FINAL

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
FOR BRAC 05 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
CLOSURE, DISPOSAL, AND REUSE OF THE SSG ROY CLIFTON SCOUTEN
UNITED STATES ARMY RESERVE CENTER
MANSFIELD, OHIO
FAC ID OHO37

Prepared for:
U.S. Army Reserve88TH Regional Support Command
60 South O Street
Fort McCoy, Wisconsin 54656

Prepared by:
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District
P.O. Box 2288
Mobile, Alabama 36628

With technical assistance from:
Parsons

400 Woods Mill Road South Suite 330
Chesterfield, Missouri 63107

Decembe 2011



This page intentionally left blank.



DRAFT FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
FOR BRAC 05 RECOMMENDATI ONS FOR
CLOSURE, DISPOSAL, AND REUSE OF THE
SSG ROY CLIFTON SCOUTEN
UNITED STATES ARMY RESERVE CENTER,
MANSFIELD, OHIO
FAC ID OHO37

On Septembes, 2005, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commission
recommended that the Department of Defense (DoD) close the Scouten US Army Reserve
Center (USARC or the Property) in Mansfield, Olaad relocate all units to a new AFRC at
Mansfield Air National Guard Base located at Manstieddhm Airport.

Pursuant to the Council on Environmental Quality Regulations (40 CFR Part4.868pfor
implementing the procedural provisions of the Natidiratironmental Policy Act of 1969 (42
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and 32 CFR 651 (Environmental Analysis of Army Actibag)S Army
Corps of Engineers, Mobile District has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) of the
potential environmental and socioeconomiffects associated with tisbosure disposaland

reuse of the Scouten USARC.

PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action is tleosure disposal and reusef the Scouten USARC. Reuse of the
surplus property made available by the closure of the Scouten OS4RId occur as a

secondary action resulting from disposal. Environmental effects associated with the transfer of
personnel to the ne&FRC and actions related to this transfer have been evaluated under NEPA
in a separate EAQhio Air National Guard 2008

The Scouten USARQocated aR71 Hedges Street, Mansfield, Richland County, Olvis
built in 1958. This site consists ofadres of developed land with the following structures:

e Administration Building; 11,759 squafeet
e Organizational MaintenaecShop (OMS); 2,858 squaiext

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDE RED
Alternative 1 7 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Army would continue operations at the Scouten USARC at
levels similar to those that occurred prior to the BRAC 2005 Conmis$h s r ecommendat i
closure becoming final. The inclusion of the Action Alternative is prescribed by the CEQ

regulations implementing NEPA and serves as a benchmark against which the environmental
impacts of the action alternatives maydwaluatel. The Reserve mission at the USARC has

ended and it is unlikely that it would ever resume, given the recommendation of the BRAC
Commission. Nevertheless, this No Action Alternative allows comparison of impacts between
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the prior mission, the current ctaker status, and the proposed reuseeréfiore, théNo Action
Alternative is evaluated in the EA.

Impacts of Army Closure, Disposal and Reuse

The EA also reviews the potential impacts of two implementation alternatives. These
alternativesare

Alternaive 21 Caretaker Statualternative and

Alternative3 i Preferred Alternative: Traditional Army Disposal and Reuse as
Independent Living Accommodations for the Homeless by the Mary
McLeodBethune Intervention and Enrichment Center

Alternative 2 1 Caretaker Status Alternative

The Army secured the Scouten USARC after the military mission ended on Septeinbei 1l

to ensure public safety and the security of remaining government property. From the time of
operational closure until conveyance of the Prgpéine Army will provide sufficient

maintenance to preserve and protect the site for reuse in an economical manner that facilitates
redevelopment. If the Scouten USARC is not transferred, the Army will reduce maintenance
levels to the minimum level fousplus government property as specified in 41 CFR40202,

41 CFR 10347-4913, and Army Regulation 42D(Army Facilities Managemeht

Alternative 31 Preferred Alternative: Traditional Army Disposal and Reuse as
Independent Living Accommodations for tre Homeless by the Mary McLeoeBethune
Intervention and Enrichment Center

