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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 the Watts-Guillot Memorial United States Army Reserve 

Center (Watts-Guillot USARC or the USARC property) in Texarkana, Texas and realignment of 

its essential missions to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC) adjacent to the Red River 

Army Depot, Texas.  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 

closure, disposal, and reuse of the Watts-Guillot USARC.  This EA was developed in accordance 

with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 United States Code (U.S.C.) § 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.  Its purpose is to inform decision makers and the public of the 

likely environmental and socioeconomic consequences of the Proposed Action and alternatives. 

This EA addresses the potential environmental, cultural, and socioeconomic effects of the Watts-

Guillot USARC closure, disposal, and reuse.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 

Mobile District prepared separate NEPA documentation for construction and operation of the 

new AFRC at the Red River Army Depot (USACE 2009).  The 63d RSC prepared NEPA 

documentation for relocation of the unit to the new AFRC. 

ES 2 Proposed Action 

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

Watts-Guillot USARC.  Redevelopment and reuse of the surplus Watts-Guillot USARC property 

would occur as a secondary action under disposal. 

Under BRAC (Base Closure and Realignment) law, the Army was required to close the Watts-

Guillot USARC not later than September 15, 2011.  The Watts-Guillot USARC was closed and 

the Army will dispose of the property in as-is condition with no warranties, either express or 

implied, regarding the condition of the property.  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 Watts-Guillot 

USARC at levels the same as those that occurred prior to the BRAC Commission’s 

recommendations for closure becoming final.  The 7-acre USARC property was operated by 10 

full-time personnel and used by 140 Army Reservists for weekend training once a month.  The 

USARC contains three permanent structures and two parking lots including a military equipment 

parking (MEP) area and a paved privately owned vehicle (POV) parking area.  The three 

permanent structures are an 11,705-square-foot (SF) main administration building, a 2,638-SF 

organizational maintenance shop (OMS), and a cinder block shed.   
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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, 

the 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 Watts-Guillot USARC after the military mission ended to ensure public 

safety and the security of remaining government property and to allow completion of any 

required environmental remediation actions.  From the time of operational closure until 

conveyance the Army would hold the vacant property in caretaker status.  The Army, in 

consultation with the LRA, would determine the initial maintenance levels for the closed Watts-

Guillot USARC and their duration on a facility-by-facility basis.  At a minimum, one 

maintenance personnel would occasionally ensure weather tightness for buildings, limit undue 

facility deterioration, and provide physical security.  At the end of the initial maintenance period, 

the Army normally would reduce its maintenance to the minimum level for surplus government 

property as required by 41 CFR Parts 102-75.945 and 102-75.965 and Army Regulation 420-1 

(Army Facilities Management). 

ES 3.3 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Residential Reuse  

For Alternative 3, the Army would transfer the property via public sale.  The entire property 

would be transferred in “as-is” condition with 7 acres being used for residential purposes.  

Development on the property is limited by approximately 4.3 acres of high-risk floodplain.  

MF-1 zoning permitted uses include a wide variety of residential development, including single 

family dwellings, duplexes, townhomes, apartments, community developments, and boarding 

houses.  However, apartments are not to exceed 24 units per gross acre and row houses are not to 

exceed 21 units per gross acre in areas zoned as MF-1. 

This alternative assumes maximum redevelopment for residential reuse consistent with current 

zoning.  All of the existing buildings with 14,343 square feet of useable space would be 

demolished.  Sixty residential units (apartments and townhomes) with 213,444 square feet of 

useable space would be constructed.  Periods of use would be throughout the week, both during 

the day and in the evenings. 

ES 3.4 Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

For Alternative 4, the Army would transfer the property via public sale.  The entire property 

would be transferred in “as-is condition” with 7 acres being available for open space/recreation.  

Based on land use near the Watts-Guillot USARC and the size of the property, potential open 

space/recreation uses of the property could include, but are not limited to, a public park, athletic 

fields, playgrounds, community gardens, or picnic areas.  Under this reuse alternative, the 

analysis assumes the current USARC buildings are to be demolished and the property maintained 

as open space. 
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ES 3.5 Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and Institutional Reuse 

For Alternative 5, the Army would transfer the property via a public sale.  The entire property 

would be transferred in “as-is condition” with 7 acres being used for public institutional use.  

Development on the property is limited by approximately 4.3 acres of high-risk floodplain.  

MF-1 permitted institutional uses include churches, schools, fire station, community centers, 

libraries, and hospitals.  Institutional space could include, but is not limited to, academic space, 

classrooms, offices, and storage.   

This alternative assumes maximum redevelopment for institutional reuse consistent with current 

zoning.  Existing building space (14,343 square feet) would be expanded to 213,000 square feet.  

Existing parking (16,900 square feet) would be expanded to 128,000 square feet.  Construction 

activities would include renovation, demolition, and new construction.  Approximately700 users 

(employees and/or students) of an institutional building(s) could be expected at this intensity 

level.  Periods of use for an educational facility would likely be Monday through Friday during 

the day, with some use in the evenings and on weekends. 

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 

ranges 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; 

 No Impact - 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 over a limit that would trigger requirements for mitigation or 

the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement, as discussed at 40 CFR § 

1508.27.  These limits are established for each resource category. 
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Table ES-1  Summary of Resource Category Impact Analysis for the Watts-Guillot USARC. 

Resource Category 

(Alphabetical) 

Document 

Section Analysis 

AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 
Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 
Institutional Reuse 

4.2.1  

Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, negligible impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

AIR QUALITY 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Institutional Reuse 

4.2.2  

Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, negligible impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, moderate impacts 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Critical Habitat 4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

Threatened and Endangered Species (State 

and Federal) 

4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

Vegetation 4.1.3 Present; no impacts or not significant, 

negligible/minor impacts 

Wildlife 4.1.3 Present; no impacts or not significant, 

negligible/minor impacts 

Wilderness Areas and Wildlife Refuges 4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

CULTURAL, HISTORIC, AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Archaeological Resources 4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

Cultural and Historic Resources 4.1.3 Present; no impacts or not significant, minor impacts 

Historic Properties of Religious or Cultural 

Significance to Native Americans and Tribes 

4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

GEOLOGY AND SOIL 4.1.3 Present; no impacts or not significant, minor impacts 

HAZARDOUS AND TOXIC SUBSTANCES 4.1.2 Present; no impacts 

Asbestos-Containing Material 4.1.3 Present; no impacts or not significant, minor impacts 

Lead-Based Paint 4.1.3 Present; no impacts or not significant, minor impacts 

Munitions and Explosives of Concern 4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

Polychlorinated Biphenyls 4.1.2 Present; no impacts 

Radioactive Materials 4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

Radon 4.1.2 Present; no impacts 

Underground Storage Tanks (UST) and 

Aboveground Storage Tanks (AST) 

4.1.2 UST present, AST not present, no impacts 
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Table ES-1  Summary of Resource Category Impact Analysis for the Watts-Guillot USARC. 

Resource Category 

(Alphabetical) 

Document 

Section Analysis 

Waste Disposal Sites 4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

LAND USE 

Current and Future Development in the 

Region of Influence 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Institutional Reuse 

4.2.4  

 
Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

Installation Land/Airspace Use 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 
Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Institutional Reuse 

4.2.4  

Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

National and State Parks 4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

Prime and Unique Farmland 4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

Surrounding Land 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Institutional Reuse 

4.2.4  

Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

NOISE 4.1.3 Present; no impacts or not significant, minor impacts 

SOCIOECONOMICS 

Demographics 4.1.3 Present; not significant, negligible/minor impacts 

Economic Development 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Institutional Reuse 

4.2.6  

Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

Present; not significant, moderate impacts 

 

Present; not significant, negligible impacts 

 

Present; not significant, moderate impacts 
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Table ES-1  Summary of Resource Category Impact Analysis for the Watts-Guillot USARC. 

Resource Category 

(Alphabetical) 

Document 

Section Analysis 

Environmental Justice 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 
Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 
Institutional Reuse 

4.2.6  

Present; no impacts 

Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

Present; not significant, negligible impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

Housing 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Institutional Reuse 

4.2.6  

Present; no impacts 

Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, negligible impacts 

 

Present; no impacts 

 

Present; no impacts 

Protection of Children 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 
Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Institutional Reuse 

4.2.6  

Present; no impacts 

Present; no impacts 

Present; no impacts 

Present; no impacts 

Present; no impacts 

Public Services 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Institutional Reuse 

4.2.6  

Present; no impacts 

Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

TRANSPORTATION 

Roadways and Traffic 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Institutional Reuse 

4.2.7  

Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, negligible impacts 

Present; not significant, minor to moderate impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor to moderate impacts 

 

Present; not significant, moderate impacts 
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Table ES-1  Summary of Resource Category Impact Analysis for the Watts-Guillot USARC. 

Resource Category 

(Alphabetical) 

Document 

Section Analysis 

Public Transportation 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 
Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 
Institutional Reuse 

4.2.7  

Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, negligible impacts 

Present; not significant, negligible impacts 

Present; not significant, negligible impacts 

 

Present; not significant, negligible impacts 

UTILITIES 

Communications 4.1.3 Present; not significant, negligible impacts  

Energy Sources (Electrical, Gas, etc) 4.1.3 Present; not significant, negligible impacts  

Potable Water Supply 4.1.3 Present; not significant, negligible impacts  

Solid Waste 4.1.3 Present; not significant, negligible impacts  

Wastewater/Storm Water System 4.1.3 Present; not significant, negligible impacts  

WATER RESOURCES 

Floodplains 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 
Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 
Institutional Reuse 

4.2.8  

Present; no impacts 

Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

Coastal Barriers and Zones 4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

Hydrology/Groundwater 4.1.3 Present; not significant, negligible/minor impacts 

National Wild and Scenic Rivers 4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

Surface Water (Streams, Ponds, etc.) 4.1.3 Present on adjacent/nearby property; not significant, 

negligible/minor impacts 

Wetlands 4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

 

ES 5 Conclusions 

This EA was conducted in accordance with the requirements of NEPA, the Council on 

Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEPA (40 CFR Part 1500), and Environmental 

Analysis of Army Actions (32 CFR Part 651).  As analyzed and discussed in the EA, direct, 

indirect, and cumulative impacts of the each of the implementation alternatives and the No 

Action Alternative have been considered. 

The EA performed an analysis of 12 resource categories including a detailed analysis of six 

resource categories:  aesthetics and visual resources, air quality, land use (current and future 

development in the region of influence, installation land, and surrounding land), socioeconomics 
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(economic development, environmental justice, housing, protection of children, and public 

services), transportation (roadways and traffic and public transportation), and water resources 

(floodplains).  The analyses in the EA concluded there would be no significant adverse or 

significant beneficial environmental impacts resulting from any of the Proposed Action 

alternatives.  Therefore, issuance of a Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) is warranted, and 

preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is not required. 

 

 

 



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Table of Contents 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the  

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center i 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

SECTION PAGE 

SECTION 1.0 INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................. 1 

1.1 Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action ...................................................................... 1 

1.2 Public Involvement .......................................................................................................... 1 

SECTION 2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ............................................ 5 

2.1 BRAC Commission’s Recommendation ......................................................................... 5 

2.2 Local Redevelopment Authority’s Reuse Plan ................................................................ 5 

2.3 Description of the Watts-Guillot USARC ....................................................................... 6 

SECTION 3.0 ALTERNATIVES ........................................................................................... 11 

3.1 Non-Disposal Alternatives ............................................................................................. 11 

3.1.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative .................................................................. 11 

3.1.2 Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Alternative ........................................................ 11 

3.2 Preferred Alternative: Traditional Army Disposal and Reuse ....................................... 11 

3.2.1 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Residential Reuse ...................... 12 

3.2.2 Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and Open Space/Recreational Reuse 12 

3.2.3 Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and Institutional Reuse ..................... 12 

3.3 Alternatives Considered and Eliminated From Further Analysis .................................. 13 

3.3.1 Early Transfer and Reuse ...................................................................................... 13 

3.3.2 Other Reuse Options ............................................................................................. 13 

SECTION 4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEQUENCES ............................ 15 

4.1 Environmental Resources Eliminated from Further Considerations ............................. 19 

4.1.1 Environmental Resource Categories That Are Not Present .................................. 20 

4.1.2 Environmental Resources that are Present, but Not Impacted .............................. 21 

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

Environmental Impacts ......................................................................................... 22 

4.2 Environmental Resources Analyzed in Detail ............................................................... 26 

4.2.1 Aesthetics and Visual Resources .......................................................................... 26 

4.2.1.1 Affected Environment ........................................................................................... 26 

4.2.1.2 Consequences ........................................................................................................ 27 

4.2.1.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative ................................................... 27 

4.2.1.2.2 Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Alternative ......................................... 27 

4.2.1.2.3 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Residential Reuse ....... 27 

4.2.1.2.4 Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and Open Space/Recreational 

Reuse ..................................................................................................... 28 

4.2.1.2.5 Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and Institutional Reuse ...... 28 

4.2.2 Air Quality ............................................................................................................ 29 

4.2.2.1 Affected Environment ........................................................................................... 29 

4.2.2.1.1 Ambient Air Quality Conditions ............................................................ 29 

4.2.2.2 Consequences ........................................................................................................ 31 

4.2.2.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative ................................................... 32 

4.2.2.2.2 Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Alternative ......................................... 32 

4.2.2.2.3 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Residential Reuse ....... 33 

4.2.2.2.4 Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and Open Space/Recreational 

Reuse ..................................................................................................... 33 

4.2.2.2.5 Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and Institutional Reuse ...... 34 



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Table of Contents 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the  

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center ii 

4.2.3 Land Use ............................................................................................................... 34 

4.2.3.1 Affected Environment ........................................................................................... 34 

4.2.3.1.1 Current and Future Development in the Region of Influence................ 34 

4.2.3.1.2 Installation Land .................................................................................... 35 

4.2.3.1.3 Surrounding Land .................................................................................. 36 

4.2.3.2 Consequences ........................................................................................................ 36 

4.2.3.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative ................................................... 36 

4.2.3.2.2 Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Alternative ......................................... 36 

4.2.3.2.3 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Residential Reuse ....... 36 

4.2.3.2.4 Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and Open Space/Recreational 

Reuse ..................................................................................................... 37 

4.2.3.2.5 Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and Institutional Reuse ...... 37 

4.2.4 Socioeconomics .................................................................................................... 37 

4.2.4.1 Affected Environment ........................................................................................... 37 

4.2.4.1.1 Economic Development ......................................................................... 38 

4.2.4.1.2 Housing .................................................................................................. 40 

4.2.4.1.3 Public Services ....................................................................................... 41 

4.2.4.1.4 Environmental Justice ............................................................................ 42 

4.2.4.1.5 Protection of Children ............................................................................ 43 

4.2.4.2 Consequences ........................................................................................................ 44 

4.2.4.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative ................................................... 44 

4.2.4.2.2 Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Alternative ......................................... 44 

4.2.4.2.3 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Residential Reuse ....... 45 

4.2.4.2.4 Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and Open Space/Recreational 

Reuse ..................................................................................................... 47 

4.2.4.2.5 Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and Institutional Reuse ...... 49 

4.2.5 Transportation ....................................................................................................... 50 

4.2.5.1 Affected Environment ........................................................................................... 50 

4.2.5.1.1 Roadways and Traffic ............................................................................ 50 

4.2.5.1.2 Public Transportation ............................................................................. 52 

4.2.5.2 Consequences ........................................................................................................ 52 

4.2.5.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative ................................................... 52 

4.2.5.2.2 Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Alternative ......................................... 53 

4.2.5.2.3 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Residential Reuse ....... 53 

4.2.5.2.4 Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and Open Space/Recreational 

Reuse ..................................................................................................... 55 

4.2.5.2.5 Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and Institutional Reuse ...... 56 

4.2.6 Water Resources ................................................................................................... 57 

4.2.6.1 Affected Environment ........................................................................................... 57 

4.2.6.1.1 Floodplains ............................................................................................. 57 

4.2.6.2 Consequences ........................................................................................................ 60 

4.2.6.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative ................................................... 60 

4.2.6.2.2 Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Alternative ......................................... 60 

4.2.6.2.3 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Residential Reuse ....... 60 

4.2.6.2.4 Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and Open Space/Recreational 

Reuse ..................................................................................................... 61 



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Table of Contents 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the  

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center iii 

4.2.6.2.5 Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and Institutional Reuse ...... 61 

4.3 Cumulative Effects......................................................................................................... 61 

4.3.1 Potential Cumulative Impacts ............................................................................... 63 

4.3.1.1 No Impacts to Resources ...................................................................................... 63 

4.3.1.2 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative .................................................................. 63 

4.3.1.3 Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Alternative ........................................................ 63 

4.3.1.4 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Residential Reuse ...................... 64 

4.3.1.5 Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and Open Space/Recreational Reuse 65 

4.3.1.6 Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and Institutional Reuse ..................... 66 

4.4 Best Management Practices ........................................................................................... 66 

SECTION 5.0 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS ..................................................................... 67 

SECTION 6.0 LIST OF PREPARERS......................................................................................... 69 

SECTION 7.0 DISTRIBUTION LIST ......................................................................................... 71 

SECTION 8.0 REFERENCES ..................................................................................................... 73 

SECTION 9.0 PERSONS CONSULTED .................................................................................... 81 

SECTION 10.0 ACRONYMS ..................................................................................................... 83 
 
 

 

LIST OF FIGURES 

FIGURE PAGE 

Figure 1-1 Location Map for the Watts-Guillot USARC ................................................................3 

Figure 1-2 Site Plan for the Watts-Guillot USARC.........................................................................4 

Figure 4-1 Floodplain Map for the Watts-Guillot USARC ...........................................................59 

 

 

LIST OF TABLES 

TABLE PAGE 

Table 4-1  Summary of Resource Category Impact Analysis for the Watts-Guillot USARC. ......16 

Table 4-2  Summary of Air Emissions for Each Alternative. ........................................................32 

Table 4-3  Annual Civilian Labor Force, Watts-Guillot USARC Region and Larger Regions ....38 

Table 4-4  Unemployment Rate, Watts-Guillot USARC Region and Larger Regions .................39 

Table 4-5  Non-Agricultural Wage and Salary Employment by NAICS Industry for the 

Texarkana, AR-TX MSA (2011, 2012) ....................................................................40 

Table 4-6  Housing Characteristics, Watts-Guillot USARC Region and Larger Regions, 2011 ..41 

Table 4-7  Low-Income Populations: Watts-Guillot USARC Region and Larger Regions, 

2012...........................................................................................................................43 

Table 4-8  Minority Populations: Watts-Guillot USARC Region and Larger Regions, 2012. .....43 

Table 4-9  Estimated Annual Economic Impacts from Alternative 3 - Residential ......................46 

Table 4-10  Estimated Annual Economic Impacts from Alternative 4 – Open 

Space/Recreational  ...................................................................................................48 

Table 4-11  Estimated Annual Economic Impacts from Alternative 5 - Institutional ...................49 

Table 4-12  Roadway Level of Service Ratings ............................................................................51 

Table 4-13  Summary of Weekday Daily Trip Generation Rates by Land Use Type ...................54 

Table 4-14  Estimated Traffic Impacts for Each Watts-Guillot USARC Reuse Alternative.........55 

 

 



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Table of Contents 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the  

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center iv 

LIST OF APPENDICES 

APPENDIX PAGE 

Appendix A – Agency Coordination .......................................................................................... A-1 

A.1  Scoping Coordination ................................................................................................... A-3 

A.2  SHPO – Section 106 Consultation .............................................................................. A-19 

A.3  USFWS Consultation .................................................................................................. A-75 

A.4  Agency and Public Notices ......................................................................................... A-95 

Appendix B – Air Conformity Applicability Analysis ................................................................B-1 

 Appendix C – EIFS Report ..........................................................................................................C-1 

Appendix D – Legal and Regulatory Framework for BRAC Closure, Disposal, and Reuse 

Process ................................................................................................................ D-1 

 



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Section 1 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the  Introduction 

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center 1

SECTION 1.0 INTRODUCTION 

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

proposed action of closure, disposal, and reuse of the Watts-Guillot Memorial United States 

Army Reserve Center (USARC).  The facility is located at 2800 West 15th Street, Texarkana, 

Bowie County, Texas (Figure 1-1).  This EA was developed in accordance with the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) [42 United States Code (U.S.C.) § 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 and socioeconomic consequences of the Proposed Action and its 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 Watts-Guillot USARC (Figure 1-2) and realignment 

of its 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 relevant United 

States (U.S.), state, and tribal entities including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

(USEPA), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Department of the Interior, Texas Commission 

on Environmental Quality (TCEQ), Texas Historical Commission (THC), federally recognized 

Native American tribes, 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 Texarkana Gazette 

in Texarkana, Texas and the Bowie County Citizens Tribune in Bowie County, Texas.  The EA 

and draft FNSI are made available during the public review period at the Texarkana Public 

Library (600 West Third Street, Texarkana, Texas 75501), and on the BRAC website at 

http://www.hqda.pentagon.mil/acsimweb/brac/public_reviews.html. 

