direct impacts to the community resulting from the change from an 

operating USARC to a vacant facility would combine with the effects from vacant retail 

buildings in the City of Ripley and along South Church Street.  This would potentially 

contribute to a decline in property values in the vicinity of the Property. 

 Transportation.  The cumulative impact analysis for transportation includes a ½ mile 

radius around the Kuhl USARC property.  Under this alternative, a decreased military 

presence at the site would cause a decrease in traffic in the area and on the Property.  

The impacts of the Caretaker Status Alternative when combined with impacts of the 

past, current, and reasonably foreseeable projects would not cause significant 

cumulative impacts to the environment. 

4.3.1.4 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Reuse of the Kuhl USARC as an 

Elementary School and School District Maintenance Facility 

Cumulative impacts under Alternative 3 by resource category are as follows: 

 Land Use.  The cumulative impact analysis area for land use includes a ½ mile radius 

around the Kuhl USARC property.  Non-significant cumulative impacts associated with 

this project in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

projects would include potential land use changes such as new housing, educational, 

recreational, and commercial facilities.  These land use changes are compatible with 

surrounding land uses in the City of Ripley. 

 Socioeconomics.  The cumulative impact analysis area for socioeconomics includes 

Jackson County, West Virginia.  Employment generated by the reuse of the Kuhl 

USARC property would result in wages paid; an increase in sales (business) volume; 

and expenditures for local and regional services, materials, and supplies.  These 

beneficial impacts combined with the employment and economic opportunities of the 

future development that is expected throughout the region would have non-significant 

short-term and long-term beneficial impacts to the local and regional community. 

  Transportation.  The cumulative impact analysis area for transportation includes a ½ 

mile radius around the Kuhl USARC property.  There would be negligible direct 

adverse impacts to transportation under this alternative.  However, the Property lies in 

an established residential neighborhood with no past, current, and reasonably 

foreseeable projects that would impact traffic within the analysis area.  Therefore, no 

cumulative impacts would occur to transportation under Alternative 3.   
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4.4 Best Management Practices 

As discussed in Sections 4.1 through 4.3 above, no significant adverse impacts have been 

identified or are anticipated as a result of implementing any of the proposed action alternatives or 

the No Action Alternative.   

Local, state, and federal regulations for noise, air, water, and soil resources will be adhered to 

during all phases of demolition and renovation/construction, as appropriate, to minimize impacts 

associated with implementing the proposed action. 
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SECTION 5.0 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

This EA was conducted in accordance with the requirements of NEPA, the CFR regulations 

implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1500), and Environmental Analysis of Army Actions (32 CFR 

651).  As analyzed and discussed in the EA, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the action 

alternative, the Caretaker Status Alternative, and the No Action Alternative have been considered 

and no significant impacts have been identified.  Therefore, issuance of a Finding of No 

Significant Impact is warranted and preparation of an EIS is not required.   
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SECTION 6.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 

This EA was prepared under the direction of the 99th RSC and USACE.  Individuals who 

assisted in issue resolution and provided agency guidance for this document are: 

Amanda Murphy 

NEPA Coordinator of the U.S. Army Reserve, 99
th

 Regional Support Command  

Glenn Harbin 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Project Manager 

Contractor personnel involved in the development of this EA include the following: 

Name Education and Experience Primary Responsibilities 

Katie Astroth B.S. Biology: 3 years experience in 

fish and wildlife biology and 

aquatic ecology. 

Scientist/Biologist; key 

participant in site visit, data 

collection, analysis, and 

preparation of EA text and 

supporting sections. 

Susan Bupp B.A. Anthropology, M.A. 

Anthropology.  33 years of 

experience in environmental 

assessment and impact studies, 

Section 106 coordination, and 

cultural resources investigations. 

Cultural Resources Specialist; 

responsible for preparation of 

cultural resources affected 

environment and consequences. 