For the Preferred Alternative the Army wouldpose othe Scouten USAR@ndera public

benefit conveyance to the Mary McLe8eéthune Intervention and Enrichment Center for use as
independent living accommodatioasdsupportiveservices for homeless seniors as
recommended by th@ity of MansfieldLRA in the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten USARCeRse

Plan. The Center would support nine filime employees and two paitne employees

including an executive director, clerical, nurses, cook, and maintenance staff

The administration building would be renovated to fit the purposes obtineless housing
centerand the other buildings would be used for storage of equipment associated with the
program The planned renovation woutdeate efficiency permanent housing for up to 24
homeless seniors with supportive services sucteapite cargphysical therapymedication
assistancewellness programgransportationrecreationand insuite emegency response. In
addition to permanent housing, the Centeula also provide an emergency shelter program.
The emergency shelter prograrmwd provide assistance to individuals who are homeless or in
need of emergency shelter due to domestic violenogher such crisis. The emergency shelter
program vould initially consist of financial assistance for shtetm housing, transportation,
counseling, childcare, case management, employment counselthgther assistance.

Generalized property reusgeénsities were not examined in this EA due to the small size of the
USARC property ancdbecausehere was a final reuse plan on which to base the NEPA analysis.
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FACTORS CONSIDERED IN DETERMINING THAT N O ENVIRONMENTAL

IMPACT STATEMENT IS REQUIRED

The EA, whch is incorporated by reference into this Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI),
examined potential effects of the implementing the proposed action on 12 resource areas for each
alternative: aesthetics and visual resources, air quality, biologicakrceso cultural resources,

geology and soils, hazardous materials, land use, noise, socioeconomics, transportation, utilities,
and water resources. The analyses in the EA concluded that there will be no significant adverse
or significant beneficial enviramental impacts resulting from implementing the proposed action.

As a result, no mitigation measures are required as part of this EA.

CONCLUSION

Based upon the EA, it has been determined that implementation of any of the alternatives will
not result in aignificant impact on the quality of the human or natural environment. The Army
is committed to implementing the Best Management Practices described in the EA. Therefore,
issuance of a FNSI is warranted, and preparation of an Environmental Impact Stk ®eis

not required and an EIS will not be prepared.

It has also been determined that the No Action Alternative will not support Congressional
requirements under BRAC law (Public Laws 1810); consequently, it has not been selected for
implementation.Alternative 3 is the preferred alternative of the Army and the LRA. This
alternative would include the reuse of the facilisindependeniiving accommodations for the
homelesdy the Mary McLeoeBethunelnterventiorandEnrichmentCenter.

PUBLIC AVAI LABILITY

The EA and Draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) have undergoneda3@ublic
comment period in accordance with requirements specified in 32 CFR Part 651.

The 30day public review period was initiated by placing a Notice of Availabilftthe final EA
and Draft FNSI irthe Mansfield News Journaand theCleveland Plain DealerThe EA and
Draft FNSI were available at tiMansfield/Richland County Public Libraries of Main Library
(43 West Third Street, Mansfield, OH 44902) and CrestBeawnich (1575 SR 96 East, Ashland,
OH 44805; and on theBRAC website at
http://www.hqgda.army.mil/acsim/brac/env_ea_review.htm

Date

KURT F. WAGNER

Colonel, US ARMY

Director, Public Worls

88TH Regional Support Command
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES1 INTRODUCTION

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

closure disposal and reuse of th8SG Roy CliftonrScouten United States Army Reserve Center
(USARC), Mansfield Ohio. This EA was developed in accordance witi\thgonal

Environmental Policy AGNEPA) [42 United States Code (U.S.C.) § 4321 et seq.];

i mpl ementing regulations issued by the Presid
Code of Federal Rpilations(CFR) Parts 1500508; andenvironmental Analysis of Army

Actions,32 CFR Part 651. Its purpose is to inform decision makers and the public of the likely
environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and alternatives.

This EA addresses theential environmental, cultural, and socioeconomic effects of the
Scouten USARCIlosure disposaland reuse. The potential effects of the relocation of the units
stationed at the Scouten USARC have been addressed in a separate EA.