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 63d Regional Support Command (RSC), Carmen Call, P.O. Box 

63, Moffett Field, California 94035-0063 or carmen.a.call.civ@mail.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 be not 

significant, the Army will sign the FNSI and can proceed with the proposed action.  If potential 

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

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

http://www.hqda.pentagon.mil/acsimweb/brac/public_reviews.html
mailto:carmen.a.call.civ@mail.mil
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mitigation reducing the anticipated impact to a less than significant impact, 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 disposal of surplus property made available by the realignment of the 

Watts-Guillot USARC.  Redevelopment and reuse of the surplus Watts-Guillot USARC property 

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

Under BRAC law, the Army was required to close the Watts-Guillot USARC not later than 

August 3, 2011.  The Watts-Guillot USARC was closed and the Army will dispose of the 

property in “as-is condition” with no warranties, either express or implied, regarding the 

condition of the property.  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 (BRAC 2011). 

2.1 BRAC Commission’s Recommendation 

The BRAC Commission’s recommendation is to: 

“Close the Watts-Guillot United States Army Reserve Center, Texarkana, TX, and 

realign the Hooks Army Reserve Center on Red River Army Depot by relocating units to a 

new Armed Forces Reserve Center on or in the vicinity of Red River Army Depot, TX.  

The new AFRC shall have the capability to accommodate Texas National Guard Units from 

the following Texas ARNG Readiness Centers: Atlanta, and Texarkana, if the state decides 

to relocate those National Guard units” (BRAC 2011). 

The former occupant of the Watts-Guillot USARC, the 755th Postal Company, has relocated to a 

new Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC) adjacent to the Red River Army Depot, Texas.  The 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Mobile District prepared the NEPA documentation for 

construction and operation of the new AFRC (USACE 2009).  The 63d RSC prepared NEPA 

documentation for relocation of the unit to the new AFRC. 

2.2 Local Redevelopment Authority’s Reuse Plan 

TexAmericas Center (formerly the Red River Redevelopment Authority) was officially 

recognized by the U.S. Office of Economic Adjustment as the local redevelopment authority 

(LRA) or planning entity for the purpose of formulating a recommendation for the reuse of the 

Watts-Guillot USARC.  On May 17, 2006, the Department of Defense published recognition of 

the LRA in the Federal Register.  In accordance with provisions in 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 published a request for NOIs in the Texarkana 

Gazette on June 7, 2006.  The deadline for receiving NOIs was September 5, 2006.  On July 17, 
2006, the LRA held a workshop and site tour of the Watts-Guillot USARC to provide the public 

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

NOI process (Red River Redevelopment Authority 2007). 

At the end of the screening period, the LRA recommended to the Office of the U.S. Secretary of 

Defense in the original redevelopment plan dated September 18, 2006 that the Watts-Guillot 

USARC property be transferred to Texarkana College.  No homeless assistance organizations 
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provided NOIs to use the property for homeless centers, and the U.S. Department of Housing and 

Urban Development (HUD) approved the plan on September 25, 2008. 

Texarkana College, a local community college located within 1 mile of the property, had 

proposed using the property for academic and training space that would allow the college to 

introduce two new instructional programs that could not adequately be provided with their 

existing facilities.  These programs included a Construction Trades program and a Multi-Craft 

program.  By obtaining the facility, Texarkana College would be able to offer additional skills 

training to students in the community.  Texarkana College applied for and was granted a public 

benefit conveyance (PBC) under U.S. Department of Education authorities on October 18, 2006 

to use the property as a construction trades training facility.  However, the original reuse plan is 

no longer valid because the property was not available to the college for 7 years, and the college 

no longer has a need for the property at this time (TexAmericas Center 2013). 

On June 5, 2014 Parsons personnel met with City of Texarkana, Texas representatives, including 

Assistant City Manager Shirley Jaster, to help determine possible reuses for the Watts-Guillot 

USARC property.  City officials expressed that residential reuse was likely, as the property is 

within a residential zoning district.  They also stated that the Housing Authority of Texarkana 

Texas (HATT) and the City of Texarkana, Texas, may both be interested in obtaining the 

property for recreational or community center use, but it is unknown if they could procure the 

funds to purchase and/or maintain the property (Parsons 2014a). 

2.3 Description of the Watts-Guillot USARC 

The property is located at 2800 West 15th Street in Texarkana, Texas.  The U.S. Government 

acquired the 7-acre property from Gifford-Hill and Company, Inc. on March 8, 1957, and the 

Watts-Guillot USARC was constructed in 1958 (USACE 2007).  The 63d RSC determined that 

the Watts-Guillot USARC is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) based 

on an architectural survey and evaluation conducted in 2011.  The Texas State Historic 

Preservation Office (SHPO) concurred with the determination in a letter dated May 4, 2011 

(Appendix A.2). 

Figure 1-2 shows the Watts-Guillot USARC site layout.  The USARC was operated by 10 full-

time personnel and used by 140 Army Reservists for weekend training once a month.  The 

USARC contains three permanent structures and two parking lots including a military equipment 

parking (MEP) area and a paved privately owned vehicle (POV) parking area.  The three 

permanent structures are an 11,705-square-foot (SF) main administration building, a 2,638-SF 

organizational maintenance shop (OMS), and a cinder block shed.  The main building and OMS 

walls are concrete block with brick veneer.   

The main building is a single-story structure that consists of office space, classrooms, assembly 

hall, restrooms, a kitchen area, storage, and a mechanical room.  The OMS building is a two-bay, 

one-story maintenance shop used primarily for vehicle maintenance and storage.  Other 

improvements on the property include a vehicle wash rack (VWR) with associated underground 

oil-water separator (OWS) system and a picnic/break area shelter.  There is a former OWS 

approximately 15 feet south of the VWR that was closed and filled in place in 2000.  Also 

located on the property were three steel mobile shipping containers (CONEX) used to store field 

equipment and two portable office buildings (USACE 2007).  These portable structures were 

removed before a June 6, 2014 site visit (Parsons 2014b).  When the OMS was active, petroleum, 
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oil, and lubricants (POLs) were stored in portable metal storage containers in a fenced area east 

of the VWR.  The metal storage containers were removed as part of the OMS transfer to Red 

River Army Depot in December 2004 

The perimeter of the property is secured by a chain-link fence, with two vehicle access gates 

located on the west side along Victory Drive.  Approximately one-third of the property is 

impervious (asphalt parking areas, driveways, concrete walkways, buildings, etc.), while the 

remainder is covered by lawn.  The property is bordered to the north by 15th Street and to the 

west by Victory Drive.  The southern border is wooded and Cowhorn Creek flows along the 

eastern border.  Topographically, the property is relatively flat with a gentle slope to the east-

southeast.  No signs of erosion, excavation, or fill were observed on the property. 

 

 

Photograph 1.  Watts-Guillot Memorial USARC, front entrance, view facing south. 
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Photograph 2.  Watts-Guillot Memorial USARC, view facing northeast. 

 

Photograph 3.  Watts-Guillot Memorial USARC, drill hall, view facing west. 
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Photograph 4.  Watts-Guillot Memorial USARC, MEP area, OMS, and vehicle wash rack, view 

facing south. 

 

Photograph 5.  Watts-Guillot Memorial USARC, regulatory wetland area adjacent to Cowhorn 

Creek, view facing southeast.  
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SECTION 3.0 ALTERNATIVES 

3.1 Non-Disposal Alternatives 

3.1.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Army would continue operations at the Watts-Guillot 

USARC at levels the same as those that occurred prior to the BRAC Commission’s 

recommendations for closure becoming final.  The 7-acre USARC property was operated by 10 

full-time personnel and used by 140 Army Reservists for weekend training once a month.  The 

USARC contains three permanent structures and two parking lots including a MEP area and a 

paved POV parking area.  The three permanent structures are an 11,705-SF main administration 

building, a 2,638-SF OMS, and a cinder block shed. 

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, 

the 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. 

3.1.2 Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Alternative 

The Army secured the Watts-Guillot USARC after the military mission ended to ensure public 

safety and the security of remaining government property and to allow completion of any 

required environmental remediation actions.  From the time of operational closure until 

conveyance the Army would hold the vacant property in caretaker status.  The Army, in 

consultation with the LRA, would determine the initial maintenance levels for the closed Watts-

Guillot USARC and their duration on a facility-by-facility basis.  At a minimum, one 

maintenance personnel would occasionally ensure weather tightness for buildings, limit undue 

facility deterioration, and provide physical security.  At the end of the initial maintenance period, 

the Army normally would reduce its maintenance to the minimum level for surplus government 

property as required by 41 CFR Parts 102-75.945 and 102-75.965 and Army Regulation 420-1 

(Army Facilities Management). 

3.2 Preferred Alternative: Traditional Army Disposal and Reuse 

The primary action is the disposal of excess property by the Army.  The secondary action is 

reuse of the property by the transferee. 

Zoning restrictions can play a role in determining the type of reuse that can occur on a BRAC 

parcel and aid in the development of appropriate reuse alternatives.  The Watts-Guillot USARC 

property is in an area that is zoned by the City of Texarkana, Texas as Multiple Family-1 

(MF-1).  This zoning designation prohibits general commercial and industrial use and housing 

consisting of more than 24 units per gross acre, but allows for a wide variety of residential uses, 

parks, churches, schools, fire station, community centers, libraries, public utility facilities, and 

hospitals.  Specific use permits can be issued by the city for public agencies, utilities, cemeteries, 

towers, water treatment plants, country clubs/swim clubs, playfields or stadiums, zoos, 

colleges/universities, daycares, charities, and nursing homes (City of Texarkana 2012a).  
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In addition, development on the Watts-Guillot USARC property is limited by approximately 6.8 

acres of regulatory floodplain.  Approximately 4.3 acres on the eastern portion of the property is 

considered a high-risk flood area where only limited development would be permitted (see 

Subsection 4.2.8 Water Resources).  The following three alternatives offer a reasonable range of 

possible reuses following public sale of the Watts-Guillot USARC property. 

3.2.1 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Residential Reuse 

For Alternative 3, the Army would transfer the property via public sale.  The entire property 

would be transferred in “as-is” condition with 7 acres being used for residential purposes.  

Development on the property is limited by approximately 4.3 acres of high-risk floodplain.  

MF-1 zoning permitted uses include a wide variety of residential development, including single 

family dwellings, duplexes, townhomes, apartments, community developments, and boarding 

houses.  However, apartments are not to exceed 24 units per gross acre and row houses are not to 

exceed 21 units per gross acre in areas zoned as MF-1. 

This alternative assumes maximum redevelopment for residential reuse consistent with current 

zoning.  All of the existing buildings with 14,343 square feet of useable space would be 

demolished.  Sixty residential units (apartments and townhomes) with 213,444 square feet of 

useable space would be constructed.  Periods of use would be throughout the week, both during 

the day and in the evenings. 

3.2.2 Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

For Alternative 4, the Army would transfer the property via public sale.  The entire property 

would be transferred in “as-is condition” with 7 acres being available for open space/recreation.  

Based on land use near the Watts-Guillot USARC and the size of the property, potential open 

space/recreation uses of the property could include, but are not limited to, a public park, athletic 

fields, playgrounds, community gardens, or picnic areas.  Under this reuse alternative, the 

analysis assumes the current USARC buildings are to be demolished and the property maintained 

as open space. 

3.2.3 Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and Institutional Reuse 

For Alternative 5, the Army would transfer the property via a public sale.  The entire property 

would be transferred in “as-is condition” with 7 acres being used for public institutional use.  

Development on the property is limited by approximately 4.3 acres of high-risk floodplain.  

MF-1 permitted institutional uses include churches, schools, fire station, community centers, 

libraries, and hospitals.  Institutional space could include, but is not limited to, academic space, 

classrooms, offices, and storage.   

This alternative assumes maximum redevelopment for institutional reuse consistent with current 

zoning.  Existing building space (14,343 square feet) would be expanded to 213,000 square feet.  

Existing parking (16,900 square feet) would be expanded to 128,000 square feet.  Construction 

activities would include renovation, demolition, and new construction.  Approximately 700 daily 

users (employees and/or students) of an institutional building(s) could be expected at this 

intensity level (BRAC 2006).  Periods of use for an educational facility would likely be Monday 

through Friday during the day, with some use in the evenings and on weekends.  
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3.3 Alternatives Considered and Eliminated From Further Analysis 

3.3.1 Early Transfer and Reuse 

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.  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 no remedial action is required. 

3.3.2 Other Reuse 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.  Although the Texarkana Fire Department and the City of Texarkana had 

expressed interest in the property for administrative or recreational reuse, these alternatives were 

not carried forward for individual analysis because they were not selected by the LRA.  

However, the environmental impacts of proposed reuses by the Texarkana Fire Department and 

the City of Texarkana for administrative and/or recreational use would be similar to and 

consistent with the environmental impacts discussed under Alternative 4, Traditional Disposal 

and Open Space/Recreational Reuse and Alternative 5, Traditional Disposal and Institutional 

Reuse.    

Another alternative reuse for the property is Army transfer via public sale for light industrial use.   

Some industrial activities, such as vehicle maintenance and parking, warehousing and storage of 

equipment, and transportation and utility activities, could be performed onsite under a light 

industrial use.  Specific use permits could be issued by the city for public agency shops or yards, 

towers, water treatment plants, and college/university training facilities.    However, this 

alternative was not carried forward because general manufacturing and industrial uses are not 

permitted under MF-1 zoning in Texarkana, and a specific use permit for the property would be 

unlikely. 
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SECTION 4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEQUENCES 

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

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, documents which resources are present and the environmental consequences, and 

references the document section containing each discussion. 

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

significant.  
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Table 4-1  Summary of Resource Category Impact Analysis for the Watts-Guillot USARC. 

Resource Category 

(Alphabetical) 

Document 

Section Analysis 

AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 
Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 
Institutional Reuse 

4.2.1  

Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, negligible impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

AIR QUALITY 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Institutional Reuse 

4.2.2  

Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, negligible impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, moderate impacts 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Critical Habitat 4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

Threatened and Endangered Species (State 

and Federal) 

4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

Vegetation 4.1.3 Present; no impacts or not significant, 

negligible/minor impacts 

Wildlife 4.1.3 Present; no impacts or not significant, 

negligible/minor impacts 

Wilderness Areas and Wildlife Refuges 4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

CULTURAL, HISTORIC, AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Archaeological Resources 4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

Cultural and Historic Resources 4.1.3 Present; no impacts or not significant, minor impacts 

Historic Properties of Religious or Cultural 

Significance to Native Americans and Tribes 

4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

GEOLOGY AND SOIL 4.1.3 Present; no impacts or not significant, minor impacts 

HAZARDOUS AND TOXIC SUBSTANCES 4.1.2 Present; no impacts 

Asbestos-Containing Material 4.1.3 Present; no impacts or not significant, minor impacts 

Lead-Based Paint 4.1.3 Present; no impacts or not significant, minor impacts 

Munitions and Explosives of Concern 4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

Polychlorinated Biphenyls 4.1.2 Present; no impacts 

Radioactive Materials 4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

Radon 4.1.2 Present; no impacts 

Underground Storage Tanks (UST) and 

Aboveground Storage Tanks (AST) 

4.1.2 UST present, AST not present, no impacts 
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Table 4-1  Summary of Resource Category Impact Analysis for the Watts-Guillot USARC. 

Resource Category 

(Alphabetical) 

Document 

Section Analysis 

Waste Disposal Sites 4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

LAND USE 

Current and Future Development in the 

Region of Influence 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Institutional Reuse 

4.2.4  

 
Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

Installation Land/Airspace Use 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 
Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Institutional Reuse 

4.2.4  

Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

National and State Parks 4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

Prime and Unique Farmland 4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

Surrounding Land 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Institutional Reuse 

4.2.4  

Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

NOISE 4.1.3 Present; no impacts or not significant minor impacts 

SOCIOECONOMICS 

Demographics 4.1.3 Present; not significant, negligible/minor impacts 

Economic Development 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Institutional Reuse 

4.2.6  

Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

Present; not significant, moderate impacts 

 

Present; not significant, negligible impacts 

 

Present; not significant, moderate impacts 
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Table 4-1  Summary of Resource Category Impact Analysis for the Watts-Guillot USARC. 

Resource Category 

(Alphabetical) 

Document 

Section Analysis 

Environmental Justice 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 
Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 
Institutional Reuse 

4.2.6  

Present; no impacts 

Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, negligible impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

Housing 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Institutional Reuse 

4.2.6  

Present; no impacts 

Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, negligible impacts 

 

Present; no impacts 

 

Present; no impacts 

Protection of Children 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 
Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Institutional Reuse 

4.2.6  

Present; no impacts 

Present; no impacts 

Present; no impacts 

 

Present; no impacts 

 

Present; no impacts 

Public Services 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Institutional Reuse 

4.2.6  

Present; no impacts 

Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; no impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

TRANSPORTATION 

Roadways and Traffic 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Institutional Reuse 

4.2.7  

Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, negligible impacts 

Present; not significant, minor to moderate impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor to moderate impacts 

 

Present; not significant, moderate impacts 
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Table 4-1  Summary of Resource Category Impact Analysis for the Watts-Guillot USARC. 

Resource Category 

(Alphabetical) 

Document 

Section Analysis 

Public Transportation 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 
Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 
Institutional Reuse 

4.2.7  

Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, negligible impacts 

Present; not significant, negligible impacts 

Present; not significant, negligible impacts 

 

Present; not significant, negligible impacts 

UTILITIES 

Communications 4.1.3 Present; not significant, negligible impacts  

Energy Sources (Electrical, Gas, etc) 4.1.3 Present; not significant, negligible impacts  

Potable Water Supply 4.1.3 Present; not significant, negligible impacts  

Solid Waste 4.1.3 Present; not significant, negligible impacts  

Wastewater/Storm Water System 4.1.3 Present; not significant, negligible impacts  

WATER RESOURCES 

Floodplains 

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status 

Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and 
Residential Reuse 

Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and 

Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and 
Institutional Reuse 

4.2.8  

Present; no impacts 

Present; no impacts 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

 

Present; not significant, minor impacts 

Coastal Barriers and Zones 4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

Hydrology/Groundwater 4.1.3 Present; not significant, negligible/minor impacts 

National Wild and Scenic Rivers 4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

Surface Water (Streams, Ponds, etc.) 4.1.3 Present on adjacent/nearby property; not significant, 

negligible/minor impacts 

Wetlands 4.1.1 Not present; no impacts 

 

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)) emphasize 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. 
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4.1.1 Environmental Resource Categories That Are Not Present 

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

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

property: 

 Critical Habitat – The property is in an urban setting with approximately one-third of 
the property covered by impervious features such as asphalt parking areas, driveways, 

concrete walkways, and buildings.  The remaining land cover is primarily maintained 

grass and therefore lacks natural habitat.  The 63d RSC letter to the USFWS dated 

October 7, 2014 documented that the USFWS has not designated critical habitat on or 

in the vicinity of the property (Appendix A). 

 Threatened and Endangered Species (State and Federal) – No listed species are 

known to be present on the property, nor is there suitable habitat for any of the 

federally proposed or candidate species listed for Bowie County.  The 63d RSC sent 

coordination letters dated October 7, 2014 to the Texas Parks and Wildlife Commission 

and the USFWS (Appendix A).  These agencies did not respond with concerns for 

listed species.   

 Wilderness Areas and Wildlife Refuges – The nearest national wilderness areas are 
the Caney Creek Wilderness and the Upper Kiamichi River Wilderness, which are 

located approximately 65 and 88 miles from the property, respectively.  The nearest 

national wildlife refuges (NWR) are the Pond Creek NWR and the Little River NWR, 

which are located approximately 40 and 60 miles from the property, respectively.  

Because of their distance from the property, these resources would not be affected by 

the proposed action. 

 Archaeological Resources – An archaeological Phase I survey, which included shovel 
testing, found no archaeological sites on the Watts-Guillot USARC property.  The 

Texas SHPO concurred with the results of the survey in a letter dated February 25, 

1999 (Appendix A).  However, should artifacts or archaeological features, including  

human remains, funerary objects, or other evidence of historical or cultural 

significance, be encountered during construction activities, work would cease and the 

Texas SHPO and appropriate Tribes would be consulted immediately. 

 Historic Properties of Religious or Cultural Significance to Native Americans and 
Tribes – No properties of religious or cultural significance to the Caddo Nation, the 

Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma, the Muscogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma, the Osage 

Nation, or the Tonkawa Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma have been identified through 

consultation.  Native American coordination is presented in Appendix A. 

 Munitions and Explosives of Concern – There was no evidence found during the 

Environmental Condition of Property (ECP) site reconnaissance or from USAR 

personnel interviews of the past presence of munitions and explosives of concern on the 

Watts-Guillot USARC property.  The arms storage room was used to store infantry 

small arms and ammunition (USACE 2007; USAR 2012a). 

 Radioactive Materials – It should be assumed that some low level radiological 
materials associated with the illumination of various types of military equipment, e.g., 

weapon sights, compasses, aiming circles, etc., could have been stored or used on site.  

However, the Radiological Site Assessment found no evidence to suggest that any 
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radiological commodities were improperly managed on the property, or that any 

radiological material was released, and it concluded the property is suitable for 

unrestricted use. 

 Waste Disposal Sites – There are no waste disposal sites on the property.  All waste 
was transported off site for disposal in accordance with applicable federal, state, and 

local regulations.  The Grantee would properly dispose of waste generated from the 

reuse, including demolition and construction waste, in accordance with local, state, and 

federal regulations.   