Virginia Flynn B.S. Horticulture, M.S. Plant 

Biology.  Over 14 years of 

experience in environmental 

assessment and impact studies, 

biological community 

investigations, and ecosystem 

restoration. 

Senior Environmental Scientist, 

data collection, analysis, and 

preparation of EA text and 

supporting sections 

Richard Hall B.S. Environmental Biology, M.S. 

Zoology.  Over 24 years of 

experience in environmental 

assessment and impact studies, 

biological community 

investigations, and ecosystem 

restoration. 

Project Manager/Senior Project 

Planner; data collection and key 

participant in description of 

proposed action, alternatives 

formulation, and related 

environmental analyses. 
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Name Education and Experience Primary Responsibilities 

Michael Kulik B.S. Environmental Biology, M.S. 

Environmental Science, Masters of 

Public Affairs, LEED AP BD+C.  

Over 7 years experience in 

environmental compliance and 

hazardous materials assessment and 

remediation.   

Senior Environmental Scientist, 

data collection, analysis, and key 

participant in preparation of EA 

text and supporting sections. 

Rachael E. Mangum B.A. Anthropology, M.A., 

Anthropology.  Over 11 years 

experience in cultural resources 

management under the NHPA and 

documentation under NEPA.  

Cultural Resources Specialist.  

Responsible for preparation of 

cultural resources affected 

environment and consequences. 

Darren Mitchell B.S. Biology, M.S. Biology.  Over 

7 years experience in working on 

environmental compliance, wildlife 

management, wetland delineations, 

and NEPA planning. 

Senior Environmental Scientist, 

task manager and key participant 

in site visit, data collection, 

analysis, and preparation of EA 

text and supporting sections. 

Amanda Molsberry B.A. Geography, M.S. 

Environmental Science and Policy.  

Over 6 years experience in 

conservation design, environmental 

planning, and socioeconomic 

analysis. 

Senior Environmental Scientist, 

data collection, analysis, and key 

participant in preparation of EA 

text and supporting sections. 

Randy Norris B.S. Plant and Soil Science, Master 

of Urban Planning/Environmental 

Planning.  21 years experience in 

environmental impact assessment, 

environmental management, and 

planning. 

Project Scientist; key participant 

in description of proposed action, 

alternatives formulation, and 

environmental impact analyses.  

Responsible for overall technical 

review. 

Rebecca Porath B.S. Fisheries and Wildlife 

Management, M.S. Zoology.  Over 

14 years experience in 

environmental, biological, and 

natural resource planning projects. 

Senior Environmental Scientist, 

data collection, analysis, and key 

participant in preparation of EA 

text and supporting sections. 
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SECTION 7.0 DISTRIBUTION LIST 

Persons and Organizations contacted as part of the initial coordination effort:

  

Mr. Jeff Lapp, NEPA Coordinator 

US EPA, Region 3 

1650 Arch Street 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106 

Honorable Carolyn L. Rader, Mayor 

City of Ripley 

203 S. Church Street 

Ripley, West Virginia 25271 

Mr. Blaine Hess, Superintendent 

Jackson County Board of Education 

P.O. Box 770 

Ripley, West Virginia 25271 

Director, Office of Environmental Policy and 

Compliance 

U.S. Department of the Interior 

1849 C Street, NW (MS2462) 

Washington, D.C. 20240 

Yogesh Patel, Engineer Chief 

Division of Water and Waste Management 

West Virginia DEP 

601 57th Street, S.E. 