ES2 PROPOSED ACTION

On September 8, 2005, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commission made
the following recommendations concerning the Scouten USARE of Mansfield, Richland
County, Ohio:

fiClose the Scouten Army Reserve Center, Mansfield, OH, and thetPPamyt Reserve
Center, Kenton, OH, and relocate all units to a Aemed Forces Reserve Center
(AFRC) at Mansfield Air National Guard Base located at Mansfledtim Airport. The
new AFRC shall have the capability to accommodate units from the followdiigiéa:
Ohio Army National GuardARNG) Armories in Mansfield and Ashland, OH, if the
state decides to relocate those National Guard anits.

This recommendation was approved by the President on September 23, 2005 and was forwarded
to Congress, and on Nember 9, 2005, the recommendation became law. The BRAC
Commission recommendations must now be implemented as provided for in the Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law-510), as amended.

The proposed action is tleosure disposé and reusef the Scouten USARC. Reuse of the
surplus property made available by the closure of the Scouten USARC would occur as a
secondary action resulting from disposal. Environmental effects associated with the transfer of
personnel to the neAFRC and actions related to this transfer have been evaluated under NEPA
in a separate EAQhio Air National Guar®008).

The Scouten USARGocated a271 Hedges Street, Mansfield, Richland County, QOlves
built in 1958. This site consists ofdres of deeloped land with the following structures:
e 11,759squarefoot administration building
o 2,858squarefoot detached manizationamaintenanceshop (OMS)
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ES3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDE RED

ES 3.1 Alternative 117 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternate, the Army would continue operations at the Scouten USARC at
|l evels similar to those that occurred prior
closure becoming final. The inclusiontbENo Action Alternativeis prescribed by the CEQ
regultions implementing NEPA and serves as a benchmark against which the environmental
impacts of the action alternatives may be evalualdek Reserve mission at the USARC has

ended and it is unlikely that it would ever resume, given the recommendatienBR#AC
Commission. Nevertheless, this No Action Alternative allows comparison of impacts between
the prior mission, the current caretaker status, and the proposed Teesefore, the No Action
Alternative is evaluated in the EA.

ES 3.2 Alternative 21 Caretaker StatusAlternative

The Army secured the Scouten USARC after the military mission ended on Septenr11l

to ensure public safety and the security of remaining government property. From the time of
operational closure until conveyance of Bieperty, the Army will provide sufficient

maintenance to preserve and protect the site for reuse in an economical manner that facilitates
redevelopment. If th8couten USARC is not transferregtle Army will reduce maintenance

levels to the minimum levdbr surplus government property as specified in 41 CFR410402,

41 CFR 10347-4913, and Army Regulation 821 (Army Facilities Management)

ES 3.3 Alternative 31 Preferred Alternative: Traditional Army Disposal and Reuse as
IndependentL iving Accommodations for theHomelesshy the Mary McLeod-
Bethunelntervention and Enrichment Center

For the Preferred Alternative the Army wouldpose othe Scouten USAR@ndera public
benefit conveyance to the Mary McLe8eathune Intervention and Enrichment Cerfite use as
independent living accommodatioasdsupportiveservices for homeless seniors as
recommended by th@ity of MansfieldLRA in the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten USARCeRse
Plan. The Center would support nine fiime employees and two pditne enployees
including an executive director, clerical, nurses, cook, and maintenance staff

The administration building would be renovated to fit the purposes obtineless housing
centerand the other buildings would be used for storage of equipmentatesbwith the

program The planned renovation woutdeate efficiency permanent housing for up to 24
homeless seniors with supportive services sucteapite cargphysical therapymedication
assistancewellness programgransportationrecreationand in-suite emergency response. In
addition to permanent housing, the Centeula also provide an emergency shelter program.
The emergency shelter prograrmwd provide assistance to individuals who are homeless or in
need of emergency shelter due tongstic violence or other such crisis. The emergency shelter
program vould initially consist of financial assistance for shtetm housing, transportation,
counseling, childcare, case management, employment counselthgther assistance.

Generalized mperty reuse intensities were not examined in this EA due to the small size of the
USARC property andbecausehere was a final reuse plan on which to base the NEPA analysis.
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ES4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Army NEPA Regulations (32 CFR651.14) statethe 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 8500.4(g)) emphasizes thse of the scoping process, not only
to identify significant environmental issues deserving of study, but also to deemphasize
insignificant issues, narrowing the scope of the environmental assessment process.