 National and State Parks – The property does not contain and is not near any national 

or state parks.  The nearest national parks are the Hot Springs National Park and the 

Cane River Creole National Historical Park, which are located approximately 96 and 

129 miles from the property, respectively.  The nearest state parks are Atlanta State 

Park in Texas and Millwood State Park in Arkansas, which are both located 

approximately 17 miles from the property. 

 Prime and Unique Farmland – 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. 

 Coastal Barriers and Zones – The Texas Coastal Management Plan is administered 
by the Texas General Land Office.  The Texas coastal zone includes all counties 

bordering the Gulf of Mexico and extends as much as 40 miles inland, and it includes 

all estuaries and tidally influenced streams and bounding wetlands.  The Watts-Guillot 

USARC is approximately 275 miles inland from the Gulf of Mexico and Bowie County 

is not included in the Texas Coastal Management Plan (USACE 2007). 

 National Wild and Scenic Rivers – The nearest National Wild and Scenic Rivers to 
the Watts-Guillot USARC are the Cossatot and the Little Missouri Rivers in Louisiana, 

which are approximately 60 and 64 miles from the property, respectively.  Because of 

their distance from the property, these resources would not be affected by the proposed 

action.   

4.1.2 Environmental Resources that are Present, but Not Impacted 

None of the alternatives would have significant direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts on the 

following subcategories of the environmental categories, because proposed demolition or new 

construction activities would not alter or affect these resources: 

 Hazardous and Toxic Substances – The ECP Update Report re-classified the property 

as an ECP Category Type 1 property, which is defined as an area where no release or 

disposal of hazardous substances or petroleum products has occurred (including no 

migration of these substances from adjacent areas) (USAR 2012a).  Because no 

remedial action is required, past uses and operations on the property regarding 

hazardous and toxic substance would have no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts on 

the implementation of the alternatives. 

Hazardous substances and POLs stored and used for vehicle maintenance activities and 

outdoor maintenance included motor oil, lubricants, paints, antifreeze, adhesives, 

sealants, degreasers, and pesticides.  Hazardous materials and wastes were stored in a 

flammable materials storage cabinet in the OMS and in two CONEX storage units that 
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had been located on the property (USACE 2007; USAR 2012a).  Janitorial chemicals 

and building maintenance-related products were stored in the designated storage area 

within the janitorial closet in the administrative building and in a flammable materials 

storage cabinet in the drill hall.  CERCLA regulates the cleanup of releases or threats of 

releases of hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants.  There is no evidence that 

CERCLA-regulated hazardous substances were stored at the property for 1 year or 

more in excess of corresponding reportable quantities.  

The management of industrial and hazardous waste, including waste treatment, 

processing, and/or disposal, is subject to state and federal regulations.  Any 

construction and demolition waste generated by the transferee during redevelopment of 

the property would be sent for recycling or disposal at a facility authorized by the 

TCEQ.  Special waste authorization may be required for the disposal of asbestos 

containing material (ACM).   

 Polychlorinated Biphenyls – PCBs may be contained in 3 pole-mounted transformers 
on the east side of the administration building, which are owned and operated (and 

would continue to be owned and operated) by the Southwestern Electric Power 

Company (SWEPCO) in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local 

requirements.  Older florescent light fixtures may contain PCBs and would be managed 

and disposed of in accordance with applicable requirements. 

 Radon – There would be no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts from the presence 
of radon on the implementation of the alternatives because radon levels found at the 

Watts-Guillot USARC were below the USEPA accepted action level of 4.0 picocuries 

per liter (USACE 2007; USAR 2012a). 

 Underground Storage Tanks (UST) and Aboveground Storage Tanks (AST) –

There are no ASTs on the property.  One former UST was located on the Property.  It 

was closed (filled in place) and replaced with an OWS in 2000.  The OWS is located 

east of the OMS.  It is enclosed by a concrete secondary containment structure and 

there is no evidence of any leaks or spills.  The OWS would be managed in accordance 

with applicable federal, state, and local requirements. 

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

Environmental Impacts 

The resources discussed below are present at the Watts-Guillot Memorial USARC and impacts 

may occur to these resources as a result of implementing the proposed action.  Because these 

impacts would have little to no measureable environmental effect on the resource, the impacts 

will not be discussed in detail. 

 Vegetation – The No Action Alternative would have no impact on the vegetation 
present at the Watts-Guillot USARC.  The action alternatives would have negligible to 

minor direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts on the vegetation present at the Watts-

Guillot USARC because the USARC is developed and urbanized.  Approximately one-

third of the property is covered by impervious features such as asphalt parking areas, 

driveways, concrete walkways, and buildings.  The remaining land cover is primarily 

maintained grass. 

 Wildlife – The No Action Alternative would have no impact on wildlife present at the 
Watts-Guillot USARC.  The action alternatives would have negligible to minor direct, 
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indirect, or cumulative impacts on wildlife present at the Watts-Guillot USARC.  

Existing wildlife consists of a few species found in typical urban environments such as 

songbirds, small mammals, and invertebrates.  Although demolition or new 

construction activities would temporarily displace any individuals utilizing the area for 

habitat, there would be negligible to minor environmental effects. 

 Cultural, Historic, and Archaeological Resources – An Archaeological Assessment 
and a Historic Architectural Resources Assessment were conducted on the property and 

were documented in reports both dated February 1998.  The property was found to 

possess low archaeological potential and no further archaeological work was 

recommended (Parsons 1998a).  The Texas SHPO concurred with this recommendation 

in a letter dated 15 July 1997.  The 63d RSC determined that the Watts-Guillot USARC 

is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) based on an 

architectural survey and evaluation conducted in 2011.  The Texas SHPO concurred 

with this determination in a letter dated May 4, 2011.  On December 5, 2013, the Army 

and the SHPO entered into a memorandum of agreement stating the Army would 

mitigate the adverse effects of the proposed undertaking and satisfy its Section 106, 

110, and 111 responsibilities under the National Historic Preservation Act by 

implementing the following measures: 

o NRHP Nomination.  Complete and submit a federal agency NRHP 

nomination for the Watts-Guillot property to the National Park Service and 

incorporate any changes requested by the Keeper of the National Register to 

ensure successful listing of the property. 

o Documentation.  Complete and submit to SHPO an architectural recordation, 

including digital photographs and a written narrative, equivalent in scope and 

quality to the Architectural Recordation of Desiderio Army Reserve Center, 

Pasadena, California.  Incorporate any necessary changes prior to finalizing 

this documentation.  One electronic and one archival copy each of the final 

documentation shall be furnished to the SHPO and to a local repository in 

Texarkana.  Electronic copies shall be made available to the public upon 

request. 

o Marketing.  Prepare marketing materials for the property reflecting the 

proposed or actual National Register listing, including information on federal 

and state rehabilitation tax credit programs, and listing the SHPO as a contact 

for additional information. 

Provided that these measures are implemented prior to transfer, the proposed action 

would not have a significant impact on historic properties.  Copies of the coordination 

letters between the 63d RSC and SHPO are located in Appendix A.  

 Geology and Soil – The No Action Alternative would have no impact on the geology 
or soil present at the Watts-Guillot USARC.  The action alternatives would have minor 

direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts on the geology or soil at the Watts-Guillot 

USARC because the soils present at the property have been compacted and disturbed 

from previous typical development and urban activities.  Demolition or new 

construction activities may involve excavation, grading, and movement of heavy 

equipment at the Watts-Guillot USARC.  These activities would disturb the surface 

soil, increasing the potential for soil erosion by wind or runoff.  Impacts would be 
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minor because appropriate sediment control measures would be applied in accordance 

with local regulations to reduce erosion.  Geological hazards such as sinkholes, caves, 

mines, or quarries do not exist on or adjacent to the property.  Seismic risk is relatively 

small. 

 Asbestos Containing Material (ACM) – Visual ACM inspections were conducted in 
1997 and 2012.  Samples were collected of suspect ACM including, but not limited to, 

12-inch vinyl floor tile and mastic, acoustical ceiling tile, baseboard mastic, and 

sheetrock.  There were no materials identified as containing asbestos; however, a 

flexible duct connector in the drill hall area heater was not sampled, and it is assumed 

to contain friable ACM (USACE 2007; USAR 2012b).  Any remaining friable asbestos 

that has not been removed or encapsulated will not present an unacceptable risk to 

human health because the transferee would assume responsibility for abatement or 

management of any ACM in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local 

requirements.  Special waste authorization would be obtained by the transferee for the 

disposal of ACM, if necessary. 

 Lead-Based Paint (LBP) – The buildings at the USARC were constructed in 1958 and 

are presumed to have been painted with LBP.  An LBP survey of the main building and 

OMS was completed in 2002 (USACE 2007; USAR 2012a).  The following locations 

had LBP detected during the survey:gray metal doors and frames on the exterior of the 

Training Building;flag pole;green support beam in the OMS; andyellow and black 

bumper guards outside of the OMS.  No immediate actions were recommended.  The 

report advised following proper worker and environmental protection procedures in 

lead-positive areas that would be disturbed.  During ECP site reconnaissance, painted 

surfaces were observed to be in good condition (USACE 2007; USAR 2012a).  Any 
remaining LBP would not present an unacceptable risk to human health, because the 

transferee would covenant and agree that it would not permit the occupancy or use of 

any buildings or structures on the property as Residential Property, as defined under 24 

Code of Federal Regulations Part 35, without complying with this section and all 

applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations pertaining to LBP and/or LBP 

hazards. 

 Noise – None of the Alternatives would have a significant direct, indirect, or 

cumulative impact on noise levels.  The operation of buildings, equipment, and vehicles 

under each alternative would comply with applicable federal, state, interstate, local, and 

occupational noise control requirements.  The noise levels that would be generated 

from institutional, recreational, and residential reuse are comparable to existing noise 

levels and compatible with surrounding land use.   

Surrounding noise is generated by traffic and residential and institutional (Theron Jones 

Early Literacy Center and the Evangelist Temple church) activities.  Typical 

background levels of noise in urban residential areas range from 55 dBA to 70 dBA 

(USEPA 1978).  Vehicle noise can be attributed to use of West 15th Street to the north, 

New Boston Road (U.S. Route 82) to the north, and North Robison Road to the west.  

U.S. Route 82 is a four-lane principal arterial road with an average of 17,938 vehicles 

per 24-hour period.  North Robison Road is a four-lane minor arterial road with a 

continuous center turning lane and an average of 11,555 vehicles per 24-hour period 

(City of Texarkana 2001; Texarkana Metropolitan Planning Organization 2012).  The 
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nearest sensitive noise receptors are single family residences adjacent to the property 

and an Evangelist Temple church approximately 150 feet to the west of the property. 

Some reuses would include demolition of existing buildings and construction of new 

buildings, and minor short-term adverse direct impacts would be expected.  

Construction noise, including equipment noise, typically does not contribute 

substantially to long-term average noise levels, but consists of frequent, highly 

intrusive sounds of 87 to 96 dBA (Suter 2002).  To reduce impacts associated with 

noise levels, best management practices (BMPs), including limiting construction 

activities to between 7:00 am and 6:00 pm and ensuring construction equipment 

mufflers are properly maintained and are in good working condition, would be used. 

The City of Texarkana maintains a general nuisance noise ordinance; the code, 

however, does not set explicit not-to-exceed sound levels (Texarkana Code of 

Ordinances, Chapter 14 – Noise).  The erection (including excavation), demolition, 

alteration or repair of any building is prohibited on Sundays and between the hours of 

6:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on any other day (Texarkana Code of Ordinances, Section14-4 

Building Operations Prohibited at Certain Times) (City of Texarkana 2012b). 

 Demographics – The alternatives would have no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts 
on demographics because the proposed action would not alter the composition of the 

population in the region of influence (ROI).  Under Alternative 3 – Traditional Army 

Disposal and Residential Reuse, there could be negligible/minor impacts to 

demographics because new housing would be constructed on the property.  However, it 

is likely that most new residents would not be relocating from outside of the ROI. 

 Utilities – The alternatives would have negligible direct, indirect, or cumulative 
impacts on utility services because the Watts-Guillot USARC is located in an urban 

area, and utilities available at the USARC have the capacity to provide service for any 

of the alternatives.  Any change in demand and usage would be non-significant. 

 Hydrology/Groundwater – The No Action and Caretaker Status Alternatives would 

have no impact on the hydrology/groundwater at the Watts-Guillot USARC.  The 

action alternatives would have negligible/minor direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts 

on the hydrology of the property if demolition, construction, or other ground disturbing 

activities occur.  Impacts would be negligible/minor because there are no major water 

resources on the property.  It is likely that construction activities would not occur deep 

enough to affect groundwater.  In addition, the management of industrial and hazardous 

waste, including waste treatment, processing, and/or disposal, would not affect 

hydrology and groundwater because it is subject to state and federal regulations.  Any 

construction and demolition waste generated by the transferee during redevelopment of 

the property would be sent for recycling or disposal at a facility authorized by the 

TCEQ.  Special waste authorization may be required for the disposal of ACM.  

 Surface Water (Streams, Ponds, etc.) – The site reconnaissance revealed that no 
streams, ponds, or other surface water features are present on the property.  However, 

Cowhorn Creek is a stream that runs north-south approximately 25 feet east of the 

property.  Sediment-laden runoff from demolition/construction activities and increased 

impervious surfaces could indirectly affect surface water quality downstream from the 

property.  The USEPA National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 

Program requires a permit for all construction activities that disturb more than 1 acre.  
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Property transferees would adhere to applicable restrictions on the property imposed by 

federal, state, or local regulations. 

 Wetlands – The site reconnaissance revealed an area in the southern part of the 
property that exhibited signs of wetland hydrology.  However, a formal wetland 

delineation has not been conducted on the property.  Therefore, the jurisdictional status 

of any wetlands that may be present has not determined.  A search for wetland 

information was conducted on the USFWS National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) web 

site, and there are no NWI wetlands on the property.  In addition, this area would likely 

not be developed as it is within the floodplain area on the property.  Should new 

buildings or structures be constructed in a wetland on the Watts-Guillot USARC 

property, activities would comply with applicable federal, state, and local wetland 

management regulations, and impacts would be minor. 

4.2 Environmental Resources Analyzed in Detail 

Eight resource areas, aesthetic and visual resources, air quality, hazardous and toxic substances, 

land use, noise, socioeconomics, transportation, and water resources, 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 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

4.2.1.1 Affected Environment 

The Watts-Guillot USARC property occupies approximately 7 acres with three permanent 

structures: a main administration building, an OMS, and a cinder block shed.  The USARC 

property also contains two parking lots including an MEP area and POV parking.  A chain-link 

security fence topped with barbed wire encloses the MEP area and the OMS.  Both the 

11,705-SF main building and the 2,638-SF OMS were constructed in 1958 on concrete 

foundations with concrete block walls covered with a brick veneer.   

The main building is a rectangular, single-story structure.  The building’s interior consists of 

office space, classrooms, a drill hall, a kitchen area, restrooms, storage, an arms vault, and a 

mechanical room.  The OMS building is a two-bay, one-story maintenance shop used primarily 

for vehicle maintenance and storage.  Other improvements on the property include a covered 

VWR with an associated OWS system, and a picnic/break area shelter (USACE 2007). 

The property is in an urban setting and approximately one-third of the property is covered by 

impervious features such as asphalt parking areas, driveways, concrete walkways, and buildings.  

The remaining land cover is primarily maintained grass.  

The view from the property is dominated by a residential, institutional, and undeveloped 

landscape.  The dominant view to the north consists of single family residential development, 

and there is an open field and a school to the northeast.  East of the property is Cowhorn Creek 

and undeveloped, forested property.  South of the property is forested land.  West of the property 

is a church and single family residential development.  West 15
th

 Street borders the north and 

Victory Drive borders the west side of the USARC property. 
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4.2.1.2 Consequences 

Potential impacts to aesthetic and visual resources are considered significant if the proposed 

action would: 

 Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; 

 Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, primary/secondary 
ridgelines, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic 

highway; 

 Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings; or 

 Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or 

nighttime views in the area. 

After performing an analysis of aesthetic and visual resources, 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 for aesthetic and visual 

resources are anticipated.  No direct impacts to visual resources would occur, because no 

demolition, construction, or ground-disturbing activities would take place. 

Indirect Impacts.  No changes to the existing baseline conditions for aesthetic and visual 

resources are anticipated.  No demolition, construction, or ground-disturbing activities would 

take place. 

4.2.1.2.2 Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Alternative 

Direct Impacts.  There would be negligible direct adverse impacts under this alternative.  

Although the caretaker would insure public safety and security of the remaining government 

property, long-term caretaker status could result in a decrease in the frequency of mowing, 

weeding, and visual maintenance that may have a negligible adverse impact on aesthetic 

resources. 

Indirect Impacts.  There are no known indirect impacts to aesthetics and visual resources that 

would either occur later in time or farther removed in distance under this alternative. 

4.2.1.2.3 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Residential Reuse 

Direct Impacts. There would be minor, short- and long-term, direct impacts to aesthetics and 

visual resources under this alternative.  Minor, short-term adverse impacts would result from 

construction activities, vehicles, and equipment, ground disturbance and tree clearing on the 

property during the demolition of the existing USARC buildings and construction of new 

residential buildings.  However, these impacts would be temporary, and once construction is 

complete, these visual impacts would be gone. 

Development on the 7-acre property is limited by approximately 4.3 acres of high-risk 

floodplain.  MF-1 zoning permitted uses include a wide variety of residential development, 

including single family dwellings, duplexes, townhomes, apartments, community developments, 
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and boarding houses.  However, apartments are not to exceed 24 units per gross acre and row 

houses are not to exceed 21 units per gross acre in areas zoned as MF-1. 

A full build out residential design could range from a low density single family neighborhood 

with one dwelling per lot (approximately 4-8 units per acre) to a series of apartment buildings or 

townhomes with up to a 2.5-acre (108,900 SF) building footprint and up to approximately 60 

residential units.  Open space would include approximately 4.3 acres of high-risk floodplain. 

Currently, the surrounding visual landscape consists of a mix of residential, institutional, and 

undeveloped properties.  A newly constructed single- or multi-family residential neighborhood 

would be consistent with the existing landscape and would result in negligible long-term direct 

impacts to aesthetics and visual resources.  However, the removal of military equipment and 

conversion of asphalt parking to yards and landscaping would result in minor long-term direct 

beneficial impacts to the visual character of the property.  New construction would be 

accomplished in accordance with the City of Texarkana Comprehensive Plan and building and 

zoning codes, helping to ensure that facilities are compatible with their surroundings (City of 

Texarkana 2001; City of Texarkana 2012a). 

Indirect Impacts.  There are no known indirect impacts to aesthetics and visual resources that 

would either occur later in time or farther removed in distance under this alternative. 

4.2.1.2.4 Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Direct Impacts.  There would be minor short-term and minor to moderate long-term, direct 

impacts to aesthetics and visual resources under this alternative.  Minor, short-term adverse 

impacts would result from construction activities, vehicles, and equipment, and ground 

disturbance on the property during the demolition of the existing USARC buildings and 

construction of new park facilities.  However, these impacts would be temporary, and once 

construction is complete, these visual impacts would be gone. 

Potential open space/recreational uses of the property could include, but are not limited to, a 

public park, athletic fields, playgrounds, community gardens, and/or picnic areas.  Demolition of 

an aging building and construction of new facilities and landscaping would result in moderate, 

long-term beneficial impacts to the visual character of the property.   

In addition, depending on the type of use incorporated in the final design, there is the potential 

that recreational areas may remain open later in the evening requiring more parking lot or 

athletic field lighting.  These elements would change the existing visual landscape of the area 

and could result in minor, long-term impacts to the visual character of the property.  However, 

design and lighting of the recreational area would conform to City of Texarkana zoning 

regulations (City of Texarkana 2012a). 

Indirect Impacts.  There are no known indirect impacts to aesthetics and visual resources that 

would either occur later in time or farther removed in distance under this alternative. 

4.2.1.2.5 Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and Institutional Reuse 

Direct Impacts.  There would be minor, short- and long-term, direct impacts to aesthetics and 

visual resources under this alternative.  The reuse may include either the renovation of existing 

buildings or demolition of existing buildings and construction of new buildings.  If the existing 

buildings are renovated, short-term impacts would be negligible.  There would be temporary 
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construction debris and vehicles on the property, but it would be minimal since most of the 

renovations would be interior.  Any modifications to existing buildings, and landscaping would 

be consistent with surrounding land uses and would result in negligible long-term direct impacts 

to the visual character of the property. 

Minor short-term adverse direct impacts would be expected if the existing building is demolished 

and there is new construction of institutional facilities.  Ground disturbance, tree clearing, 

demolition, and construction activities would result in minor, short-term adverse impacts to 

aesthetics and visual resources. 

Potential institutional uses of the property could include, but are not limited to, churches, 

schools, fire stations, community centers, libraries, and hospitals.  A potential for new or 

improved building(s) and landscaping would result in minor, long-term beneficial impacts to the 

visual character of the property.  New construction would be accomplished in accordance with 

the City of Texarkana Comprehensive Plan, design standards, and building and zoning codes, 

helping to ensure that facilities are compatible with their surroundings (City of Texarkana 2001; 

City of Texarkana 2012a). 