Charleston, West Virginia 25304 

Ms. LaToya Cannon 

Federal Real Property Division 

U.S. Department of Education 

400 Maryland Avenue SW, Room 2E113 

Washington, D.C. 20202 

Ms. Linda R. Charest, BRAC Coordinator 

Office of Special Needs Assistance Programs 

Dept. of Housing and Urban Development 

451
 
7th Street, SW., Room #7266 

Washington, D.C. 20410 

Craig Stihler, Wildlife Biologist 

West Virginia Division of Natural Resources 

Building 74 

324 Fourth Avenue 

South Charleston, West Virginia 25303 

Ms. Barbara Douglas, Senior Endangered 

Species Biologist 

USFWS, West Virginia Field Office 

694 Beverly Pike 

Elkins, West Virginia 26241 

Susan Pierce, Deputy State Historic 

Preservation Officer 

West Virginia Division of Culture and History 

The Culture Center 

Capitol Complex 

1900 Kanawha Boulevard East 

Charleston, West Virginia 25305-0300 

Ron Sparkman, Chairman 

Shawnee Tribe 

P.O. Box 189 

Miami, Oklahoma 7435 

 

George Blanchard, Governor 

Absentee-Shawnee Tribe of Indians of 

Oklahoma 

2025 S. Gordon Cooper Drive 

Shawnee, Oklahoma 74801 
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SECTION 9.0 PERSONS CONSULTED 

Information was solicited and collected from the following individuals or organizations in 

preparation of this document: 

 USARC installation personnel 

 Members of the Kuhl LRA 

 City of Ripley 

 Jackson County BOE 

 Jackson County Development Authority 
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SECTION 10.0 ACRONYMS 

 

A 

ACM Asbestos-Containing 

Material 

AMSA Area Maintenance Support 

Activity 

AST  Aboveground Storage Tank  

 

B 

BOE Board of Education 

BRAC  Base Closure and 

Commission Realignment Commission 

   

C 

CEQ Council on Environmental 

Quality 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

 

D 

DoD Department of Defense 

 

E 

EA Environmental Assessment 

ECP Environmental Condition of 

Property 

EIFS Economic Impact Forecast 

System 

EIS Environmental Impact 

Statement 

EO Executive Order 

 

F 

FEMA Federal Emergency 

Management Agency 

FNSI Finding of No Significant 

Impact 

G 

 

H 

HVAC Heating, Ventilation, and Air 

Conditioning 

 

I 

 

J 

 

K 

 

L 

LBP Lead-Based Paint 

LRA Local Redevelopment 

Authority 

 

M 

MEP Military Equipment Parking 

 

N 

NAAQS National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards 

NEPA National Environmental 

Policy Act 

NOI Notice of Interest 

NRHP National Register of Historic 

Places 

NWR National Wildlife Refuge 

 

O 

OMS Organizational Maintenance 

Shop 

OWS Oil-Water Separator 

 

P 

PCB Polychlorinated biphenyls 

pCi/L  picoCuries Per Liter 
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POL Petroleum, Oils, and 

Lubricants 

POV Privately Owned Vehicle 

ppm Parts per Million 

 

Q 

 

R 

RCRA Resource Conservation and 

Recovery Act 

REC Record of Environmental 

Consideration 

ROI Region of Influence 

RSC Regional Support Command 

RTV Rational Threshold Values 

 

S 

SIP State Implementation Plan 

SHPO State Historic Preservation 

Officer 

SQG Small Quantity Generator 

 

T 

 

U 

US  United States 

USACE United States Army Corps of 

Engineers 

USAR United States Army Reserve 

USARC United States Army Reserve 

Center 

USC United States Code 

USEPA United States Environmental 

Protection Agency 

USFWS United States Fish and 

Wildlife Service 

UST Underground Storage Tank 

 

V 

 

W 

WV SHPO West Virginia State Historic 

Preservation Office 

X 

 

Y 

 

Z 
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APPENDIX A – PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION 

A.1  Scoping Coordination ......................................................................................................... A-3 
A.2  SHPO – Section 106 Consultation .................................................................................... A-15 
A.3  USFWS Consultation ........................................................................................................ A-23 

A.4  Agency and Public Notices ............................................................................................... A-31 

 

Environmental Assessment Public and Agency Scoping 

Agencies and organizations having a potential interest in the Proposed Action are provided the 

opportunity to participate in the decision making process.   The Army invites public participation 

in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.  Consideration of the views and 

information provided by all interested persons promotes open communication and enables better 

decision making.  Initial scoping letters were sent to federal, state, and local agencies as well as 

other interested parties to request comments on the proposed scope of the Kuhl U.S. Army 

Reserve Center (USARC) Environmental Assessment (EA).  A 30-day comment period was 

initiated from the date of the letters.  Information obtained during the scoping process could be 

used to develop the scope of the EA.   