Resource categories with more than one commpiofeeg., Hazardous and Toxic Substances),

may have certain subcategories that can be deemphasized due to insignificance and other
subcategories that should be analyzed in more detail. These resources categories will, therefore,
be discussed in multiplaibsections throughout Section 4.

ES 4.1Environmental ResourcesConsidered

Table ES1 lists each of the environmental resource categories, and it documents which
resources are present and the analyzed effect

not present;

present, but not impacted;

present, but proposed action will have little or no measurable environmental effect; or
presentwill require detailed analysis.
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Table ES1 Summary of Resource Catego

Impact Analysis for the Scouten USARC.

Resource Category Document
(Alphabetical) Sedion Analysis Undertaken
AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 4.1.3 Resource Present; Little or No Measurable Effec
AIR QUALITY 41.3 Resource Present; Little or No Measurable Effec
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Critical Habitat 411 Resource Not Present
Threat@med and Endangered Species (State 411 Resource Not Present
Federal)
Vegetation 412 Resource Present, Not Impacted
Wilderness Areas and Wildlife Refuges 41.1 Resource Not Present
Wildlife 4.1.2 Resource Present, Not Impacted
CULTURAL RESOURCES
Archaeological Resources 41.1 Resource Not Present
Historic Buildings 4.1.3 Resource Present; Little or No Measurable Effec
Historic Properties of Religious or Cultural 41.1 Resource Not Present
Significance to Native Americans and Tribes
GEOLOGY AND SOIL 4.1.2 Resource Present, Not Impacted
HAZARDOUS AND TOXIC SUBSTANCES
Adjacent Properties 412 Resource Present, Not Impacted
Detailed Analysis of Resource
Asbestos Containing Material 42 Alternative 1- No Impact
Alternative 2i Beneficiallmpact
Alternative 3i Beneficial and Adverse Impact
Detailed Analysis of Resource
Lead Based Paint (LBP) 42 Alternative 1- No Impact
Alternative 2i Beneficial Impact
Alternative 3i Beneficial and Adverse Impact
Munitions and Explosivesf Concern 411 Resource Not Present
Past Uses and Operations 412 Resource Present, Not Impacted
Pits, Sumps, Drywells, and Catch Basins 411 Resource Not Present
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) 412 Resource Present, Not Impacted
Radioactive Magrials 412 Resource Present, Not Impacted
Detailed Analysis of Resource
Radon 42 | Aternative 1i No Impact
Alternative 2i Beneficial Impact
Alternative 3i Beneficial and Adverse Impact
Regulatory Information 412 Resource Present, Not Ingted
Storage, Use, Release of 4.1.3 Resource Present; Little or No Measurable Effec
Chemicals/Hazardous Substances
UST/ASTs 411 Resource Not Present
Waste Disposal Sites 411 Resource Not Present
Environmental Assessment for Executive Summary
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Table ES1 Summary of Resource Catego

Impact Analysis for the Scouten USARC.

Resource Category Document
(Alphabetical) Sedion Analysis Undertaken
LAND USE
Detailed Analysis of Resource
Current and Future Development in the 43 [‘Alternative 1i No impact
Regon of Influence Alternative 2i No Impact
Alternative 3i No Impact
Detailed Analysis of Resource
Installation Land/Airspace Use 43 Alternative 11 No Impact
Alternative 2i No Impact
Alternative 3i Beneficial Impact
National and State Parks 41.1 Resource Not Present
Prime and Unique Farmland 41.1 Resource Not Present
Surrounding Land/Airspace Use 4.1.2 Resource Present, Not Impacted
NOISE 4.1.3 Resource Present; Little dlo Measurable Effect
SOCIOECONOMICS
Detailed Analysis of Resource
Economic Development 44 Alternative 1i No Impact
Alternative 2i Adverse Impact
Alternative 3i Beneficial Impact
Detailed Analysis of Resource
Environmental Justice 44 Alternative 1 No Impact
Alternative 2i No Impact
Alternative 3i No Impact
Demographics 4.4 Detailed Analysis of Resource
| Alternative 1i No Impact
Alternative 2i No Impact
Alternative 3i Beneficial Impact
Housing 41.2 Resource PresgrNot Impacted
Detailed Analysis of Resource
Protection of Children 44 Alternative 1i No Impact
Alternative 2i No Impact
Alternative 3i No Impact
Public Services 41.3 Resource Present; Little or No Measurable Effec
TRANSPORTATION
Roadwas and Traffic 4.1.3 Resource Present; Little or No Measurable Effec
Public Transportation 4.1.3 Resource Present; Little or No Measurable Effec
UTILITIES
Communications 4.1.2 Resource Present, Not Impacted
Energy Sources (Electrical, Gas, etc) 4.1.2 Resource Present, Not Impacted
Potable Water Supply 4.1.2 Resource Present, Not Impacted
Solid Waste 4.1.2 Resource Present, Not Impacted
Storm Water System 4.1.2 Resource Present, Not Impacted
Environmental Assessment for Executive Summary
Closure Disposa) and Reuse of the
SSG Roy Clifton Scouten US ArnBeserve Ceetr  ES5