Buildings constructed under this alternative may be taller than baseline conditions.  The 

maximum building height for the MF-1 zoning designation is three stories (City of 

Texarkana 2012a).  In addition, depending on the type of use incorporated in the final design, 

there is the potential that the institution may remain open later in the evening requiring more 

parking lot lighting and/or building lighting.  These elements would change the existing visual 

landscape of the area and could result in minor, long-term impacts to the visual character of the 

property.  However, building heights and outside lighting features would conform to City of 

Texarkana zoning regulations (City of Texarkana 2012a). 

Indirect Impacts.  There are no known indirect impacts to aesthetics and visual resources that 

would either occur later in time or farther removed in distance under this alternative. 

4.2.2 Air Quality 

4.2.2.1 Affected Environment 

4.2.2.1.1 Ambient Air Quality Conditions 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

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 (42 USC 7401-7671q) required the 

USEPA to establish a series of National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for air quality 

throughout the United States.  The USEPA established NAAQS for six criteria pollutants: carbon 

monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, ozone, lead, and particulate matter. 

Individual states can adopt the NAAQS or establish standards more stringent than the NAAQS.  

The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality has adopted the NAAQS.  Visit 

http://www.epa.gov/ebtpages/air.html for more information about the national programs, 

technical policies, and regulations protecting the quality of air resources.  

http://www.epa.gov/ebtpages/air.html
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Attainment and Non-Attainment Areas 

Areas where ambient concentrations of a given pollutant are below the applicable ambient 

standards are designated as being in “attainment” for that pollutant.  An area that does not meet 

the NAAQS for a given pollutant is classified as a “non-attainment” area for that pollutant.  

Areas in non-attainment for three of the criteria pollutants (ozone, carbon monoxide, and 

particulate matter equal to or less than 10 microns in size) are classified according to severity. 

State Implementation Plans 

The USEPA requires each state to prepare a State Implementation Plan (SIP) to bring non-

attainment areas into attainment status.  A SIP is a compilation of goals, strategies, source 

emission limitations and control requirements, schedules, and enforcement actions that would 

lead the state to compliance with all NAAQS.  Once a nonattainment area has attained and 

maintained NAAQS; the state may request a redesignation.  Part of the process includes 

developing a new maintenance SIP for EPA approval that includes a maintenance plan to keep 

the area in attainment for a 20-year period.   

General Conformity Rule 

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 provisions and 

objectives of the SIP.  The property is located within Bowie County, Texas, which is "in 

attainment" for all USEPA NAAQS criteria pollutants and is not subject to 40 CFR, Part 93 

Federal General Conformity Regulations.  A "Record of Non-Applicability" has been prepared 

for the property. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Executive Order (EO) 13423 directs federal agencies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  

Greenhouse gases (GHG) include water vapor, carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous 

oxide (N2O), ozone (O3), and several fluorocarbons (CFCs, HCFCs, and PFCs), and sulfur 

hexafluoride (SF6).   

Each GHG has an estimated Global Warming Potential (GWP), which is a function of its 

atmospheric lifetime and its ability to absorb and radiate infrared energy emitted from the Earth’s 

surface.  A gas’s GWP provides a relative basis for calculating its Carbon Dioxide Equivalent 

(CO2e), which is a measure used to compare the emissions from various greenhouse gases based 

upon their GWP.  CO2 has a GWP of 1, and is therefore the standard to which all other GHGs are 

measured.  The GWP of methane is 23, nitrous oxide 296, and sulfur hexafluoride 23,900.  For 

additional information on greenhouse gases visit: 

 http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/emissions/index.html  

 http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-resources/calculator.html 

The President’s Council on Environmental Quality has established emissions of 25,000 metric 

tons of CO2 gases as a screening level for including greenhouse gas emissions in NEPA analyses.  

Emissions below this sreening level would not be expected to have any significant direct, 

indirect, or cumulative impacts on air quality. 

http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/emissions/index.html
http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-resources/calculator.html
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Existing Environment 

The Watts-Guillot USARC is located in Bowie County, Texas and the region is an: 

 Attainment area for 8-hour ozone, particulate matter <10 micrograms, particulate matter 
<2.5 micrograms, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, and lead. 

Emission sources at the property include stationary, mobile, and fugitive categorizations.  

Potential stationary sources include heaters in the main building and the storage building that 

was the former OMS. 

Air emissions from continued operations at the Watts-Guillot USARC (at levels similar to those 

that occurred prior to the BRAC 2005 Commission’s recommendations for closure becoming 

final) are shown in Table 4-2 in Subsection 4.2.2.2. 

4.2.2.2 Consequences 

Potential impacts to air quality are considered significant if the Proposed Action would: 

 Increase ambient air pollution above any NAAQS; 

 Contribute to an existing violation of any NAAQS; 

 Interfere with or delay timely attainment of NAAQS; or 

 Cause direct emissions of 25,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent or more. 

After performing an analysis of air quality, it was determined that no significant impacts would 

occur under any alternative. 

The U.S. Army Institute of Public Health Technical Guide for Compliance with the General 

Conformity Rule and the USEPA Mobile and Nonroad model emission factors along with AP-42 

were used to calculate current annual air emissions of the USARC (Existing Environment) and 

estimated annual air emissions for each of the alternatives of the proposed action (Environmental 

Consequences).  Detailed air emission calculations are in Appendix B; the summary results of 

these calculations are shown in Table 4-2. 
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Table 4-2  Summary of Air Emissions for Each Alternative. 

 

Attainment 

or Non-

Attainment 

Status 

De Minimus 

Emission 

Levels 

(tons/year) 

Emissions* 

Alternative 1  

(tons/year) 

Emissions* 

Alternative 2  

(tons/year) 

Emissions* 

Alternative 3  

(tons/year) 

Emissions* 

Alternative 4 

(tons/year) 

Emissions* 

Alternative 5  

(tons/year) 

 NAAQS Pollutants 

Ozone (NOx)  Attainment 100 0.19 0.09 23.83 14.09 26.07 

Ozone (VOC)  Attainment 100 1.17 1.15 4.30 3.80 6.51 

Carbon 

Monoxide 

(CO)  Attainment 
100 21.56 20.57 50.10 65.49 87.73 

Sulfur dioxide 

(SO2)  Attainment 
100 0.02 0.02 2.28 1.38 2.31 

Nitrogen 

dioxide (NO2)  Attainment 
100 0.19 0.09 23.83 14.09 26.07 

Particulate 

(PM 10)  Attainment 
100 0.02 0.01 6.34 4.49 6.79 

Particulate 

(PM 2.5)  Attainment 
100 0.01 0.02 1.36 3.78 1.40 

Lead  Attainment 25 - - - - - 

 Carbon 

Dioxide 

Not 

Applicable 
25,000 713 4.8 789 1,500 3,943 

* Emissions from mobile and stationary sources. 

-- Trace amounts too small to measure 

 

Facilities that emit 25,000 metric tons or more per year of GHGs are required to submit annual 

reports to the USEPA.  The list of facilities is public data.  Per the 2012 USEPA database, the 

Watts-Guillot USARC is not a reporting facility (USEPA 2012).  Therefore, calculations for 

greenhouse gas emissions evaluated mobile sources only (i.e. construction, maintenance, and 

personal and military vehicles).  All of the alternatives evaluated in this EA would not have a 

significant impact on GHG emissions because the estimated CO2 gas emissions are below the 

screening level of 25,000 metric tons.  Emissions below this screening level would not be 

expected to have any significant direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts on air quality. 

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 air quality resources are 

anticipated.   

Indirect Impacts.  No changes to the existing baseline conditions for air quality resources are 

anticipated. 

4.2.2.2.2 Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Alternative 

Direct Impacts.  There would be short-term, negligible, beneficial direct impacts under 

Alternative 2.  Stationary source emissions from heating and air conditioning would be reduced.  
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The only mobile source emissions would be the operation of maintenance vehicles and 

equipment and commuter trips made by caretaker personnel.  

Indirect Impacts.  There are no measurable anticipated indirect impacts under this alternative 

because following the closure and during implementation of the caretaker status, there would be 

a net decrease in emissions since there would be no operations occurring at the property. 

4.2.2.2.3 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Residential Reuse 

Direct Impacts.  The primary emission sources for this project will be those associated with 

construction activities.  Cumulative air emissions were calculated for various types of diesel 

engine vehicles and related equipment that are commonly used during construction projects.  The 

calculations and results are included in Appendix B. 

Construction Impacts 

There would be short-term, negligible to minor impacts during the demolition and new 

construction phase of the project.  There would be additional mobile and non-road emissions 

from commuting construction workers and construction equipment creating an increase in air 

emissions as demonstrated in the calculations shown in Appendix B.  Emissions would be 

created from the demolition, site preparation, new building construction, and concrete and 

asphalt paving.  There would also be additional mobile emissions from commuting construction 

workers and construction equipment. 

Operational Reuse Impacts 

Stationary source emissions would increase, because there would be more buildings (60 

residential units) and more enclosed space (213,000 square feet) to heat.  Additionally, 

residential units would be in use almost every day.  Currently, the 14,343 square foot USARC is 

fully utilized only one weekend a month.  Mobile source emissions would increase from the 

traffic generated by 60 households on a daily basis, compared to the USARC's existing weekday 

traffic (10 full-time employees) and once-a-month weekend traffic (140 Reservists).  

Indirect Impacts.  Indirect impacts to air quality would be expected from the generation of 

electricity off-site to power lighting and air conditioning for 60 households. 

4.2.2.2.4 Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and Open Space/Recreational 

Reuse 

Direct Impacts.  The primary emission sources for this project will be those associated with 

demolition activities.  All applicable construction and operation permits would be obtained as 

required by the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality.  Permits would be obtained before 

the project begins.  Construction standards would be in place to minimize any adverse impacts 

from fugitive dust. 

Construction Impacts 

There would be short-term, negligible to minor impacts during demolition phase of the project.  

There would be a short-term negligible increase in air emissions as demonstrated in the 

calculations shown in Appendix B during the demolition of the existing USARC buildings.  

Emissions would be created from the demolition.  Mobile emissions from commuting 

construction workers and construction equipment would be similar to the current use. 
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Operational Reuse Impacts 

There would be few, if any, stationary source emissions associated with recreational use of open 

space.  Mobile emissions would increase from daily use (approximately 630 trips to and from the 

property daily), compared to the USARC's existing weekday traffic (10 full-time employees) and 

once-a-month weekend traffic (140 Reservists).  

Indirect Impacts.  Indirect impacts to air quality would be expected from the generation of 

electricity off-site to power nighttime lighting for outdoor recreational activities at the property. 

4.2.2.2.5 Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and Institutional Reuse 

Direct Impacts.  The primary emission sources for this project will be those associated with 

demolition and construction activities.  All applicable construction and operation permits would 

be obtained as required by the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality.  Permits would be 

obtained before the project begins.  Construction standards would be in place to minimize any 

adverse impacts from fugitive dust. 

Construction Impacts 

There would be short-term, minor impacts during the demolition and new construction phase of 

the project.  There would be a short-term minor increase in air emissions as demonstrated in the 

calculations shown in Appendix B.  Emissions would be created from the demolition, site 

preparation, new building construction, and concrete and asphalt paving.  There would also be 

additional mobile emissions from commuting construction workers and construction equipment. 

Operational Reuse Impacts 

Stationary source emissions would increase, because there would be more enclosed space 

(213,000 square feet) to heat.  Additionally, buildings would be in use on weekdays and 

potentially on weekends and nights.  Currently, the 14,343 square foot USARC is fully utilized 

only one weekend a month.  Mobile source emissions would increase from weekday traffic 

(approximately 700 users), compared to the USARC's existing weekday traffic (10 full-time 

employees) and once-a-month weekend traffic (140 Reservists).  

Indirect Impacts.  Indirect impacts to air quality would be expected from the generation of 

electricity off-site to power lighting and air conditioning for institutional users. 

4.2.3 Land Use 

4.2.3.1 Affected Environment 

The Watts-Guillot USARC is located in Bowie County, in the City of Texarkana, Texas (Figures 

1-1 and 1-2).  Texarkana is located in the northeastern part of Texas, approximately 160 miles 

northeast of Dallas, 65 miles north of Shreveport, Louisiana, and adjacent to Texarkana, 

Arkansas.  The property occupies approximately 7 acres and is located on the U.S. Geological 
Survey (USGS) 7.5-Minute Texarkana, Texas Quadrangle map.   

4.2.3.1.1 Current and Future Development in the Region of Influence 

The Watts-Guillot USARC property has been designated as Higher-Density Residential 

development on the City of Texarkana’s future land use map.  Higher-Density Residential 

development is defined as more than 4.0 residential units per acre (City of Texarkana 2001).  The 
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property is zoned by the City of Texarkana as MF-1, Multiple-Family, a designation that 

prohibits general commercial and industrial use and housing consisting of more than 24 units per 

gross acre, but allows for a wide variety of residential uses, including single family dwellings, 

duplexes, townhomes, apartments, community developments, and boarding houses, parks, 

churches, schools, fire station, community centers, libraries, public utility facilities, and 

hospitals.  Specific use permits can be issued by the city for public agencies, utilities, cemeteries, 

towers, water treatment plants, country clubs/swim clubs, playfields or stadiums, zoos, 

colleges/universities, daycares, charities, and nursing homes (City of Texarkana 2012a). 

In addition, development on the Watts-Guillot USARC property is limited by approximately 6.8 

acres of regulatory floodplain.  Approximately 4.3 acres on the eastern portion of the property is 

considered a high-risk flood area where only limited development would be permitted (see 

Subsection 4.2.6 Water Resources).  

4.2.3.1.2 Installation Land 

The Watts-Guillot USARC contains three permanent structures: a 11,705-SF main 

administration building, a 2,638-SF OMS, and a cinder block shed.  The property also contains 

two parking lots including a POV parking area and a fenced in MEP area.  Approximately one-

third of the property is covered by impervious surfaces such as asphalt parking areas, driveways, 

concrete walkways, and buildings.  The remaining land cover is primarily maintained grass.  

The Watts-Guillot USARC was most recently occupied by the 755th Postal Company.  The 

USARC primarily functioned as an administrative, storage, and vehicle maintenance training 

facility and was also used by reservists for training and drill activities on various weekends 

throughout the year.   

In the Base Realignment and Closure Manual for Compliance with the National Environmental 

Policy Act (2006), Table 4-1, titled Land Use Intensity Parameters, characterizes land use by 

using intensity parameters to evaluate how intensely a site will be reused.  A FAR is used to 

determine the intensity level of a reuse based on how much building development occurs at a site 

or across an area.  Based on the current total building area (approximately 14,300 SF) on the 

property (7 acres or approximately 304,920 SF) there is a 0.47 FAR, which is a low intensity 

level land use (BRAC 2006).  

The property is zoned by the City of Texarkana as MF-1, Multiple-Family, a designation that 

prohibits general commercial and industrial use and housing consisting of more than 24 units per 

gross acre, but allows for a wide variety of residential uses, including single family dwellings, 

duplexes, townhomes, apartments, community developments, and boarding houses, parks, 

churches, schools, fire station, community centers, libraries, public utility facilities, and 

hospitals.  Specific use permits can be issued by the city for public agencies, utilities, cemeteries, 

towers, water treatment plants, country clubs/swim clubs, playfields or stadiums, zoos, 

colleges/universities, daycares, charities, and nursing homes (City of Texarkana 2012a).  

In addition, development on the Watts-Guillot USARC property is limited by approximately 

6.8 acres of regulatory floodplain.  Approximately 4.3 acres on the eastern portion of the 

property is considered a high-risk flood area where only limited development would be permitted 

(see Subsection 4.2.8 Water Resources). 
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4.2.3.1.3 Surrounding Land 

The land use surrounding the Watts-Guillot USARC is primarily mixed residential, institutional, 

and undeveloped land.  North of the property is primarily single family residential development.  

There is an open field and a school to the northeast.  East of the property is Cowhorn Creek and 

undeveloped, forested property.  South of the property is undeveloped forested land, and a parcel 

southwest of the property is owned by HATT (Texarkana Water Utilities 2014).  West of the 

property is a church and single family residential development.  West 15
th

 Street borders the 

north and Victory Drive borders the west side of the USARC property. 

Other notable land uses within a one-half mile radius of the Watts-Guillot USARC include the 

Texarkana Independent School District (TISD) Theron Jones Early Literacy Center for 

kindergarten through 2
nd

 grade, the RoseHill apartment complex, Renaissance Plaza Senior 

Living facility, and Robison and New Boston Roads with associated commercial and industrial 

businesses.   

4.2.3.2 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. 

4.2.3.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Direct Impacts.  No changes to land use would occur.  The property would continue to be used 

as an Army Reserve Center. 

Indirect Impacts.  No changes to land use would occur.  The property would continue to be 

used as an Army Reserve Center. 

4.2.3.2.2 Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Alternative 

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

use would change from the operation of a military reserve center to the maintenance of a vacant 

facility. 

Indirect Impacts.  There would be minor indirect impacts to land use under this alternative.  

Maintenance activities are expected to continue for the current facilities.   

4.2.3.2.3 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Residential Reuse 

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

alternative.  Land use would change from institutional to residential.  This use is consistent with 

the City of Texarkana’s Comprehensive Plan which designates the Watts-Guillot USARC 
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property as Higher-Density Residential development on the future land use map (City of 

Texarkana 2001).  

There would be no changes to zoning under this alternative.  Permitted uses include a wide 

variety of residential development, including single family dwellings, duplexes, townhomes, 

apartments, community developments, and boarding houses (City of Texarkana 2012a).  The 

Grantee would comply with federal, state, and local laws and would obtain any applicable 

construction and zoning permits or other required permits associated with new construction on 

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. 

4.2.3.2.4 Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

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

alternative.  Land use would change from restricted institutional use by the military to open 

space and recreational use by the entire community.  This reuse is consistent with current zoning 

and the Comprehensive Plan.  The Grantee would comply with federal, state, and local laws and 

would obtain any applicable construction and zoning permits or other required permits associated 

with new construction on 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. 

4.2.3.2.5 Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and Institutional Reuse 

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

alternative.  Land use would change from restricted institutional use by the military to 

institutional use by organizations in the local community.  Institutional uses include churches, 

schools, fire stations, community centers, libraries, public utility facilities, cemeteries, towers, 

water treatment plants, county clubs, playfields, stadiums, zoos, colleges and universities, 

daycare facilities, charities and nursing homes.  This reuse is consistent with current zoning and 

the Comprehensive Plan.  The Grantee would comply with federal, state, and local laws and 

would obtain any applicable construction permits or other required permits associated with 

renovation and construction on 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. 

4.2.4 Socioeconomics  

4.2.4.1 Affected Environment 

The following sections discuss the existing economic and social conditions of the ROI: 

 Local and regional economic activity, 

 Housing, 

 Public services,  

 Environmental justice in minority and low-income populations, and  

 Protection of children from environmental health risks and safety risks. 
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The Watts-Guillot USARC is located in the Texarkana, Texas Metropolitan Statistical Area 

(MSA), which is the ROI for this socioeconomic analysis.  The Texarkana, Arkansas-Texas 

MSA is comprised of Bowie County, Texas and Miller County, Arkansas. 

4.2.4.1.1 Economic Development 

Local Economic Activity 

The Watts-Guillot USARC was most recently occupied with 10 full time employees and 

approximately 140 reservists that trained at the facility one weekend (2 days) each month.  

Expenditures by employees were spent in the local economy. 

Regional Economic Activity 

Texarkana is a regional center for employment and draws from a large workforce in a 60-mile 

radius (City of Texarkana 2014a).  Texarkana has a diverse economy that employs a variety of 

industries including defense, medical, educational, and retail.  Access to railroads, airlines, and 

interstates has been a key to growth and development in the area.  Although unemployment in 

Texas and the MSA increased during the recession and recession recovery, unemployment 

peaked at 7 percent compared to 10 percent for the U.S..  Unemployment in the region since the 

recession has fluctuated between 6.0 and 7.3 percent since 2008.  The variability may be 

attributed to some labor force fluctuation.  Since 2008, the labor force of the MSA has varied 

between approximately 62,000 and 68,000.  Labor force information and unemployment rates for 

the county, state, and nation are shown in Tables 4-3 and 4-4. 

 

Table 4-3  Annual Civilian Labor Force, Watts-Guillot USARC Region and Larger 

Regions 

Jurisdiction 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Texarkana, 

AR-TX, MSA 

64,270 65,823 67,543 66,189 62,738 

Arkansas 1,351,922 1,348,352 1,359,504 1,355,851 1,205,000 

Texas 11,968,709 12,281,023 12,484,241 12,597,465 12,031,000 

United States 154,142,000 153,889,000 153,617,000 154,975,000 155,389,000 

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2009a, 2009b, 2010, 2011a, 2011b, 2012a, and 2012b, 

2013a, 2013b 
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Table 4-4  Unemployment Rate, Watts-Guillot USARC Region and Larger Regions 

Jurisdiction 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Texarkana, AR-

TX, MSA 

6.0  6.9  7.3 6.8 7.3 

Arkansas 7.3 7.9 8.0 7.5 7.5 

Texas 7.5 8.2 7.9 6.8 6.3 

United States 9.3 9.6 8.9 8.1 7.4 

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics 2009a, 2009b, 2010, 2011a, 2011b, 2012a, 2012b, 

2013a, and 2013b 

 

The top industries in the Texarkana MSA are shown on Table 4-5.  The top five employers in the 

Texarkana area include Red River Army Depot and its tenants, CHRISTUS St. Michael Health 

System, Cooper Tire and Rubber, Southern Refrigerated Transport, and Texarkana Independent 

School District.  The top employers have between 1,200 and 4,800 full time employees 

(Texarkana Chamber of Commerce 2014). 
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Table 4-5  Non-Agricultural Wage and Salary Employment by NAICS Industry for the 

Texarkana, AR-TX MSA (2011, 2012) 

Industry 

2011 Annual 

(persons) 

2012 Annual 

(persons) 

2011-2012 

Percent Change 

Natural and Resources Mining (D) (D) (D) 

Construction  4,214 4,197 (0.4) 

Manufacturing 5,768 5,570 (3.4) 

Trade (Wholesale and Retail), 

Transportation, and Utilities 

(D) (D) (D) 

Information 665 637 (4.2) 

Financial Activities 5,778 5,977 3.4 

Professional and  Business Services (D) (D) (D) 

Education and Health Services 10,250 (D) (D) 

Leisure and Hospitality 6,337 6,564 3.6 

Other Services 4,369 4,855 11.1 

Government 15,055 14,820 (1.6) 

Total  61,807 62,310 0.8 

Source:  Bureau of Economic Analysis 2011, 2012. 