Public and Agency Comments on the Final Environmental Assessment and Draft FNSI 

As noted in Section 1.2, public involvement includes public comment on the final EA and draft 

Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI).  Agencies, organizations, Native American groups, 

and members of the public having a potential interest in the Proposed Action, including minority, 

low-income, and disadvantaged persons, are urged to participate in the NEPA process. 

Per requirements specified in 40 CFR 1500-1508, the final EA was available for public and 

agency comment for a 30-calendar-day review period [starting with the publication of the notice 

of availability (NOA)] to provide agencies, organizations, and individuals with the opportunity to 

comment on the EA and draft FNSI.  Public notices were published in local newspapers to 

inform the public that the EA and draft FNSI were available for review.  The notices identified a 

point of contact to obtain more information regarding the NEPA process, identified means of 

obtaining a copy of the EA and draft FNSI for review, listed public libraries where paper copies 

of the EA and draft FNSI could be reviewed, and advised the public that an electronic version of 

the EA and draft FNSI were available for download at the following Web site: 

http://www.hqda.army.mil/acsim/brac/env_ea_review.htm. 

  

http://www.hqda.army.mil/acsim/brac/env_ea_review.htm
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A.1  Scoping Coordination  

Appendix A.1 contains the following correspondence associated with the preparation of the 

Environmental Assessment 

Agency    Date 

Mr. Jeff Lapp, USEPA, Region 3 September 11, 2012 

Honorable Carolyn L. Rader, Mayor, City of Ripley September 11, 2012 

Yogesh Patel, Engineer Chief, West Virginia DEP September 11, 2012 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance, 

U.S. Department of the Interior September 11, 2012 

Linda R. Charest, BRAC Coordinator, U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban  

Development   September 11, 2012 

Mr. Blaine Hess, Jackson County Board of Education  September 11, 2012 

Craig Stihler, West Virginia Division of Natural Resources September 11, 2012 

Ms. LaToya Cannon, U.S. Department of Education September 11, 2012 
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A.2  SHPO – Section 106 Consultation 

Appendix A.2 contains the following correspondence associated with the preparation of the 

Environmental Assessment and coordination with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 

and Native American tribes. 

Agency/Tribe   Date 

Susan Pierce, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer, West Virginia Division of Culture and 

History 

     October 17, 2012 

 SHPO Concurrence Letter November 19, 2012 

Ron Sparkman, Chairman, Shawnee Tribe  September 11, 2012 

George Blanchard, Governor, Absentee-Shawnee Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma  

     September 11, 2012 
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A.3  USFWS Consultation 

Appendix A.3 contains the following correspondence with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS) associated with the preparation of the Environmental Assessment  

Agency    Date 

Ms. Barbara Douglas, USFWS, West Virginia Field Office September 11, 2012 

 Response – USFWS Determination of No Effect September 13, 2012 
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A.4  Agency and Public Notices 

Per requirements specified in 32 CFR Part 651.4, a 30-calendar-day review period (starting with 

the publication of the NOA) was established to provide all agencies, organizations, and 

individuals with the opportunity to comment on the EA and FNSI.  A NOA was published in 

local and regional newspapers to inform the public that the EA and FNSI were available for 

review.  The newspapers were: 

 Jackson Herald, 

 The Charleston Gazette.  