Table ES1 Summary of Resource Category Impact Analysis for the Scouten USARC.

Resource Category Document
(Alphabetical) Sedion Analysis Undertaken
Wastewater System 412 Resource Present, Not Impacted

WATER RESOURCES

Floodplains/Coastal Barriers and Zones 411 Resource Not Present
Hydrology/Groundwater 412 Resource Present, Not Impacted
National Wild and Scenic Rivers 411 Resource Not Present

Surface Water (Streams, Ponds, etc.) 411 Resource Nt Present

Wetlands 411 Resource Not Present

The EA performed an analysis of 12 resource categories including a detailed andlysis of
resource categories for each alternative: land use (installation land/airspace use, and current and
future devedbpment in the region of influence), hazardous and toxic substances (asbestos, lead
based paint, and radon), and socioeconomics (economic development, environmental justice,
demographics, and protection of childreifhe analyses in the EA concluded thexald be no
significant adverse or significant beneficial environmental impacts resulting from the Proposed
Action or alternatives. Therefore, issuance of a Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) is
warranted, and preparation of an Environmental Impete®ent (EIS) is not required.

ES4.2BEST MANAGEMENT PRAC TICES

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 Alternati

Local, state, and federal regulations for noise, air, water, and soil resources will be adhered to
during all phases of demolition and construction, as appropriate, to minimize impacts associated
with implementing the proposed action.

ES5 CONCLUSIONS

This EA was conducted in accordance with the requirements of NEPA, the Council on
Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1500), and 32 CFR 651
Environmental Analysis of Army Actions. As analyzed and discussed in the EA, directcindi
and cumulative impacts of the each of the Implementation Alternatives and the No Action
Alternative have been considered and no significant impacts (either beneficial or adverse) have
been identified. Therefore, issuance of a FNSI is warranteghrapdration of an EIS is not
required.

Eitherof theactionalternatives considered could be implemented. However, the No Action
Alternative would not support Congressional requirements under the B&AE@ublic Laws
101-510); consequently, it has na¢en selected for implementation.

Alternative 3 is the preferred alternative of the Army and the LRA. This alternative would
include the reuse of the faciliasindependeniiving accommodations for theomelesdy the
Mary McLeodBethunelnterventionard EnrichmentCenter.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

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

closure disposal and reuse of th8SG Roy CliftorScouten Wited StatesArmy Reserve Center

(USARC), Mansfield, Ohio(Figure t1). Ths EA was developed in accordance with the

National Environmental Policy ANEPA) [42 United States Code (U.S.C.) § 4321 et seq.];

i mpl ementing regulations i ssued Quaity(CE®), Presid
40 Code of Federal Regulatiof€FR) Parts 1500508; ancenvironmental Analysis of Army

Actions,32 CFR Part 651Its purpose is to inform decision makers and the public of the likely
environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and alternatives.

1.1 Purpose and Need of the Proposefction

On September 8, 2005, the Defense Ralssure and Realignme(BRAC) Commission
recommended closure of tBeouten USAREFigure 12) and realignment of essential missions
to other installationsThe deactivatetl SARC property is excess to Armyititary need and

will be disposed of according to applicable laws and regulations.