(D) Not shown to avoid disclosure of confidential information, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 

(  ) Indicates a Decrease 

 

4.2.4.1.2 Housing 

According to the U.S. Census, 66 percent of the housing units in the Texarkana MSA are 

owner-occupied, which is similar to the state and the nation’s rate.  Median household income in 

the MSA is nearly 25 percent lower than the nation, but the housing costs are 66 percent lower.  

Housing information for the region is shown in Table 4-6. 
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Table 4-6  Housing Characteristics, Watts-Guillot USARC Region and Larger Regions, 

2011 

Jurisdiction 

Total 

Housing 

Units 2012 

Percent 

Vacant 

2012 

Percent 

Owner 

Occupied 

2012 

Median 

Value 

Owner 

Occupied 

2012 

Median 

Gross 

Rent 2012 

Median 

Household 

Income 

2012 

Texarkana, 

AR-TX, MSA 57,606 12.6 66.4 $91,100 $675 $41,330 

Arkansas 1,316,874 14.3 67.2 $106,300 $649 $40,531 

Texas 9,978,137 12.0 63.9 $128,000 $834 $51,563 

United States 131,642,457 12.5 65.5 $181,400 $889 $53,046 

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

5-year Estimates, 2008-2012. 

 

At the time of this writing there were approximately 226 single family homes listed for sale in 

the Texarkana area (National Association of Realtors 2014).  There were 310 single family 

homes listed within 10 miles of Texarkana.  Approximately 52 percent of the homes in 

Texarkana were listed at $150,000 or less.  There were only 14 multi-family properties listed in 

the City of Texarkana, Texas.  There were 20 multi-family properties listed within 20 miles of 

Texarkana. 

4.2.4.1.3 Public Services 

Education 

The Watts-Guillot ROI has approximately 36 elementary schools, 20 middle schools, and 19 

high schools with a total student enrollment of 24,552 students in grades pre-kindergarten 

through 12.  Bowie County, Texas accounts for 73 percent of the student enrollment in the ROI.  

The ROI has 9 private schools.  Theron Jones Early Literacy Center is the nearest public school 

to the USARC.  It serves approximately 429 students in pre-kindergarten through 2
nd

 grade 

(Public School Review 2014; Private School Review 2014).  The Bowie County, Texas public 

school district has a student to teacher ratio of 13:1, which is slightly less than the state average 

of 14:1.  Minority enrollment in the school district is at approximately 44 percent predominately 

African-American. 

Health 

The city of Texarkana residents are served by the CHRISTUS Saint Michael Health System, 

Dubuis Hospital of Texarkana, and Wadley Regional Medical Center (AHD 2014).  The Wadley 

Regional Medical Center is approximately 2.3 miles to the southeast of the property.  It is a 

203-bed hospital that offers a variety of specialty services that include neuroscience, emergency 

services, surgery, oncology, and orthopedic services. 
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Law Enforcement 

Law enforcement within the City of Texarkana is provided by the City of Texarkana, Texas 

Police Department, the Texarkana, Arkansas Police Department, and the Miller County, 

Arkansas and Bowie County, Texas sheriffs’ departments.  The Texarkana, Texas Police 

Department is approximately 2.8 miles to the southeast of the USARC.  The police department is 

comprised of approximately 91 officers and features many specialized divisions including K-9, 

S.W.A.T., crime scene unit, crime prevention, and school resource officers (Texarkana, Texas 

Police Department 2014). 

Fire Protection 

Fire suppression, prevention, and emergency medical services (EMS) support within the City of 

Texarkana is provided by the City of Texarkana, Texas and the City of Texarkana, Arkansas Fire 

Departments.  The nearest fire station is 2.4 miles to the northeast of the USARC and is staffed 

by Texarkana, Texas firefighters.  There are seven fire stations, an administration building, and a 

training field.  Equipment includes five engines, one ladder, one aerial platform, one rescue 

company, one rush truck, and one Battalion Chief (Texarkana, Texas Fire Department 2014).  

Emergency medical services are contracted out to a privately owned service, which provides 

24-hour service. 

Recreation 

The Texarkana, Texas and Texarkana, Arkansas Parks and Recreation Departments manage the 

local parks, open space, and recreational facilities within the city system.  The City of 

Texarkana, Texas has 11 parks and manages 500 acres (Texarkana Parks and Recreation 2014).  

Texarkana, Arkansas manages approximately 24 acres of recreation land area and 4 acres of 

recreational water area.  There are playgrounds, trails, and picnic facilities within the park 

systems (Texarkana, Arkansas Parks Department 2014).  The park nearest to the USARC is 

Ferguson Park located approximately 2.3 miles to the northeast. 

4.2.4.1.4 Environmental Justice 

On February 11, 1994, President Clinton issued 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 $23,492 in 2012. 

Tables 4-7 and 4-8 summarize minority and low-income populations for the area.  According to 

the U.S. Census, the MSA has a much higher rate of those in poverty than the state and the 

nation as well as a greater minority population. 
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Table 4-7  Low-Income Populations: Watts-Guillot USARC Region and Larger Regions, 

2012. 

Jurisdiction Total Population 

Median Household 

Income 

All People Whose 

Income is Below 

Poverty Level (%) 

Texarkana, AR-TX MSA 135,909 $41,330 19.4 

Arkansas 2,916,372 $40,531 18.7 

Texas 25,208,897 $51,563 17.4 

United States 301,138,711 $53,046 14.9 

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

5-year Estimates, 2008-2012. 

 

Table 4-8  Minority Populations: Watts-Guillot USARC Region and Larger Regions, 2012. 

Jurisdiction 

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 

Texarkana, 

AR-TX MSA 

28.6 24.0 0.6 0.7 0.2 0.4 1.9 4.6 

Arkansas 21.6 15.5 0.6 1.2 0.2 2.2 1.9 6.4 

Texas 25.9 11.8 0.5 3.9 0.1 7.5 2.2 37.6 

United States 25.8 12.6 0.8 4.8 0.2 4.8 2.7 16.4 

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

Estimates, 2008-2012. 

 

4.2.4.1.5 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, 

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. 
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Within a 1-mile radius of the Watts-Guillot USARC, there are two elementary schools, a middle 

school, and four daycare centers. 

4.2.4.2 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. 

4.2.4.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

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

anticipated.  Because the Watts-Guillot 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 Watts-Guillot USARC would not close and personnel would not be 

realigned, no indirect impacts to these resources are anticipated. 

4.2.4.2.2 Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Alternative 

Direct Impacts.  The Watts-Guillot USARC has closed and its operations have relocated to a 

new AFRC adjacent to the Red River Army Depot.  The USACE, Mobile District prepared 

separate NEPA documentation for construction and operation of the new AFRC (USACE 2009).  

The 63d RSC prepared NEPA documentation for relocation of the unit to the new AFRC.  

During caretaker status, there would no longer be daily discretionary spending (i.e. grocery 

shopping, gas purchases) by USARC employees in the immediate vicinity of the property.  
However, any impacts from decreased spending in the area would be negligible because there 

were only 10 full-time employees and approximately 140 reservists that trained at the USARC 

one weekend (2 days) each month.  There are no anticipated impacts to the safety of children 

during the caretaker status phase of the property.  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. 

Indirect Impacts.  Under this alternative, there would be benefits foregone (minor short-term 

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

immediate economic benefits from 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 opportunities that may be created through the construction phase of the property. 
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4.2.4.2.3 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Residential Reuse 

Direct Impacts.  Recognizing the uncertainty that accompanies reuse planning, instead of trying 

to predict exactly what will occur at the site, the Army establishes ranges or levels of activity that 

might occur.  These levels of activity, referred to as reuse intensities; provide a flexible 

framework capable of reflecting the different kinds of reuse that could occur at a location and 

their likely environmental effects. 

The Economic Impact Forecast System (EIFS) model, developed by the USACE Construction 

Engineering Research Laboratory, was used to assess the impacts of this alternative on the 

economy of the ROI.  To complete the EIFS model, sample reuse intensity scenarios and costs 

were estimated for the alternative.  The cost used in this analysis is only an estimate of a possible 

development scenario and is subject to change depending on the final design.  Using RS Means 

and the National Association of Homebuilder’s data, construction costs were estimated for a 

variety of residential housing options.  Costs can vary widely depending on the type and quality 

of materials and the amount of detail in the final project.  For purposes of the analysis, the 

demolition and maximum footprint new construction costs were analyzed in the EIFS model 

because those inputs would result in the greatest impacts to the economy.  Rough estimates for a 

new 60-unit residential development, which is the maximum that would be allowed on the site, 

ranged from $10-14 million (RSMeans 2014).  The EIFS model was run using the high end of 

the range to analyze the maximum impacts at the site.  The estimated construction period for new 

residences is 1 year.  The EIFS employment and income multiplier for the ROI is 2.83. 

Table 4-9 provides the estimated direct, indirect, and total annual economic impacts of 

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

model.  Appendix C contains a description of the EIFS model and the EIFS reports on impacts.   

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.  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 construction activity.  Appendix C contains a 

description of the RTV.  Table 4-9 also provides the RTV associated with each of the economic 

impacts resulting from the construction activity.  The RTV for each of the variables was found to 

be considerably less than the respective regional RTV, so the regional economic impacts are 

considered non-significant.   
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Table 4-9  Estimated Annual Economic Impacts from Alternative 3 - Residential 

Variable 

Direct 

Impacts 

Indirect 

Impacts Total 

Project 

Regional 

Threshold 

Value
1 

Historic 

Positive 

Regional 

Threshold 

Value
1
 

Annual Construction Impacts
2
 

Sales 

(Business) 

Volume 

$8,799,243 $16,102,610 $24,906,860 0.83 8.49 

Income $5,348,066 $3,437,957 $8,786,022 0.35 6.93 

Employment 186 98 284 0.43 3.22 

1
 Rational Threshold Value. 

2
 2013 Dollars. 

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

Engineering Research Laboratory. 

 

Impacts from Construction 

Under Alternative 3, moderate short-term beneficial direct economic impacts would be realized 

by the regional and local economy during the demolition and new construction phase of the 

proposed reuse.  Temporary employment generated by construction activities would result in 

wages paid; an increase in sales (business) volume; expenditures for local and regional services, 

materials, and supplies; and additional tax revenue from the taxes on materials sold to builders 

and from fees paid by builders and developers.  Local workers would be from within the ROI.  

The city has adequate staff and resources to accommodate any calls for services during the 

construction phase of the project, so there are no anticipated impacts to public services.  There 

would be minor short-term adverse impacts to the local population, which includes minority and 

low income individuals, during the construction phase of the project.  There would be increased 

noise from construction operations and workers; fugitive dust emissions during building 

construction and demolition activities; and an increase in traffic congestion from commuting 

construction workers and construction equipment.  It is not anticipated that impacts would be any 

greater or more severe on minorities or individuals below the poverty line than non-minorities 

and those above the poverty line.  Construction would occur during normal business hours and 

standards would be in place to minimize impacts.  There are 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.   
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Impacts from Closure and Reuse 

The Watts-Guillot USARC has closed and its operations have relocated to a new AFRC at the 

Red River Army Depot.  There would negligible impacts from the closure of the USARC on the 

local economy from decreased daily discretionary spending by USARC employees and reservists 

in the immediate vicinity of the property.  There would be minor long term beneficial impacts to 

the economy from jobs created for real estate agents, brokers, and various other workers that 

would provide services to home builders and buyers.  There would be additional long term 

economic impacts to the local jurisdictions from the revenues generated from the reuse of the 

building and yearly property taxes.  There is the potential for minor impacts to public services.  

The construction of a residential development is not expected to create an influx of people from 

outside or within the region.  However, the reuse may change the number of police and fire 

response calls and times of calls to that location.  The city has adequate staff and resources to 

accommodate any anticipated changes.  There would be minor short-term adverse impacts to the 

local population, which includes minority and low income individuals.  During the reuse, there 

may be long-term adverse impacts to local populations from increased vehicle traffic near the 

new residential complex.  Any changes to traffic patterns would be negligible and limited to peak 

commuting times.  There would be long-term negligible beneficial impacts to housing resources.  

At the time of this writing, there were a limited number of multi-family properties available.  The 

addition of homes in the region would create additional housing opportunities for county 

residents.  Greater benefits to the local community may occur if multi-family units are 

constructed. 

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 4-9.  The indirect economic 

impacts of the proposed construction activities on business volume, income, and employment are 

also provided in Table 4-9.  As a result of construction expenditures for materials, supplies, and 

services, in addition to construction labor wages, the EIFS model estimates an approximate $16 

million increase in indirect business volume; a $3 million increase in indirect or induced personal 

income; and an increase of 284 indirect jobs created in the construction, retail trade, service, and 

industrial sectors.  These impacts would be realized during the length of the construction period, 

and would have non-significant short-term impacts on the regional economy. 

4.2.4.2.4 Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Direct Impacts.  Rough estimates for demolition and construction of a park is $100,000 

(RSMeans 2014).  The estimated construction period for the new facilities is 1 year.  The EIFS 

employment and income multiplier for the ROI is 2.83.  Table 4-10 provides the EIFS model 

estimates.  Appendix C contains a description of the EIFS model and the EIFS reports on 

impacts. 
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Table 4-10  Estimated Annual Economic Impacts from Alternative 4 – Open 

Space/Recreational  

Variable 

Direct 

Impacts 

Indirect 

Impacts Total 

Project 

Rational 

Threshold 

Value
 

Historic 

Positive 

Rational 

Threshold 

Value 

Annual Construction Impacts
2
 

Sales 

(Business) 

Volume 

$66,979 $122,571 $189,550 0.01 8.49 

Income $43,334 $26,169 $69,503 0.00 6.93 

Employment 1 1 2 0.00 3.22 

2 
2014 Dollars. 

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

Engineering Research Laboratory.
 

 

Impacts from Construction 

There would be negligible short- term beneficial impacts to the economy from the creation of 

minimal number of temporary construction jobs in the local area during the demolition and 

construction period of the project.  There would be negligible short-term impacts to the local 

population, which includes minority and low income individuals, mainly during the demolition 

phase of the project.  During the demolition, there may be temporary increased noise and fugitive 

dust.  Traffic congestion around the property may occur during the demolition and clean-up of 

demolition debris.  There are 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.   

Impacts from Closure and Reuse 

Impacts to the economy, safety of children, and police, fire and hospital services would be the 

same as those described under alternative 3.  Under Alternative 4, there would be no impacts to 

employment.  It is anticipated that no workers would relocate.  Local workers would be utilized 

from within the existing Texarkana Parks Department staff.  There would be negligible long-

term beneficial impacts to recreation services and the local population, which includes minority 

and low income individuals, during the reuse.  It would provide additional community space in 

the area and opportunities for recreation for nearby residents. 

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 
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and regional services, materials, and supplies as indicated in Table 4-10.  The indirect economic 

impacts of the proposed construction activities on business volume, income, and employment are 

also provided in Table 4-10.  As a result of construction expenditures for materials, supplies, and 

services, in addition to construction labor wages, the EIFS model estimates an approximate 

$100,000 increase in indirect business volume; a $300,000 increase in indirect or induced 

personal income; and an increase of two indirect jobs created in the construction, retail trade, 

service, and industrial sectors.  These impacts would be realized during the length of the 

construction period, and would have non-significant short-term impacts on the regional 

economy. 

4.2.4.2.5 Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and Institutional Reuse 

Direct Impacts.  Rough estimates for an institutional reuse (churches, schools, fire station, 

community centers, and library) of up to 213,000 SF ranged from $16-45 million.  The EIFS 

model was run using the high end of the range to analyze the maximum impacts at the site.  The 

estimated construction period for the new facilities is 1 year.  The EIFS employment and income 

multiplier for the ROI is 2.83.  Table 4-11 provides the EIFS model estimates and the RTV. 

 

Table 4-11  Estimated Annual Economic Impacts from Alternative 5 - Institutional 

Variable 

Direct 

Impacts 

Indirect 

Impacts Total 

Project 

Regional 

Threshold 

Value
1 

Historic 

Positive 

Regional 

Threshold 

Value
1
 

Annual Construction Impacts
2
 

Sales 

(Business) 

Volume 

$28,308,740 $51,806,990 $80,113,740 2.69 8.49 

Income $17,221,880 $11,060,520 $28,282,400 1.13 6.93 

Employment 558 317 875 1.33 3.22 

1
 Rational Threshold Value. 

2
 2013 Dollars. 

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

Engineering Research Laboratory. 

 

Impacts from Construction 

Under Alternative 5, impacts to the economy would be similar to those described under 

Alternative 3.  The impacts would be greater under this alternative since the total project cost is 
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greater.  Therefore, it has the potential to employ a greater number of workers and have greater 

impacts on the local economy.  Impacts to public services (i.e. police, fire, and hospital services), 

the safety of children, and local populations would be the same as those described under 

Alternative 3.   

Impacts from Closure and Reuse 

The impacts to the economy, employment, and local populations under this alternative would be 

similar to those described under Alternative 3.  However, the degree of impact may be from 

minor to moderate depending on the final design and use of the building.  For example, a new 

hospital may create a wider range of jobs that may include nurses, administrators, custodians, 

and receptionists; whereas a new fire station may relocate existing staff to a new station location.  

There may be minor impacts to public services (i.e. police, fire, and hospital services) should a 

new fire station, police station, or hospital be constructed.  Residents and workers in the 

community would benefit from a newer, more modern building.   

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 4-11.  The indirect economic 

impacts of the proposed construction activities on business volume, income, and employment are 

also provided in Table 4-11.  As a result of construction expenditures for materials, supplies, and 

services, in addition to construction labor wages, the EIFS model estimates an approximate $51 

million increase in indirect business volume; a $11 million increase in indirect or induced 

personal income; and an increase of 875 indirect jobs created in the construction, retail trade, 

service, and industrial sectors.  These impacts would be realized during the length of the 

construction period, and would have non-significant short-term impacts on the regional 

economy. 

4.2.5 Transportation 

4.2.5.1 Affected Environment 

This section describes the existing transportation conditions at and surrounding the Watts-Guillot 

USARC.  Transportation has long been a key to growth and development in Texarkana (City of 

Texarkana 2014a).  Union Pacific and Kansas City Southern railroads serve the region, as does 

the Texas Northeastern short line railroad.  Vehicular traffic has access to Interstate 30, Interstate 

49, US 59, US 67, US 71, and US 82.  Proposed Interstate 69 will connect with Interstate 30 in 

Texarkana (City of Texarkana 2014a).   

4.2.5.1.1 Roadways and Traffic 

The Watts-Guillot USARC is located on the corner of West 15
th

 Street and Victory Drive, 
between North Robison Road and Smelzer Street.  West 15

th
 Street is classified as a major 

collector roadway by the Texarkana Metropolitan Planning Organization.  A collector roadway 

functions to collect traffic in residential neighborhoods.  The Annual Average Daily Traffic 

(AADT) count for West 15
th

 Street is 1,996 vehicles with a Level of Service (LOS) rating of A 

(Texarkana Metropolitan Planning Organization 2009).  Table 4-12 shows the definitions of LOS 

ratings.  Victory Drive and Smelzer Street are local roadways.  Smelzer Street provides access 

between West 15
 th

 Street and U.S. Highway 82, and Victory Drive provides access to North 
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Robison Road.  The ideal traffic volume for local roadways is less than 1,500 vehicles per day 

(City of Texarkana 2001).   

North Robison Road, which lies approximately 0.3 mile west of the property, is a 4-lane minor 

arterial road with an AADT of 11,555 vehicles and an LOS rating of B (Texarkana Metropolitan 

Planning Organization 2009).  

U.S. Route 82, which lies approximately 0.3 mile north of the USARC property, is a 4-lane 

principal arterial road with an AADT of 17,938 vehicles and an LOS rating of E (Texarkana 

Metropolitan Planning Organization 2009).   

 

Table 4-12  Roadway Level of Service Ratings 

A Traffic flows at or above the posted speed limit and all motorists have complete mobility 

between lanes. 

B Slightly congested, with some impingement of maneuverability. Two motorists might be 

forced to drive side by side, limiting lane changes.  

C Ability to pass or change lanes is not assured. Most experienced drivers are comfortable, 

and posted speed is maintained, but roads are close to capacity. This is often the target 

LOS for urban highways. 