The notices identified a point of contact to obtain more information regarding the NEPA process, 

identified means of obtaining a copy of the EA and FNSI for review, listed where paper copies of 

the EA and FNSI could be reviewed, and advised the public that an electronic version of the EA 

and FNSI were available for download at the following Web site: 

http://www.hqda.army.mil/acsim/brac/env_ea_review.htm.   

The EA was available for public review and comment at the following locations: 

 Jackson County Public Library – Main Branch; 

 Jackson County Public Library – Ravenswood Branch; and 

 The Jackson County Board of Education Administrative Offices. 

 

  

http://www.hqda.army.mil/acsim/brac/env_ea_review.htm
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APPENDIX B – EIFS REPORT 

Introduction 

The Economic Impact Forecast System (EIFS) model provides a systematic method for 

evaluating the regional socioeconomic effects of government actions, particularly military 

actions.  Using employment and income multipliers developed with a comprehensive 

regional/local database combined with economic export base techniques, the EIFS model 

estimates the regional economic impacts in terms of changes in employment generated, changes 

in population, and expenditures directly and indirectly resulting from project construction.  The 

EIFS model evaluates economic impacts in terms of regional change in business volume, 

employment and personal income, and expenditures for local and regional services, materials, 

and supplies.  Although the EIFS model does not provide an exact measure of actual dollar 

amounts, it does offer an accurate relative comparison of alternatives. 

Alternative 3 

The total construction costs for this project are approximately $1.1 million over 2 years.  It is 

assumed that 60 percent of total annual construction costs reflect materials and supplies 

($1,060,000 million), 30 percent of total annual construction costs reflect labor costs ($318,000), 

and 10 percent of total annual construction costs reflect profit/overhead ($106,000).  The 

construction timeframe is 24 months, so the annual construction cost ($318,000) was used for the 

changes in local expenditures forecast input below.  The change in civilian employment forecast 

input below was determined by dividing the annual labor costs ($159,000) by the wages for 

construction and extraction workers in West Virginia ($43,240) [Bureau of Labor Statistics].  

This resulted in an input of 4.   
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EIFS REPORT 
PROJECT NAME 

BRAC EA - Kuhl Alternative 3 

STUDY AREA 

54035  Jackson, WV 
 

FORECAST INPUT 

Change In Local Expenditures $318,000 

Change In Civilian Employment 4 

Average Income of Affected Civilian $43,240 

Percent Expected to Relocate 0 

Change In Military Employment 0 

Average Income of Affected Military $0 

Percent of Military Living On-post 0 
 

FORECAST OUTPUT 

Employment Multiplier 1.92 
 

Income Multiplier 1.92 
 

Sales Volume - Direct $291,435 
 

Sales Volume - Induced $268,120 
 

Sales Volume - Total $559,555 0.09% 

Income - Direct $193,011 
 

Income - Induced) $35,282 
 

Income - Total(place of work) $228,294 0.05% 

Employment - Direct 5 
 

Employment - Induced 1 
 

Employment - Total 6 0.05% 

Local Population 0 
 

Local Off-base Population 0 0% 
 

RTV SUMMARY  

 
Sales Volume       Income   Employment   Population 

Positive RTV 12.64 %  8.37 %  7.69 %  2.98 %  
 

Negative RTV -28.22 %  -9.41 %  -14.92 %  -2.33 %  
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APPENDIX C – LEGAL AND REGULATORY FRAMEWORK FOR BRAC CLOSURE, 

DISPOSAL, AND REUSE PROCESS 

On September 8, 2005, the Defense BRAC Commission recommended closure of the Kuhl 

USARC in Ripley, West Virginia.  This recommendation was approved by the President on 

September 23, 2005, and forwarded to Congress.  The Congress did not alter any of the BRAC 

Commission’s recommendations, and on November 9, 2005, the recommendations became law.  

The BRAC Commission recommendations must now be implemented as provided for in the 

Defense BRAC of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended.    