Environmental Assessment for Section 1
Closure, Disposahnd Reuse of the Introduction
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1.2 Public Involvement

The Army is committed to open decistomaking. 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 coorelihaiththe US

Environmental Protection AgencyS Department Of Housing And Urban Developmehe

City of Mansfield the RichlandCountyCommissionerghe City of MansfieldLocal
RedevelopmenAuthority (LRA), Ohio Environmental Protection Agenc@hio Department of
DevelopmentOhio Department of Natural ResourcappropriateNative Americartribes the

State Historic Preservation Offic€HPQO) US Fish and Wildlife Service, and others as
appropriate.

The 30day publicreview period begins by publisig a Notice of Availability of the final EA
and a draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) in a local newspagpensfield News
Journal and a regional newspapéieveland Plain Dealer The EA and draft FNSI are made
available duringtte publicreview period at thlansfield/Richland Countfublic Libraries of
Main Library (43 West ThirdStreetMansfield, Ghio 44902 andCrestviewBranch (575 SR 96
East, Ashland, Bio 44805, and on the BRAC website at
http://www.hgda.army.mil/acsim/brac/env_ea_review.htifhe Army invites the public and all
interested and affected parties to review and comment on this EA and the drafiViAitgin
comments and requests for information shoulditemitted to th&RAC Environmental
Coordinator of the United States Army Reserve (USB8&)H Regional Support Command
(RSC): Lisa Gulbransommt506 Roeder Circle, Fort Snelling,iivhesotab51114009
6127133752 orlisa.gulbranson@us.army.mil

At the end of the public review period, the Army will review all comments received; compare
environmental impacts associated with reasonable alternatives; revise the FNSI or the EA, if
necessary; supplement the Epeeded; and make a decisidhpotential impacts are found to

be significant, the Armgandecide to (1) not proceed with the proposed action, (2) proceed with
the proposed action after committing to mitigation reducing the anticipated impact $dlzales
significant impact in the revised Final FNSI, or (3) publish a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in the Federal Register.

Environmental Assessment for Sectionl
Closure Disposa) and Reuse of the Introduction
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action is tleosure disposal and reiseof surplus property made available by the
realignment oScouten USARC Redevelopment and reuse of the surplS8&\RC property (the
Property) would occur as a secondary action under disposal.

Under BRAC law, the Armyvas required talose theScouten I SARC ot later than &tember

15, 2011. TeScouten USARC waclosedn September2, 2011 andtie Army will dispose of
the property.As a part of the disposal process, the Army screeneertiperty for reuse with

the Department of Defense and otherefadl agencies. No federal agency expressed an interest
in reusing this property for another purpose.

2.1 BRACCommissioms Recommendati on
The BRAC Commi ssionds recommendation is to:

fiClose the Scouten Army Reserve Center, Mansfield, OH, and the Parrott Army
Reserve Center, Kenton, OH, and relocate all units to a new AFRC at Mansfield
Air National Guard Base located at Mansfiklahm Airport. The new AFRC

shall have the capability to accommodate units from the following facilities: Ohio
ARNG Armories in Mansgld and Ashland, OH, if the state decides toa&ie

t hose National Guard units. o

The environmental impactesulting from theonstrudion and operation adhenewArmed
Forces Reserve Centare analyzed ithe Environmental Assessment for tReoposed
Construction of the 200th Red Horse Squadron, Armed Forces Reserve Center, and Field
Maintenance Shop at tiMansfieldLahmRegional Airport Mansfield, Ohio

22 Local Redevelopment Authorityods Reuse Pl an

At a public meeting oAugust 1 2006, the Mansfield OhioCity Councilpassed a resolution
establishing th€ity of MansfieldLocal Redevelopment Authority (the LRA) for the purpose of
formulating a recommendation for the reuse of3beuten USARC According to the Federal
Property Administrative ServiseAct 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 from state and local governments, representatives of the
homeless, rad other interested partieéfter reviewingonereuse proposakceived on

January26, 2007 recommendationgnd all public comments, the LRA recommended that the
Property be reusely the Mary McLeoeBethune Intervention and Enrichment Cerdgia

facility to provide services and shelter for the homeéesdefined in the McKinneyento

Homeless Assistance Act under 42 U.S.C. Section 11B6B2.LRA reuse plan was originally
approvedy the City of Mansfield obecember 19, 2007 and was amended on JuR610 at

the recommendation t¢ie US Department of Housing and Urban Developm&he amended
reuse plan was approved by the D&partment of Housing and Urban Developnmmtiune 24,
201Q In accordance with the LRReusePlan (AppendixD), the Armyproposes toransfer the
entirePropertyto theMary McLeodBethunelnterventionandEnrichmentCenterby apublic

benefit conveyancor reuse.