D Typical of an urban highway during commuting hours. Speeds are somewhat reduced, 

motorists are hemmed in by other cars and trucks.  

E Flow becomes irregular and speed varies rapidly, but rarely reaches the posted limit. On 

highways this is consistent with a road over its designed capacity. 

F Flow is forced; every vehicle moves in lockstep with the vehicle in front of it, with 

frequent drops in speed to nearly zero mph. A road for which the travel time cannot be 

predicted 

 

Traffic in the vicinity of the property would be described as generally light with slight increases 

in the morning, mid-day, and afternoon hours during drop-off/pick-up at the nearby Theron 

Jones Early Literacy Center school.  Before closure of the Watts-Guillot USARC, daily vehicle 

traffic to the facility included approximately 10 full-time employees who commuted to the 

facility daily and up to 140 military personnel who attended drills on one weekend (2 days) each 

month.  According to the Institute of Transportation Engineers, a single tenant office building 

generates approximately four trip ends per employee (Table 4-13), the total number of trips 

entering and exiting a site during that designated time (ITE 2008).  Before closure of the 

USARC, it generated approximately forty trip ends per day from the full-time employees and an 

additional 560 trip ends per day by reservists on one weekend (2 days) each month. 
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4.2.5.1.2 Public Transportation 

The majority of residents in the Texarkana area (94%) rely on private automobiles and passenger 

trucks for commuting to work (USCB 2008-2012).  However, there are many residents who must 

rely on other modes of transportation.  The Texarkana Urban Transit District, known locally as 

the T-Line, was established in 2000.  The T-Line is a fixed-route bus service for the cities of 

Texarkana, as well as Nash and Wake Village (Texarkana Metropolitan Planning Organization 

2009).  Between 2010 and 2013, fixed route ridership on the T-Line increased almost 23 percent 

(Texarkana Metropolitan Planning Organization 2014).  There is a T-Line bus stop adjacent to 

the USARC at the corner of West 15
th

 Street and Lester Street (T-Line 2014). 

Another important component of the region’s transportation system is the Texarkana Regional 

Airport, providing air transportation to major cities in Texas and Arkansas and access to 

connecting destinations.  The Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport is approximately 195 miles 

west of Texarkana, and the Clinton Little Rock National Airport is approximately 145 miles 

northeast of Texarkana.  

Texarkana is located on a major Amtrak route, the Texas Eagle, which provides rail 

transportation between Chicago and Los Angeles and to other routes extending across the 

country.  In addition, Greyhound Bus Lines has 13 scheduled bus stops at its facility in 

Texarkana, Arkansas.  Buses are bound for Little Rock, Memphis, Dallas, Houston, and Kansas 

City.  Kerrville Bus Company provides travel from the Greyhound Station to Fort Smith, 

Arkansas. 

Another important component of public transportation is the provision of local services for 

disabled and senior citizens who are limited in their ability to use private vehicles for their 

transportation (Texarkana Metropolitan Planning Organization 2009). 

4.2.5.2 Consequences 

Potential impacts to transportation resources are considered significant if the proposed action 

would: 

 Disrupt or improve current transportation patterns and systems; 

 Deteriorate or improve existing levels of service; or  

 Change existing levels of safety. 

After performing an analysis of transportation resources, it was determined that no significant 

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

the subsections below. 

4.2.5.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

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

anticipated.  Because the Watts-Guillot 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 Watts-Guillot USARC would not close and personnel would not be 

realigned, no indirect impacts to these resources are anticipated. 
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4.2.5.2.2 Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Alternative 

Direct Impacts.  Maintenance activities are expected to continue for the grounds and remaining 

asphalt areas.  Negligible beneficial impacts to the community would result from the reduction in 

employees commuting to the USARC. 

Indirect Impacts.  No indirect impacts to transportation resources are anticipated because 

maintenance activities on the property are expected to continue.  There would be no changes to 

transportation resources under this alternative. 

4.2.5.2.3 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Residential Reuse 

Direct Impacts.  During the construction or renovation phase, there would be minor direct 

adverse impacts to transportation under this alternative.  A short-term increase in vehicular 

traffic on the local roads around the site would occur during this phase of the project.  There 

would be commuting construction workers and more trucks and heavy equipment traffic 

delivering and hauling supplies. 

Potential residential reuses allowed under zoning restrictions include, but are not limited to, 

single family dwellings, duplexes, townhomes, apartments, community developments, and 

boarding houses.  Assuming a high intensity reuse of the property, the floor area for a residential 

development (apartment building) would be a maximum of 213,500 SF, with approximately 60 

residential units. 

Reuse of the Watts-Guillot USARC for a residential development would result in long-term, 

minor to moderate, adverse impacts to transportation patterns.  This reuse would increase traffic 

slightly in the area, depending on the final development design, resulting in a minor to moderate 

adverse impact to traffic.  A residential development would generate up to 420 trip ends per day 

(ITE 2008; ITE 2012) if the existing buildings were demolished and the maximum allowed 

building area was constructed.  For comparison, there were approximately 40 trip ends daily and 

an additional 560 trip ends one weekend (2 days) each month for training events before closure 

of the USARC.   

Table 4-14 compares trip ends generated under Alternative 3 compared with those of the No 

Action Alternative.  The roads adjacent and near the USARC would be able to accommodate the 

increase in traffic because they have light traffic and West 15
th

 Street has an LOS rating of A 

(traffic flows freely) (Texarkana Metropolitan Planning Organization 2009).  The neighborhood 

roadways currently support existing residential apartment complexes, such as the RoseHill 

apartment complex approximately 0.2 mile east of the property, without the use of traffic 

calming measures.  There would be negligible impacts to public transportation because traffic 

generated under this alternative would be mostly local and public transportation is not widely 
used for commuting within Texarkana (USCB 2008-2012). 

The USARC property can currently be entered only from Victory Drive.  It is possible that the 

new development may use the same access point; however, it is also possible that the property 

could be accessed from other points on this same road or along West 15
th

 Street (Figure 1-2).  

This could improve overall vehicular and pedestrian circulation throughout the site and alleviate 

traffic congestion during peak hours if necessary. 

Indirect Impacts. No indirect impacts to transportation are anticipated because of the small 

scale of this project in relation to the highly developed transportation infrastructure in the region. 
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Table 4-13  Summary of Weekday Daily Trip Generation Rates by Land Use Type 

Land Use Average (TE/KSF)
1
 

Church/Synagogue 9 

City Park 6 (TE/picnic site) 

Education – High School 13 

Education – Community College 27 

General Office 11 

Government Office Complex 28 

Hospital 17 

Library 56 

Museum 12 

Recreational Community Center 23 

Residential – Single Family Homes 10 (TE/dwelling unit) 

Residential – Condominium/townhouse 6 (TE/dwelling unit) 

Residential - Apartments 7 (TE/dwelling unit) 

Restaurant – Fast Food 496 

Restaurant – Sit Down 127 

Single-tenant Office Building 4 (TE/number of employees) 

Warehousing 4 

1.1 1
Trip-End (the origin or destination of a trip)/units of 1,000 square feet 

1.2 NA – Not Available 

Source: 8
th

 Edition Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Report 2008; 

ITE 2012; Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 2011.  
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Table 4-14  Estimated Traffic Impacts for Each Watts-Guillot USARC Reuse Alternative 

 

Estimated 

Daily Trip 

Ends
1 

(Renovation 

of Exiting 

Buildings) 

Estimated 

Daily Trip 

Ends
1
 

(Demolition 

and 

Construction) 

West 

15
th

 

Street 

AADT
2
 

Victory 

Drive 

AADT 

North 

Robison 

Road 

AADT 

U.S. 

Route 

82 

AADT 

 

No Action Alternative 40 (plus 560 one weekend per 

month) 

1,996 

vehicles 

<1,500 

vehicles 

11,555 

vehicles 

17,938 

vehicles 

Caretaker Status 

Alternative 

0 

Alternative 3 – 

Residential Reuse 

N/A 420 

Alternative 4 – Open 

Space/Recreational 

Reuse 

N/A 120 to 630 

Alternative 5 – 

Institutional Reuse 

378  2,000 to 

6,000 

1
Trip ends: the total number of trips entering and exiting a site. 

2
AADT: Annual Average Daily Traffic 

Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers. 2008. Trip Generation Rates from the 8
th
 Edition ITE Trip Generation 

Report Series.  

 

4.2.5.2.4 Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Direct Impacts. There would be short-term and long-term adverse impacts to transportation 

under this alternative.  During the demolition and construction phase, there would be minor 

direct adverse impacts to transportation under this alternative.  A short-term increase in vehicular 

traffic on the local roads around the site would occur during this phase of the project.  There 

would be commuting construction workers and more trucks and heavy equipment traffic 

delivering and hauling supplies.   

Reuse of the Watts-Guillot USARC for open space and/or a recreational facility would result in 

long-term, minor to moderate, adverse impacts to transportation patterns.  This reuse would 

increase traffic slightly in the area, depending on the final development design of the park.  A 

city park would generate approximately six trip ends, the total number of trips entering and 

exiting a site, per picnic table per day, whereas a multipurpose recreational facility would have 

90 trip ends per acre per day (ITE 2008).  For example, if the new park had a large park pavilion 

with 12 picnic tables and eight more picnic tables around the site, it would generate 

approximately 120 trip ends on a typical day.  A multipurpose recreational facility would 

generate approximately 630 trip ends per day on the 7-acre site.  For comparison, there were 
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approximately 40 trip ends daily and an additional 560 trip ends per training weekend day before 

closure of the USARC.   

Table 4-14 compares trip ends generated under Alternative 4 compared with those of the No 

Action Alternative.  There would be additional traffic on nights and weekends compared to 

current conditions (non-training weekends).  Park traffic generally peaks at different times than 

adjacent streets and during non-commuting hours.  The roads adjacent and near the USARC 

would be able to accommodate the potential slight increase in traffic because they have light 

traffic and West 15
th

 Street has an LOS rating of A (traffic flows freely) (Texarkana 

Metropolitan Planning Organization 2009). 

The USARC property can currently only be entered from Victory Drive.  It is possible that the 

new development may use the same access point; however, it is also possible that the property 

could be accessed from other points on this same road or along West 15
th

 Street (Figure 1-2).  

This could improve overall vehicular and pedestrian circulation throughout the site and alleviate 

traffic congestion during peak hours and recreational events if necessary.   

Indirect Impacts. No indirect impacts to transportation are anticipated because of the small 

scale of this project in relation to the highly developed transportation infrastructure in the region. 

4.2.5.2.5 Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and Institutional Reuse 

Direct Impacts.  During the construction or renovation phase, there would be minor direct 

adverse impacts to transportation under this alternative.  A short-term increase in vehicular 

traffic on the local roads around the site would occur during this phase of the project.  There 

would be commuting construction workers and more trucks and heavy equipment traffic 

delivering and hauling supplies. 

Potential institutional facility reuses could include, but are not limited to, churches, schools, fire 

station, community centers, libraries, and hospitals.  Assuming a medium-high intensity level 

reuse of the property, the floor area for an institutional facility development would be between 

91,000 to 213,000 SF with approximately700 users (employees and/or students).   

In the long-term, reuse as an institutional facility would increase traffic and public transportation 

use in the area.  Impacts could be moderate, but they would depend on the type and final square 

footage of the development.  An institutional facility could generate between approximately 

2,000 and 6,000 trip ends per day (ITE 2008; ITE 2012) if the existing buildings were 

demolished and the maximum allowed building area (213,000 SF) was constructed.  

Development on the property would comply with applicable federal, state, and local zoning 

regulations and construction permits. 

If the existing USARC buildings are renovated and reused, there would be 14,343 SF of floor 

area, resulting in approximately 378 trip ends per day.  For comparison, there were 

approximately 40 trip ends daily and an additional 560 trip ends per training weekend day before 

closure of the USARC.   

Table 4-14 compares trip ends generated under Alternative 5 compared with those of the No 

Action Alternative.  The roads adjacent and near the USARC would be able to accommodate the 

increase in traffic because they have light traffic and West 15
th

 Street has an LOS rating of A 

(traffic flows freely) (Texarkana Metropolitan Planning Organization 2009).  Traffic calming 

measures may be required under this alternative because of the potential increase in vehicles 
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entering and exiting the property as compared to existing conditions.  The USARC property can 

currently only be entered from Victory Drive.  It is possible that the new development may use 

the same access point; however, it is also possible that the property could be accessed from other 

points on this same road or along West 15
th

 Street (Figure 1-2).  This could improve overall 

vehicular and pedestrian circulation throughout the site and alleviate traffic congestion during 

peak hours if necessary. 

Indirect Impacts. No indirect impacts to transportation are anticipated because of the small 

scale of this project in relation to the highly developed transportation infrastructure in the region. 

4.2.6 Water Resources 

4.2.6.1 Affected Environment 

4.2.6.1.1 Floodplains 

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map 

(FIRM), Community Panel 48037C0365D, 1.14 acre of the Watts-Guillot USARC property lies 

within a 100-year flood zone (Zone AE) and 2.12 acre lies within a 500-year flood zone (Zone 

B) (Figure 4-1).  Additionally, 1.2 acre of the Watts-Guillot USARC property is included in the 

AE Floodway for Cowhorn Creek (FEMA 2010) (Figure 4-1). Cowhorn Creek is located 

approximately 25 feet east of the Watts-Guillot USARC property.   

The City of Texarkana is a participating community in FEMA’s National Flood Insurance 

Program (NFIP) (FEMA 2014b).  As such, the City of Texarkana enforces sound floodplain 

management standards through adoption and enforcement of ordinances that meet or exceed 

FEMA requirements to reduce the risk of flooding.  Chapter 31, Article IV of the City of 

Texarkana’s Code of Ordinances contains regulations designed to minimize flood losses (City of 

Texarkana 2012b).  Additionally, a floodplain development permit is required to ensure that 

proposed development projects within high-risk flood areas (Zone AE) meet the requirements of 

the NFIP and the City of Texarkana’s Code of Ordinances. 

Homes and buildings in high-risk flood areas (Zone AE) with mortgages from federally 

regulated or insured lenders are required by the NFIP to have flood insurance (FEMA 2014a).  

Homes and buildings located in moderate-to-low risk areas (Zone B) that have mortgages from 

federally regulated or insured lenders are typically not required to have flood insurance, but 

flood insurance is typically highly recommended.  A lender can require flood insurance, even if 

it is not federally required. 

Certain regulations pertaining to the development of the portion of the Watts-Guillot USARC 

property contained within the AE Floodway will apply.  These regulations prohibit 

encroachment activities within the floodway including fill, new construction, substantial 
improvements, and other development unless it has been demonstrated through hydrologic and 

hydraulic analyses that the proposed encroachment would not result in any increase in flood 

levels (FEMA 2012).  The City of Texarkana is responsible for reviewing and maintaining 

documentation demonstrating that any permitted floodway encroachment meets NFIP 

requirements provided that the City of Texarkana first applies for a conditional FIRM and 

floodway revision through FEMA.  As such, a No-rise Certification for floodways may be used 

to document the analyses (FEMA 2012). 
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Additionally, EO 11988, Floodplain Management, requires Federal agencies to take actions to 

minimize occupancy of and modification to floodplains.  Therefore, in consideration of EO 

11988, Army property conveyance documents will notify property transferees of their obligation 

to adhere to applicable restrictions on the property imposed by federal, state, or local floodplain 

regulations.  
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4.2.6.2 Consequences 

The following thresholds were used in this document to determine if an impact to water 

resources would be significant: 

 Impacts would be significant if they violate Federal or state surface water protection 

laws or Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

 Impacts constitute a substantial risk to aquatic animals and/or humans or contamination 
poses secondary health risks during the project life. 

 Impacts would eliminate or sharply curtail existing aquatic life or human uses 
dependent on in-stream flows or water withdrawals during the project life. 

 Impacts would place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which violate 

Federal, State or local floodplain regulations; or  

 Impacts would expose people or structures to a substantial risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam. 

4.2.6.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

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

anticipated.  Because the Watts-Guillot 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 water resources are 

anticipated.  Because the Watts-Guillot USARC would not close and personnel would not be 

realigned, no indirect impacts to these resources are anticipated. 

4.2.6.2.2 Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Alternative 

Direct Impacts.  No direct impacts to water resources are anticipated under Alternative 2.  

Although the Watts-Guillot USARC would close and personnel would be realigned, there would 

be no changes to site conditions.  No demolition or construction activities would occur. 

Indirect Impacts.  No indirect impacts to water resources are anticipated under Alternative 2.  

Although the Watts-Guillot USARC would close and personnel would be realigned, there would 

be no changes to site conditions.  No demolition or construction activities would occur. 

4.2.6.2.3 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Residential Reuse 

Direct Impacts.  There would be the potential for minor short- and long-term adverse direct 

impacts to floodplains and floodways under this alternative.  The reuse of the property would 

include demolition of existing buildings and new construction.  Additionally, sediment runoff or 

erosion could occur as a result of stormwater runoff during the construction or demolition period.  

However, these impacts would be temporary and minimized with the use of BMPs and by 

complying with federal, state, and local regulations. 

Should new buildings or structures be constructed in the floodplain or floodway on the Watts-

Guillot USARC property, minor long-term adverse direct impacts could occur because 

floodplain storage capacity and flood flow paths on the Watts-Guillot USARC property would 

potentially be reduced.  However, all construction activities under this alternative would comply 

with applicable federal, state, and local floodplain management regulations, and impacts would 

be minor. 
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Indirect Impacts.  There would be potential for negligible long-term adverse indirect impacts to 

floodplains under this alternative.  However, all construction activities under this alternative 

would comply with applicable federal, state, and local floodplain management regulations and 

impacts would be minor. 

4.2.6.2.4 Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Direct Impacts.  There would be the potential for minor short- and long-term adverse direct 

impacts to floodplains and floodways under this alternative.  Direct impacts to floodplains and 

floodways under Alternative 4 would be similar to those under Alternative 3. 

Indirect Impacts.  There would be potential for negligible long-term adverse indirect impacts to 

floodplains under this alternative.  Indirect impacts to floodplains and floodways under 

Alternative 4 would be similar to those under Alternative 3. 

4.2.6.2.5 Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and Institutional Reuse 

Direct Impacts.  There would be the potential for minor short- and long-term adverse direct 

impacts to floodplains and floodways under this alternative.  The reuse of the property may 

include either the renovations of existing buildings, demolition of existing buildings, or new 

construction.  Direct impacts to floodplains and floodways under Alternative 5 would be similar 

to those under Alternative 3. 

Indirect Impacts.  There would be potential for negligible long-term adverse indirect impacts to 

floodplains under this alternative.  Indirect impacts to floodplains and floodways under 

Alternative 5 would be similar to those under Alternative 3. 

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 

Watts-Guillot USARC and the actions of other parties in the surrounding area, where applicable.  

The 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 Watts-Guillot 

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 4.3.1 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 (the original environmental baseline for the EA).  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 
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present actions are described in the Affected Environment sections under each of the resource 

categories covered in this EA. 

The Watts-Guillot USARC property was undeveloped until the U.S. government bought the 

property in 1957 and built the USARC buildings in 1958.  Most of the residential and 

institutional development in the RoseHill neighborhood surrounding the USARC property 

occurred between 1935 and 1961, according to historic aerial photographs (USACE 2007).   

Past uses of the USARC included administrative and educational operations and maintenance 

and washing of military vehicles.  The former occupant of the Watts-Guillot USARC, the 755th 

Postal Company, relocated to a new AFRC adjacent to the Red River Army Depot in Hooks, 

Bowie County, Texas in 2011.   

In 2001, HATT, the City of Texarkana, and TISD joined together in a partnership to lead a 

comprehensive master planning and reinvestment process for the historic RoseHill neighborhood 

that includes housing, schools, public services, and infrastructure.  To date, the RoseHill 

neighborhood, designated as a Revitalization Area by the City, has received new investments 

worth over $90 million.  A key component of this effort is the award of a $20 million HOPE VI 

grant in 2008 to the Housing Authority for the demolition and reconstruction of the three oldest 

public housing properties consisting of 372 apartments:  Covington Homes, Stevens Courts, and 

Griff King Homes.  HATT has successfully developed four new properties: Renaissance Plaza, 

The Oaks at RoseHill, RoseHill Ridge, and Pecan Ridge at RoseHill (HATT 2010; HATT 2014). 

USEPA has selected the City of Texarkana for two brownfields assessment grants.  Community-

wide hazardous substances grant funds are being used to conduct up to 25 Phase I and four 

Phase II environmental site assessments.  Petroleum grant funds are being used to conduct up to 

15 Phase I and seven Phase II environmental site assessments.  Grants funds for both hazardous 

substances and petroleum will be used to generate an inventory of sites, support community 

outreach activities, conduct health monitoring, and develop cleanup plans.  The city is targeting 

the downtown area and the adjacent RoseHill community for assessments (USEPA 2010; City of 

Texarkana 2013). 

Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions.  Reasonably foreseeable future actions are mainly 

limited to those that have been approved and that can be identified and defined with respect to 

timeframe and location.  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: 

 Continued redevelopment and revitalization of homes, businesses, and government 
buildings in and around the RoseHill neighborhood and on North Robison and New 

Boston (U.S. Route 82) Roads. 