The BRAC Commission made the following recommendations concerning the Kuhl USARC: 

―Close SSG Roy Kuhl U.S. Army Reserve Center and Maintenance Facility in 

Ripley…and re-locate units into a new Armed Forces Reserve Center in the vicinity of 

Ripley, WV.‖ 

To implement these recommendations, the Army has closed the Kuhl USARC. 

The law that governs real property disposal is the Federal Property and Administrative Services 

Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C., Sections 471 and following, as amended). This law is implemented by 

the Federal Property Management Regulations at Title 41 CFR Subpart 101-47.  The disposal 

process is also governed by 32 CFR Part 174 (Revitalizing Base Closure Communities) and 32 

CFR Part 175 (Revitalizing Base Closure Communities—Base Closure Community Assistance), 

regulations issued by DoD to implement BRAC law, and matters known as the Pryor 

Amendment and the President’s Program to Revitalize Base Closure Communities. 

Relevant Statutes and Executive Orders 

A decision on how to proceed with the Proposed Action rests on numerous factors such as 

mission requirements, schedule, availability of funding, and environmental considerations.  In 

addressing environmental considerations, the Army is guided by relevant statutes (and their 

implementing regulations) and Executive Orders (EO) that establish standards and provide 

guidance on environmental and natural resources management and planning.  These include the 

Clean Air Act, Clean Water Act, Noise Control Act, Endangered Species Act, National Historic 

Preservation Act, Archaeological Resources Protection Act, Resource Conservation and 

Recovery Act, and Toxic Substances Control Act.  EOs bearing on the Proposed Action include:   

EO 11988 (Floodplain Management) 

EO 11990 (Protection of Wetlands)  

EO 12088 (Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards) 

EO 12580 (Superfund Implementation) 

EO 12873 (Federal Acquisition, Recycling and Waste Prevention) 

EO 12898 (Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 

Low-Income Populations)  

EO 13045 (Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks) 

EO 13175 (Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments) 

EO 13186 (Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds) 
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EO 13423 (Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and Transportation Management) 

These authorities are addressed in various sections throughout this EA when relevant to 

particular environmental resources and conditions.  The full texts of the laws, regulations, and 

EOs are available on the Defense Environmental Network & Information Exchange website at 

http://www.denix.osd.mil. 

Other Reuse Regulations and Guidance 

DoD’s Office of Economic Adjustment published its Community Guide to Base Reuse in May 

1995.  The guide describes the base closure and reuse processes that have been designed to help 

with local economic recovery and summarizes the many assistance programs administered by 

DoD and other agencies.  DoD published its DoD Base Reuse Implementation Manual to serve 

as a handbook for the successful execution of reuse plans.  DoD and the U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban Development have published guidance (32 CFR Part 175) required by Title 

XXIX of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994.  The guidance 

establishes policy and procedures, assigns responsibilities, and delegates authority to implement 

the President’s Program to Revitalize Base Closure Communities (July 2, 1993), as endorsed 

through Congressional enactment of the Pryor Amendment. 
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APPENDIX D – SELECTED COMPONENTS OF THE KUHL USARC REUSE PLAN 

Appendix D contains the following components associated with reuse of the Kuhl USARC.  For 

brevity, West Virginia School of Law information and financial information for the Jackson 

County Board of Education and Westbrook Health Services were omitted from this Appendix.  

The Reuse Plan, in its entirety, can be requested from the following agency/individual: 

 

Mayor Carolyn Rader 

City of Ripley 

203 South Church Street 

Ripley, WV 25271 

Phone: (304) 372–3482 

 

Document    Date 

U.S. Department of Education approval letter February 1, 2012 

Local Redevelopment Authority Final Reuse Report for SSG Roy F. Kuhl USARC Center, 

Ripley, West Virginia.   June 2007 

Application for Public Benefit Allowance Acquisition of Surplus Federal Real Property for 

Educational Purposes, Prepared by the Board of Education of Jackson County, West 

Virginia.   November 17, 2011 
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