 Because the Watts-Guillot USARC property has been designated as a Higher-Density 
Residential development area in the Texarkana Comprehensive Plan, it is likely that 

additional high density residential development will occur in the neighborhood 

surrounding the property (City of Texarkana 2001).   

 HATT will be developing 25 single family homes to be sold to moderate income 

families in the RoseHill Neighborhood (HATT 2010).  

 Two areas in Texarkana have emerged as priority areas for public improvements: the 
Beverly community and downtown Texarkana.  The Beverly community, which lies 

less than 1/2 mile north of the property, is an area of minority concentration, extremely-
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low and low-income residents, as well as numerous substandard homes and facilities.  

The City of Texarkana will receive Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 

funds from HUD for the fiscal year beginning October, 2014.  The city plans to use the 

funds for revitalization of the Beverly community, including rehabilitation and 

construction of low-income housing and parks (City of Texarkana 2014b).   

 Implementation of the Texarkana Comprehensive Plan (City of Texarkana 2001), the 
Proposed Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan for the Texarkana Metropolitan Area 

2015 – 2040 (Texarkana Metropolitan Planning Organization 2014), and other 

Texarkana metropolitan area long-range development plans. 

4.3.1 Potential Cumulative Impacts 

4.3.1.1 No Impacts to Resources 

As documented in Section 4.0 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: 

 Biological Resources; 

 Cultural Resources; 

 Geology and Soil; and 

 Utilities. 

4.3.1.2 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

No changes to existing baseline conditions are anticipated under the No Action Alternative.  

Therefore, there are no cumulative impacts under the No Action Alternative, because this 

alternative has no impacts.  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 

Because aesthetics and water resources would not be affected by maintenance of a vacant 

facility, there would be no cumulative impacts to aesthetics or water resources.  A vacant facility 

would result in reduced emissions and traffic, which would offset the increased emissions from 

development projects in the surrounding area, including the new AFRC adjacent to the Red 

River Army Depot.  There would be minor negative impacts to land use and socioeconomics 

under the Caretaker Status Alternative.  However, any long-term impacts from decreased 

spending would be negligible when combined with impacts of the past, current, and reasonably 

foreseeable development in the area because there were only ten full-time employees and 

approximately 140 reservists that trained at the USARC one weekend (2 days) each month.  

There are no anticipated significant short-term or long-term cumulative impacts under this 

alternative.   
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4.3.1.4 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Residential Reuse 

Cumulative impacts under Alternative 3 by resource category are as follows: 

 Aesthetic and Visual Resources.  The cumulative impact analysis area for aesthetic 

and visual resources includes the viewshed around the property.  A residential 

development with new or renovated buildings and landscaping would result in a long-

term beneficial impact to the visual character of the landscape associated with this 

project in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

activities such as new residential developments east of the USARC in the RoseHill 

neighborhood.  The cumulative impact would be non-significant. 

 Air Quality.  The cumulative impact analysis area for air quality includes Bowie 
County, Texas.  Potential emissions from the proposed demolition of the Watts-Guillot 

USARC and construction of a new residential development would be non-significant.  

The contribution of these non-significant emissions to regional air emissions from 

development projects in the surrounding area, including the new AFRC adjacent to the 

Red River Army Depot in Bowie County, would increase air emissions in the region; 

however, it would not result in a significant cumulative impact because the reuse 

emissions are clearly de minimis and the area is in attainment for all criteria pollutants 

(Appendix B). 

 Land Use.  The cumulative impact analysis area for land use includes a ½-mile radius 
around the property, which is the approximate boundary of the RoseHill neighborhood 

revitalization area identified in the City of Texarkana 2014 Annual Action Plan, 

Community Development Block Grant Program (City of Texarkana 2014b).  Non-

significant impacts associated with this project in combination with other past, present, 

and reasonably foreseeable future activities, such as new residential developments east 

of the USARC in the RoseHill neighborhood, would include potential land use changes 

for a new residential development and potentially a higher intensity reuse.  These land 

use changes are compatible with surrounding land uses and zoning ordinances in the 

city. 

 Socioeconomics.  The cumulative impact analysis area for socioeconomics includes the 
Texarkana, Texas MSA (Bowie County, Texas and Miller County, Arkansas).  There 

would be short-term employment generated by the construction or renovation of the 

property under this alternative.  There would be long-term employment and tax revenue 

generated by the reuse for a residential development.  Therefore, Alternative 3 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 future development that is expected 

throughout the region would have non-significant short- and long-term beneficial 

cumulative impacts to the local and regional community. 

 Transportation.  The cumulative impact analysis area for transportation includes a 

½-mile radius around the property, which includes U.S. Route 82 and North Robison 

Road, major transportation routes in Texarkana.  The reuse of the Watts-Guillot 

USARC as a residential development would result in a minor to moderate adverse 

impact to traffic within the analysis area.  There would be more traffic compared to 

current conditions; however, the roads adjacent and near the USARC would be able to 

accommodate the increase in traffic.  This in combination with traffic from other past, 
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present, and reasonably foreseeable future activities, such as new residential 

developments east of the USARC in the RoseHill neighborhood, would have non-

significant cumulative impacts to transportation. 

 Water Resources.  The cumulative impact analysis area for water resources includes 
the watershed around the property.  Any construction on the property and in the 

surrounding area would comply with federal, state, and local requirements for 

floodplain management.  Compliance would ensure any impacts to water resources are 

not significant.   

 

4.3.1.5 Alternative 4 – Traditional Army Disposal and Open Space/Recreational Reuse 

Cumulative impacts under Alternative 4 by resource category are as follows: 

 Aesthetic and Visual Resources.  Cumulative impacts to aesthetic and visual 
resources under Alternative 4 would be non-significant and similar to those listed under 

Alternative 3. 

 Air Quality.  Potential emissions from the proposed demolition of the Watts-Guillot 
USARC and construction of an open space/recreational area would be non-significant.  

The contribution of these non-significant construction emissions to regional air 

emissions from development projects in the surrounding area, including the new AFRC 

adjacent to the Red River Army Depot in Bowie County, would temporarily increase 

air emissions in the region; however, it would not result in a significant cumulative 

impact because the reuse emissions are clearly de minimis and the area is in attainment 

for all criteria pollutants (Appendix B). 

 Land Use.  Non-significant cumulative impacts to land use under Alternative 4 would 
be similar to those listed under Alternative 3. 

 Socioeconomics.  There would be short-term employment generated by the demolition 

and construction on the property under this alternative.  There would be long-term 

employment and tax revenue generated by the reuse for an open space/recreational area.  

Therefore, Alternative 4 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 future development that is expected throughout the region would have non-

significant short- and long-term beneficial cumulative impacts to the local and regional 

community. 

 Transportation.  In the long-term, reuse as an open space/recreational area would have 
minor impacts resulting from an increase in the traffic volume in the area.  Traffic 

would be variable throughout the day, being potentially higher on weekends.  The roads 

adjacent and near the USARC would accommodate the increase in traffic.  This, in 

combination with traffic from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

activities, such as new residential developments east of the USARC in the RoseHill 

neighborhood, would have non-significant cumulative impacts to transportation. 

 Water Resources.  Any construction on the property and in the surrounding area 
would comply with federal, state, and local requirements for floodplain management.  

Compliance would ensure any impacts to water resources are not significant. 
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4.3.1.6 Alternative 5 – Traditional Army Disposal and Institutional Reuse 

Cumulative impacts under Alternative 5 by resource category are as follows: 

 Aesthetic and Visual Resources.  An institutional facility development with new or 

renovated buildings and landscaping would result in a long-term beneficial impact to 

the visual character of the landscape associated with this project in combination with 

other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future activities such as new residential 

developments east of the USARC in the RoseHill neighborhood.  The cumulative 

impact would be non-significant. 

 Air Quality.  Potential emissions from the proposed demolition of the Watts-Guillot 
USARC and construction of an institutional facility or renovation and reuse of the 

Watts-Guillot USARC would be non-significant.  The contribution of these non-

significant emissions to regional air emissions from development projects in the 

surrounding area, including the new AFRC adjacent to the Red River Army Depot in 

Bowie County, would increase air emissions in the region; however, it would not result 

in a significant cumulative impact because the reuse emissions are clearly de minimis 

and the area is in attainment for all criteria pollutants (Appendix B). 

 Land Use.  Cumulative impacts to land use under Alternative 5 would be non-
significant and similar to those listed under Alternative 3. 

 Socioeconomics.  Cumulative impacts to socioeconomics under Alternative 5 would be 
non-significant and similar to those listed under Alternative 3. 

 Transportation.  The reuse of the Watts-Guillot USARC as an institutional facility 

would result in a minor to moderate adverse impact to traffic within the analysis area.  

There would be more traffic compared to current conditions; however, the roads 

adjacent and near the USARC would be able to accommodate the increase in traffic.  

This in combination with traffic from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 

future activities, such as new residential developments east of the USARC in the 

RoseHill neighborhood, would have non-significant cumulative impacts to 

transportation. 

 Water Resources.  Any construction on the property and in the surrounding area 
would comply with federal, state, and local requirements for floodplain management.  

Compliance would ensure any impacts to water resources are not significant. 

4.4 Best Management Practices 

As discussed in Sections 4.1 through 4.3 above, no significant adverse or significant beneficial 

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 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 Council on 

Environmental Quality 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 disposal and reuse alternatives, the Caretaker Status Alternative, 

and the No Action Alternative have been considered and no significant impacts (either beneficial 

or adverse) 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 63d RSC and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  

Individuals who assisted in issue resolution and provided guidance for this document are: 

Carmen Call 

63d Regional Support Command BRAC Environmental Coordinator  

Joseph Hand and Crystal Taylor 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Contractor personnel involved in the development of this EA include the following: 

Name Education and Experience Primary Responsibilities 

Katie Astroth B.S. Biology and Environmental 

Biology, M.S. Biology.  5 years of 

experience in fish and wildlife 

management, aquatic ecology, and 

environmental planning. 

Parsons Environmental Scientist; 

analysis and preparation of EA 

text and supporting sections. 

Susan Bupp B.A. Anthropology, M.A. 

Anthropology.  38 years of 

experience in environmental 

assessment and impact studies, 

Section 106 coordination, and 

cultural resources investigations. 

Parsons Cultural Resources 

Specialist; responsible for 

preparation of cultural resources 

affected environment and 

consequences. 

Richard Hall B.S. Environmental Biology, M.S. 

Zoology.  Over 36 years of 

experience in environmental 

assessment and impact studies, 

biological community 

investigations, and ecosystem 

restoration. 

Parsons Project Manager/Senior 

Project Planner; data collection 

and key participant in description 

of proposed action, alternatives 

formulation, and related 

environmental analyses. 

Rachael E. Mangum B.A. Anthropology, M.A., 

Anthropology.  14 years of 

experience in cultural resources 

management under the NHPA and 

documentation under NEPA.  

Parsons Cultural Resources 

Specialist; responsible for 

preparation of cultural resources 

affected environment and 

consequences. 

Darren Mitchell B.S. Biology, M.S. Biology.  Over 

12 years of experience working on 

environmental compliance, wildlife 

management, wetland delineations, 

and NEPA planning. 

Parsons Principal Scientist; 

analysis and preparation of EA 

text and supporting sections. 
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Name Education and Experience Primary Responsibilities 

Amanda Molsberry B.A. Geography, M.S. 

Environmental Science and Policy.  

Over 10 years of experience in 

conservation design, environmental 

planning, and socioeconomic 

analysis. 

Parsons 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.  Over 22 years of 

experience in environmental impact 

assessment, environmental 

management, and planning. 

Parsons Project Scientist; site 

visit, data collection, description 

of proposed action, alternatives 

formulation, and environmental 

impact analyses. 

Rebecca Porath B.S. Fisheries and Wildlife 

Management, M.S. Zoology.  Over 

16 years of experience in 

environmental, biological, and 

natural resource planning projects. 

Parsons Senior Environmental 

Scientist; key participant in site 

visit, data collection, analysis, 

and preparation of EA text and 

supporting sections. 
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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 

 TexAmericas Center, Bill Cork, Executive Director/CEO (LRA) 

 City of Texarkana, Ms. Shirley Jaster, Assistant City Manager 

 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

 Texas Department of Transportation 

 Texas Parks and Wildlife Commission 

 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 

 Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Special Needs Assistance 

Programs 

 Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance, U.S. Department of Interior 

 Texas Historical Commission 

 Caddo Nation 

 Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 

 Muscogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma 

 Tonkawa Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma 

 Osage Nation 
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SECTION 10.0 ACRONYMS 

 

A 

AADT Annual Average Daily 

Traffic 

ACM Asbestos-Containing 

Material 

AFRC Armed Forces Reserve 

Center 

AST  Aboveground Storage Tank  

 

B 

BMPs Best Management Practices 

BRAC  Base Closure and 

Realignment 

BRAC  Base Closure and 

Commission Realignment Commission 

 

C 

CAA Clean Air Act 

CDBG Community Development 

Block Grant 

CEQ Council on Environmental 

Quality 

CF Cubic Foot 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

CH4 Methane 

CO2 Carbon Dioxide 

CO2e Carbon Dioxide Equivalent 

CONEX Container Express 

CORRACT Corrective Action 

 

D 

 

E 

EA Environmental Assessment 

ECP Environmental Condition of 

Property 

EDR Environmental Data 

Resources, Inc. 

EIFS Economic Impact Forecast 

System 

EIS Environmental Impact 

Statement 

EMS Emergency Medical Services 

EO Executive Order  

 

F 

FAR Floor Area Ratio 

FEMA Federal Emergency 

Management Agency 

FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Map 

FNSI Finding of No Significant 

Impact 

 

G 

GHG Greenhouse Gases 

GSA U.S. General Services 

Administration 

GWP Global Warming Potential 

 

H 

HATT Housing Authority of 

Texarkana Texas 

HVAC Heating, Ventilation, and Air 

Conditioning  

HUD Housing and Urban 

Development 

I 

 

J 

 

K 

kg kilograms 

 

L 

LBP Lead-Based Paint 
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LOS Level of Service 

LQG Large Quantity Generator 

LRA Local Redevelopment 

Authority 

 

M 

MEP Military Equipment Parking 

MF-1 Multiple Family-1 

MSA  Metropolitan Statistical Area 

 

N 

N2O Nitrous Oxide 

NAAQS National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards 

NEPA National Environmental 

Policy Act 

NFIP National Flood Insurance 

Program 

NOI Notice of Interest 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System 

NRHP National Register of Historic 

Places 

NWI National Wetlands Inventory 

NWR National Wildlife Refuge 

 

O 

O3 Ozone 

OMS Organizational Maintenance 

Shop 

OA Opportunity Area 

OWS Oil-Water Separator 

 

P 

PBC Public Benefit Conveyance 

PCB Polychlorinated biphenyls 

POL Petroleum, Oils, and 

Lubricants 

POV Privately Owned Vehicle 

 

 

Q 

 

R 

RCRA Resource Conservation and 

Recovery Act 

RCRAinfo RCRA Information 

ROI Region of Influence 

RONA Record of Non-Applicability 

RSC Regional Support Command 

RTV Rational Threshold Values 

 

S 

SF Square Foot 

SF6 Sulfur Hexaflouride 

SHPO State Historic Preservation 

Office 

SIP State Implementation Plan 

SQG Small Quantity Generator 

SWEPCO Southwestern Electric Power 

Company 

T 

TCEQ Texas Commission on 

Environmental Quality 

TE/KSF Trip-ends/1,000 SF 

THC Texas Historical Commission 

TISD Texarkana Independent 

School District 

TSD Treat, Store, and/or Dispose 

 

U 

US  United States 

USACE United States Army Corps of 

Engineers  

USARC United States Army Reserve 

Center 

USC United States Code 

USEPA United States Environmental 

Protection Agency  

USGS United States Geological 

Survey 

UST Underground Storage Tank 
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V 

VWR Vehicle Wash Rack 
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APPENDIX A – PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION 

A.1  Scoping Coordination ....................................................................................................... A-3 

A.2  SHPO – Section 106 Consultation ................................................................................. A-19 

A.3  USFWS Consultation ...................................................................................................... A-75 

A.4  Agency and Public Notices ............................................................................................. A-95 

 

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 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 Watts-Guillot USARC 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.  All of the comment responses that were received within 

the 30-day public comment period are included in Section A.1.2 and are summarized in 

Section A.1.3. 

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 

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) 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.pentagon.mil/acsimweb/brac/public_reviews.html. 

  

http://www.hqda.pentagon.mil/acsimweb/brac/public_reviews.html
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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. Bob Bruggeman, Mayor of Texarkana, Texas October 7, 2014 

Ms. Shirley Jaster, Assistant City Manager of Texarkana, Texas October 7, 2014 

Mr. Bill Cork, TexAmericas Center October 7, 2014 

Dr. Willie R. Taylor, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance October 7, 2014 

Ms. Rhonda Smith, USEPA Region 6 NEPA Coordinator October 7, 2014 

Ms. Linda R. Charest, HUD BRAC Coordinator October 7, 2014 

Mr. Dan Allen Hughes, Jr., Texas Parks and Wildlife Commission October 7, 2014 

 Texas Parks and Wildlife Commission – Response October 30, 2014 

Dr. Bryan W. Shaw, Texas Commission on Environmental Quality October 7, 2014 

 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality – Response  October 20, 2014 
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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 

Dr. James E. Bruseth, State Historic Preservation Officer,  

  Texas Historical Commission (Archeological Concurrence) July 15, 1997  

Final Archeological Assessment and Reconnaissance of 90
th

 Regional Support Command  

Facilities in Texas February 1998 

90
th

 RSC Archeological Phase I Survey Results  March, 1999 

State Historic Preservation Officer, Texas Historical  

Commission (Archeological Phase I Survey Concurrence) February 25, 1999 

Results of Brockington and Associates Architectural Survey of 14 US Army Reserve  

Centers in the State of Texas March 2011 

Mark Wolfe, State Historic Preservation Officer, Texas Historical  

Commission (Architectural Survey Concurrence) May 4, 2011 

Memorandum of Agreement between the Department of the Army and the Texas Historical 

Commission for the disposition of the Watts-Guillot USARC December 5, 2013 

Chairperson Brenda Shemayne Edwards, Caddo Nation November 4, 2011 

Mark Wolfe, State Historic Preservation Officer, Texas Historical  

Commission October 7, 2014 

Chairperson Brenda Shemayne Edwards, Caddo Nation October 7, 2014 

Chief Gregory E. Pyle, Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma October 7, 2014 

 Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma – Response  October 27, 2014 

Chief George Tiger, Muscogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma October 7, 2014 

Chief Scott Bighorse, Osage Nation October 7, 2014 

President Donald Patterson, Tonkawa Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma October 7, 2014 

 Tonkawa Tribe of Oklahoma – Response October 21, 2014  
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A.3  USFWS Consultation 

Appendix A.3 contains the following correspondence with USFWS associated with the 

preparation of the Environmental Assessment  

Agency    Date 

Arlington Texas Ecological Services Field Office, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service July 18, 2011 

Ms. Debra Bills, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service October 7, 2014 

  



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Appendix A 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Agency Coordination 

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center A-76 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Appendix A 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Agency Coordination 

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center A-77 



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Appendix A 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Agency Coordination 

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center A-78 



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Appendix A 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Agency Coordination 

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center A-79 



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Appendix A 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Agency Coordination 

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center A-80 



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Appendix A 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Agency Coordination 

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center A-81 



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Appendix A 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Agency Coordination 

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center A-82 



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Appendix A 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Agency Coordination 

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center A-83 



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Appendix A 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Agency Coordination 

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center A-84 



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Appendix A 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Agency Coordination 

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center A-85 



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Appendix A 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Agency Coordination 

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center A-86 



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Appendix A 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Agency Coordination 

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center A-87 



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Appendix A 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Agency Coordination 

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center A-88 



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Appendix A 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Agency Coordination 

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center A-89 



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Appendix A 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Agency Coordination 

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center A-90 



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Appendix A 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Agency Coordination 

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center A-91 



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Appendix A 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Agency Coordination 

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center A-92 



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Appendix A 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Agency Coordination 

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center A-93 

 

  



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Appendix A 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Agency Coordination 

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center A-94 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank.  



   
 

  

Environmental Assessment for  Appendix A 

Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Agency Coordination 

Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center A-95 

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 Notice of Availability) was established to provide all agencies, 

organizations, and individuals with the opportunity to comment on the EA and FNSI.  An NOA 

was published in local and regional newspapers to inform the public that the EA and FNSI were 

available for review.  The newspapers were: 

 Texarkana Gazette 

 Bowie County Citizens Tribune 

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.pentagon.mil/acsimweb/brac/public_reviews.html. 

The EA was available for public review and comment at the following libraries: 

 Texarkana Public Library 
  

http://www.hqda.pentagon.mil/acsimweb/brac/public_reviews.html
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APPENDIX B – AIR CONFORMITY APPLICABILITY ANALYSIS 

Introduction 

A General Air Conformity Applicability Analysis was conducted to determine if increases in air 

pollution from the construction project associated with the Environmental Assessment for BRAC 

2005 Recommendations for Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. 

Army Reserve Center (USARC), Texas would affect compliance with National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards (NAAQS).  The project will occur within a U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency (USEPA) designated in attainment for all criteria pollutants and is therefore not subject 

to 40 CFR, Part 93 Federal General Conformity Rule regulations. 

The 1990 amendments to the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA), Section 176 required the USEPA to 

promulgate rules to ensure that federal actions that produce emissions of any criteria air 

pollutants for which an area is not in attainment conform to the appropriate State Implementation 

Plan (SIP).  These resulting rules, known together as the General Conformity Rule (40 CFR 

51.850-860 and CFR 93.150-160), require 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 or positively determine that the action conforms to the provisions and objectives of 

the applicable SIP.  Any mitigation deemed necessary as a result of the conclusions reached in 

the conformity analysis would be implemented and integrated into the Texas Commission on 

Environmental Quality SIP. 

The General Conformity Rule requires an assessment of the magnitude of potential total 

emissions of non-attainment criteria pollutants, including their precursors, associated with a 

proposed federal action when determining conformity of that action.  The rule does not apply to 

certain “exempt” actions or to actions where the total emissions of criteria pollutants are at or 

below specified de minimis levels.  In addition, ongoing activities currently being conducted are 

exempt from the rule as long as there is no net increase in emissions above the specified de 

minimis levels.  If the predicted emissions exceed the de minimis levels, a formal air conformity 

determination is necessary.  If the de minimis levels are not exceeded, and if the predicted 

emissions do not exceed 10 percent of a non-attainment area’s total emission budget for a given 

pollutant, a record of non-applicability must be prepared. 

For purposes of determining a project’s emissions, emissions are those directly associated with 

project activities at the time and location of the project.  For the proposed action, emissions 

include those from routine operational activities and operation of permitted emission sources, as 

well as actual construction activities, construction vehicles and equipment, and any ancillary 

emissions sources. 

Site Description 

The property is located at 2800 West 15th Street in Texarkana, Texas.  The USARC contains 

three permanent structures and two parking lots including a military equipment parking (MEP) 

area and a paved privately owned vehicle (POV) parking area.  The three permanent structures 

are a 11,705-square-foot (SF) main administration building, a 2,638-SF organizational 

maintenance shop (OMS), and a cinder block shed.  The main building and OMS walls are 

concrete block with brick veneer.   

The main building is a single-story structure that consists of office space, classrooms, assembly 

hall, restrooms, a kitchen area, storage, and a mechanical room.  The OMS building is a two-bay, 
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one-story maintenance shop used primarily for vehicle maintenance and storage.  Other 

improvements on the property include a vehicle wash rack (VWR) with associated underground 

oil-water separator (OWS) system and a picnic/break area shelter.  There is a former OWS 

approximately 15 feet south of the VWR that was closed and filled in place in 2000.  Also 

located on the property were three steel mobile shipping containers (CONEX) used to store field 

equipment and two portable office buildings (USACE 2007).  These portable structures were 

removed before a June 6, 2014 site visit (Parsons 2014b).  When the OMS was active, petroleum, 

oil, and lubricants (POLs) were stored in portable metal storage containers in a fenced area east 

of the VWR.  The metal storage containers were removed as part of the OMS transfer to Red 

River Army Depot in December 2004. 

The Watts-Guillot USARC was most recently occupied with 10 full time employees and 

approximately 140 reservists that trained at the facility one weekend (2 days) each month. 
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Emission Factors – No Action Alternative 

Heating Source Emissions 

The analysis has been conducted using the assumption that the heat will be provided by small 

individual boilers that operate at less than 100 million BTUs per hour (Building Energy Data 

Book DOI).  The average energy intensity for office buildings using natural gas in the West 

South Central Region is 32.2 cubic feet (CF) of gas annually per square foot, so approximately 

376,901 CF of natural gas is needed to heat the 11,705 SF administration building.  Assumptions 

for operational heating estimates were based on the most recent Commercial Energy 

Consumption Survey (CBECS) in 2003 conducted by the Department of Energy Information 

Administration.  

Emission factors (EFs) were obtained from the USEPAs AP-42, Fifth Edition, Compilation of 

Air Pollution Emission Factors Volume 1: Chapter 1: Stationary Sources, Supplement D.  

Criteria pollutants emitted from natural gas-fired boilers include N0x, VOCs, CO, and trace 

amounts of SO2, Pb and particulate matter. 

 

Activity Annual Emissions (TPY) 

N0x Ozone PM 2.5  PM  10 SO2 CO Pb 

Building Heating 0.02 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.0001 0.02 -- 

TPY – Tons Per Year 

-- – Too small to be measured 

All Pm is assumed to be 1.0 micrometer in diameter; therefore, the PM emission factor can be used for both 2.5 and 

10 (AP-42, Supplement D) 

Vehicle Emissions 

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be 10 employees commuting daily (i.e. 5 days per 

week).  Additionally, one weekend (2 days) each month, there would be an additional 140 

vehicles for training.  For purposes of this analysis, the max number of weekends and reservists 

will be used in calculations.  According to the U.S. Census, the average, daily Texarkana 

Commute is 15 minutes.  Therefore, a car travelling an average speed (35 mph) would travel 

approximately 9 miles in 15 minutes for a total daily commute of 18 miles. 

Emission factors are based on the MOBILE air modeling program at an annual average 

temperature of 57.5 degrees Fahrenheit and AP-42, Appendix H (Table 1.1B.1) January 2005.  

Criteria pollutants emitted from commuter vehicles include N0x, VOCs, CO, and trace amounts 

of SO2 and particulate matter.  It was assumed that commuter traffic would be light duty 

gasoline vehicles using unleaded gasoline. 
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Activity Annual Emissions (TPY) 

 

N0x Ozone PM 2.5  PM 10 SO2 CO 

Commuter Traffic 0.09 0.02 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.98 

TPY – Tons Per Year 

 

Non-Road/Non-Mobile Source Emissions 

Non-Road emissions are based on the EPA NONROAD 2005 model and EPA 420-F-05-022.  

Assumptions were that minimal ground maintenance would occur on a weekly basis that would 

use lawnmowers, weed whackers, and leaf blowers that run on unleaded gasoline. 

 

Activity 

Annual Emissions (TPY) 

N0x Ozone PM 2.5  PM 10  SO2 CO Pb 

Various Equipment 

Sources 

0.08 1.15 0.01 0.02 0.02 20.56 -- 

TPY – Tons Per Year 

-- – Too small to be measured 

 

 

Summary of Emissions for the No Action Alternative 

All Activities 

Combined 

Annual Emissions (TPY) 

N0x Ozone PM 2.5  PM 10 SO2 CO Pb 

0.19 1.17 0.011 0.02 0.02 21.56 - 

TPY – Tons Per Year 

-- – Too small to be measured 
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Emission Factors –Alternative 2 

Heating Source Emissions 

Assumptions and inputs are the same as the No action Alternative with one additional 

assumption.  For this analysis, it is assumed that during caretaker status the heating would run to 

maintain the system or at 50 percent capacity of the current use. 

Activity Annual Emissions (TPY) 

N0x Ozone PM 2.5  PM 10 SO2 CO Pb 

Building 

Heating 0.009 0.0005 0.0007 0.0007 0.00006 0.008 0.0 

TPY – Tons Per Year 

Vehicle Emissions 

Under caretaker status, it is anticipated that one person would commute to the site 1 time per 

week to monitor the building and do routine maintenance.  The average, daily commute is 15 

minutes (18 miles travelling at 35 mph).  It is assumed that unleaded gasoline is used. 

Activity Annual Emissions (TPY) 

 

N0x Ozone PM 2.5  PM 10 SO2 CO Pb 

Commuter Traffic 0.0008 0.0001 0.000001 0.00001 0.000007 0.009 - 

TPY – Tons Per Year 

-- – Too small to be measured 

Non-Road/Non-Mobile Source Emissions 

Non-Road emissions would be the same as under the No Action Alternative.  There would be 

weekly maintenance activities such as mowing and trimming. 

Activity 

Annual Emissions (TPY) 

N0x Ozone PM 2.5  PM 10  SO2 CO Pb 

Various Equipment 

Sources 

0.08 1.15 0.01 0.02 0.02 

 

20.56 - 

TPY – Tons Per Year 

-- – Too small to be measured 
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Summary of Emissions 

All Activities 

Combined 

Annual Emissions (TPY) 

N0x Ozone PM 2.5  PM 10 SO2 CO Pb 

0.09 1.15 0.01 0.02 0.02 20.57 0.0 

TPY – Tons Per Year 

 

Emission Factors –Alternative 3 

Building Demolition, Haul Road, and Paving Operations  

Estimate approximately 4.3 acres of ground disturbance.  Demolition of 14,343 SF and new 

construction of 213,000 SF. 

Activity 

Annual Emissions (TPY) 

N0x Ozone PM 2.5  PM 10 SO2 CO Pb 

Various Equipment Sources 

(Reuse) 

20.85 1.85 1.31 6.24 2.26 9.39 - 

TPY – Tons Per Year 

-- – Too small to be measured 

 

Heating Source Emissions 

Approximately 11 million CF of natural gas is needed to heat 60 units. 

Activity Annual Emissions (TPY) 

N0x Ozone PM 2.5  PM 10 SO2 CO Pb 

Building Heating 0.55 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.003 0.5 0.000003 

TPY – Tons Per Year 
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Vehicle Emissions 

Commuter patterns would change under this alternative.  There could be up to 120 users per day 

(assuming 2 vehicles per residential unit).  The average, daily commute is 9 miles (18 miles 

round trip).  During the demolition phase, there would be workers temporarily commuting to the 

site.  For purposes of this analysis, we will assume 46 workers will be on site daily for one year. 

 

Activity  

Annual Emissions (TPY) 

 

N0x Ozone PM 2.5  PM 10 SO2 CO Pb 

Commuter Traffic 

(Reuse) 

0.66 0.11 0.001 0.01 0.006 7.19 - 

Traffic 

(Construction) 1.69 1.17 0.003 0.03 0.002 12.46 

- 

TOTAL 2.35 1.28 0.004 0.04 0.008 19.65 - 

TPY – Tons Per Year 

-- – Too small to be measured 

 

Non-Road/Non-Mobile Source Emissions  

Non-Road Emissions activities are anticipated to be lawnmowers, weed whackers, and leaf 

blowers that run on unleaded gasoline during the reuse.  

Activity 

Annual Emissions (TPY) 

N0x Ozone PM 2.5  PM 10 SO2 CO Pb 

Various Equipment Sources 

(Reuse) 

0.08 1.14 0.01 0.02 0.02 20.56 -- 

TPY – Tons Per Year 

-- – Too small to be measured 
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Summary of Emissions  

All Activities 

Combined 

Annual Emissions (TPY) 

N0x Ozone PM 2.5  PM 10 SO2 CO Pb 

23.83 4.30 1.36 6.34 2.28 50.10 0.000003 

TPY – Tons Per Year 

 

Emission Factors –Alternative 4 

Building Demolition, Haul Road, and Paving Operations  

Estimate approximately 14,343 SF of demolition and 4.3 acres of ground disturbance. 

Activity 

Annual Emissions (TPY) 

N0x Ozone PM 2.5  PM 10 SO2 CO Pb 

Various Equipment Sources 

(Reuse) 

0.33 0.13 0.02 0.10 0.04 0.03 - 

TPY – Tons Per Year 

-- – Too small to be measured 

 

Vehicle Emissions 

Commuter patterns would change under this alternative.  According to traffic analysis for a park, 

there could be up to 600 trip ends per day (people entering and exiting the site).  The average, 

daily commute is 9 miles (18 miles round trip).  During the demolition phase, there would be 

workers temporarily commuting to the site.  For purposes of this analysis, we will assume 1 

worker will be on site daily for one year. 

 

Activity Annual Emissions (TPY) 

 

N0x Ozone PM 2.5  PM 10 SO2 CO Pb 

Commuter Traffic 

(Reuse) 

1.73 0.30 0.03 0.3 0.02 18.8 - 

Traffic 

(Construction) 0.07 0.05 0.0005 0.0005 0.00004 0.04 

- 

TOTAL 1.80 0.35 0.03 0.3 0.02 18.8 - 

TPY – Tons Per Year 
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Non-Road/Non-Mobile Source Emissions  

Non-Road Emissions activities are anticipated to be lawnmowers, weed whackers, and leaf 

blowers that run on unleaded gasoline during the reuse.  

Activity 

Annual Emissions (TPY) 

N0x Ozone PM 2.5  PM 10 SO2 CO Pb 

Various Equipment Sources 

(Reuse) 

0.16 2.28 0.02 0.04 0.04 41.12 -- 

TPY – Tons Per Year 

-- – Too small to be measured 

 

Building Demolition, Haul Road, and Paving Operations  

Estimate approximately 3 acres of ground disturbance.  Demolition of 5,800 SF and new 

construction of 120,000 SF. 

Activity 

Annual Emissions (TPY) 

N0x Ozone PM 2.5  PM 10 SO2 CO Pb 

Various Equipment Sources 

(Reuse) 

11.8 1.04 3.71 4.05 1.28 5.54 - 

TPY – Tons Per Year 

Summary of Emissions 

All Activities 

Combined 

Annual Emissions (TPY) 

N0x Ozone PM 2.5  PM 10 SO2 CO Pb 

14.09 3.80 3.78 4.49 1.38 65.49 - 

TPY – Tons Per Year 

-- – Too small to be measured 
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Emission Factors –Alternative 5 

Building Demolition, Haul Road, and Paving Operations  

Estimate approximately 4.3 acres of ground disturbance.  Demolition of 14,343 SF and new 

construction of 213,000 SF. 

Activity 

Annual Emissions (TPY) 

N0x Ozone PM 2.5  PM 10 SO2 CO Pb 

Various Equipment Sources 

(Reuse) 

20.85 1.85 1.31 6.24 2.26 9.39 - 

TPY – Tons Per Year 

 

Approximately 6.9 million CF of natural gas is needed to heat a 213,000 SF building. 

Activity Annual Emissions (TPY) 

N0x Ozone PM 2.5  PM 10 SO2 CO Pb 

Building Heating 0.34 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.002 0.28 0.000005 

TPY – Tons Per Year 

* All PM is assumed to be less than 1.0 micrometer in diamter. The PM emission factors can be used to estimate 

PM 10 or PM 2.5 (EPA 1998) 

 

Vehicle Emissions 

Commuter patterns would change under this alternative.  There would be approximately 700 

users per day.  The average, daily commute is 9 miles (18 miles round trip).  During the 

demolition phase, there would be workers temporarily commuting to the site.  For purposes of 

this analysis, we will assume 120 workers will be on site daily for one year. 
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Activity  

Annual Emissions (TPY) 

 

N0x Ozone PM 2.5  PM 10 SO2 CO Pb 

Commuter Traffic 

(Reuse) 

2.92 0.5 0.04 0.4 0.03 42.58 - 

Traffic 

(Construction) 1.88 1.15 0.006 0.06 0.0004 14.99 

- 

TOTAL 4.80 1.65 0.05 0.5 0.03 46.89 - 

TPY – Tons Per Year 

 

Non-Road/Non-Mobile Source Emissions  

Non-Road Emissions activities are anticipated to be lawnmowers, weed whackers, and leaf 

blowers that run on unleaded gasoline during the reuse.  

Activity 

Annual Emissions (TPY) 

N0x Ozone PM 2.5  PM 10 SO2 CO Pb 

Various Equipment Sources 

(Reuse) 

0.08 1.14 0.01 0.02 0.02 20.56 -- 

TPY – Tons Per Year 

-- – Too small to be measured 

 

Summary of Emissions 

All Activities 

Combined 

Annual Emissions (TPY) 

N0x Ozone PM 2.5  PM 10 SO2 CO Pb 

26.07 6.51 1.40 6.79 2.31 87.8 0.000005 

TPY – Tons Per Year 
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ATTACHMENT 1 – RECORD OF NON-APPLICABILITY 

 

Project Name:  Disposal and Proposed Reuse of the Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army 

Reserve Center  

Project Point of Contact:  

Laura M. Caballero 

Chief, Environmental Division 

63d Regional Support Command, DPW 

 

Project Dates: Approximately January 1, 2015 through December 31, 2015 

 

General Conformity under the Clean Air Act, Section 176 has been evaluated for the action 

described above according to the provisions set forth in 40 CFR 93, Subpart B.  The General 

Conformity Rule applies to federal actions occurring in regions designated as being in attainment 

for the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) or attainment areas subject to 

maintenance plans (maintenance area).  De minimis threshold levels for applicable NAAQS 

constituents have been established for federal actions with the potential to have significant air 

quality impacts.  Should a project or related action located in a non-attainment or maintenance 

area exceed de minimis levels, a general conformity analysis would be required.  

The Watts-Guillot Memorial U.S. Army Reserve Center is located in Bowie County, Texas, 

which is in attainment for all other NAAQS criteria pollutants and therefore is not subject to air 

conformity review. 

Supporting documentation and emission estimates can be found in Section 4.2 and Appendix B 

of the Environmental Assessment for BRAC 2005 Recommendations for Disposal and Reuse of 

the Watts-Guillot Memorial United States Army Reserve Center, Texarkana, Texas. 

 

 

 

LAURA M. CABALLERO 

Chief, Environmental Division 

63d Regional Support Command, DPW 
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APPENDIX C – 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. 

 

Alterantive 3 - EIFS REPORT 

PROJECT NAME 

Texarkana, TX BRAC Alternative 3 

STUDY AREA 

05091  Miller, AR 

48037  Bowie, TX 
 

FORECAST INPUT 

Change In Local Expenditures $8,400,000 

Change In Civilian Employment 132 

Average Income of Affected Civilian $31,730 

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 2.83 
 

Income Multiplier 2.83 
 

Sales Volume - Direct $8,799,243 
 

Sales Volume - Induced $16,102,610 
 

Sales Volume - Total $24,901,860 0.83% 

Income - Direct $5,348,066 
 

Income - Induced $3,437,957 
 

Income – Total (place of 
work) 

$8,786,022 0.35% 

Employment - Direct 186 
 

Employment - Induced 98 
 

Employment - Total 284 0.43% 

Local Population 0 
 

Local Off-base Population 0 0% 
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RTV SUMMARY 

 
Sales Volume       Income   Employment   Population 

Positive RTV 8.49 % 6.93 % 3.22 % 2.61 % 
 

Negative RTV -9.13 % -7.87 % -6.49 % -0.8 % 
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Alternative 4 - EIFS REPORT 

PROJECT NAME 

Texarkana, TX BRAC Alternative 4 

STUDY AREA 

05091  Miller, AR 

48037  Bowie, TX 
 

FORECAST INPUT 

Change In Local Expenditures $60,000 

Change In Civilian Employment 1 

Average Income of Affected Civilian $35,050 

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 2.83 
 

Income Multiplier 2.83 
 

Sales Volume - Direct $66,979 
 

Sales Volume - Induced $122,571 
 

Sales Volume - Total $189,550 0.01% 

Income - Direct $43,334 
 

Income - Induced $26,169 
 

Income – Total (place of 
work) 

$69,503 0% 

Employment - Direct 1 
 

Employment - Induced 1 
 

Employment - Total 2 0% 

Local Population 0 
 

Local Off-base Population 0 0% 
 

RTV SUMMARY 

 
Sales Volume       Income   Employment   Population 

Positive RTV 8.49 % 6.93 % 3.22 % 2.61 % 
 

Negative RTV -9.13 % -7.87 % -6.49 % -0.8 % 
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Alternative 5 - EIFS REPORT 

PROJECT NAME 

Texarkana, TX BRAC Alternative 5 

STUDY AREA 

05091  Miller, AR 

48037  Bowie, TX 
 

FORECAST INPUT 

Change In Local Expenditures $27,000,000 

Change In Civilian Employment 385 

Average Income of Affected Civilian $35,050 

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 2.83 
 

Income Multiplier 2.83 
 

Sales Volume - Direct $28,308,740 
 

Sales Volume - Induced $51,804,990 
 

Sales Volume - Total $80,113,740 2.69% 

Income - Direct $17,221,880 
 

Income - Induced $11,060,520 
 

Income – Total (place of 
work) 

$28,282,400 1.13% 

Employment - Direct 558 
 

Employment - Induced 317 
 

Employment - Total 875 1.33% 

Local Population 0 
 

Local Off-base Population 0 0% 
 

RTV SUMMARY 

 
Sales Volume       Income   Employment   Population 

Positive RTV 8.49 % 6.93 % 3.22 % 2.61 % 
 

Negative RTV -9.13 % -7.87 % -6.49 % -0.8 % 
  

  

 ****** End of Report ****** 
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APPENDIX D – LEGAL AND REGULATORY FRAMEWORK FOR BRAC CLOSURE, 

DISPOSAL, AND REUSE PROCESS 

On September 8, 2005, the Defense BRAC Commission recommended closure of the Watts-

Guillot USARC in Texarkana, Texas.  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 Watts-Guillot 

USARC: 

“Close the Watts-Guillot United States Army Reserve Center, Texarkana, TX, and 

realign the Hooks Army Reserve Center on Red River Army Depot by relocating units to a 

new Armed Forces Reserve Center on or in the vicinity of Red River Army Depot, TX.  

The new AFRC shall have the capability to accommodate Texas National Guard Units from 

the following Texas ARNG Readiness Centers: Atlanta, and Texarkana, if the state decides 

to relocate those National Guard units”. 

To implement these recommendations, the Army proposes to close the Watts-Guillot 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)  
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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) 

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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