Environmental Assessment for Section 2
Closure Disposa) and Reuse of the Description of the Proposed Action
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2.3 Description of the Scouten USARC

In 1956,the US Goverment purchasedpproximatelyd acres oundevelopedand, located at
271 Hedges Streg@¥lansfield,Richland CountyQhio, to construcn Army Reserve Center.
Currently, theProperty hagwo permanent structuresd two parking lots

- = R AT : P

Photograph 2 Drill hall attached tesoutheast side of administration building.
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Photograpl8. Organizational maintenance shop

Photograph 4 Military equipment parking areadjacent targanizational maintenance shop
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e Administration buildingapproximatelyl1,759square fep
0 8,200sguarefootonestory administrative section
o 3,600squarefoot two-story drill hall connected to the administrative section by a
onestory, L-shaped enclosed corridor
e 2,.858squarefoot detached manizationamaintenancehop (OMS)

Figure 12 shovs theScouten USARGite plan. Theentireadministration buildings a block
building with a brick exterior and consists of e main sections listed above. The OMS is a
two-bay block building with a brick exterioBoth buildings were built in 1958An
approximately0.75-acre militaryequipment parking area and&-acre privatelyowned vehicle
parking area are also on the sifgproximately55 percentof the siteis covered by impervious
surface such as asphalt parking areas, driveways, canaralkways, and buildingsThe
remainingd5 percentof landis mowed lawn areas with a few treeShainlink security fencing
encloses the OMS and the military equipment parking Tétesite is currentlyoccupied bythe

US Army Reserve 486th Engineen@pany & Platoon (Vertical Constructiortonsisting of

44 enlistedreservists who drill on weekendswarrant officer, and 1 futime employee

Environmental Assessment for Section 2
Closure Disposa) and Reuse of the Description of the Proposed Action
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3.0 ALTERNATIVES
3.1 Alternative 17 No Action Alternative:

Under theNo Action Alternative the Army would cotinue operations at the Scouten USARC at

|l evels similar to those that occurred prior
closure becoming final. The inclusion of tNe Action Alternative is prescribed by the CEQ
regulations implementing NEPA asdrves as a benchmark against which the environmental
impacts of the action alternatives may be evalualdek Reserve mission at the USARC has

ended and it is unlikely that it would ever resume, given the recommendation of the BRAC
Commission. Neverthhess, this No Action Alternative allows comparison of impacts between

the prior mission, the current caretaker status, and the proposed réesefore, théNo Action
Alternativeis evaluated in the EA.

3.2 Alternative 2 7 Caretaker Status Alternative

The Army secured the Scouten USARC after the military mission ended on Septé&nbet 1

to ensure public safety and the security of remaining government property. From the time of
operational closure until conveyance of Bieperty, the Army will provide dficient

maintenance to preserve and protect the site for reuse in an economical manner that facilitates
redevelopment. If thBcouten USARC is not transferrge Army willreduce maintenance

levels to the minimum level for surplus government propestypeecified in 41 CFR 1047.402,

41 CFR 10347-4913, and Army Regulation 821 (Army Facilities Management)

3.3 Alternative 31 Preferred Alternative: Traditional Army Disposal and Reuse as
IndependentL iving Accommodations for theHomelesshy the Mary McLeod-
Bethunelntervention and Enrichment Center

For the Preferred Alternative the Army wouldpose othe Scouten USARQindera public
benefit conveyance to tlidary McLeodBethune Intervention and Enrichment Cerfieeruse as
independenliving accommodatinsandsupportiveservices for homeless senias
recommended by th@ity of MansfieldLRA in the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten USARCeRse
Plan (See AppenditD). The Center would support nifigdl -time employeeand two partime
employeesincluding an exadive director, clerical, nurses, cook, and maintenance staff

The proposed reuse of tReoperty is depicted in Figure B The administration building would
be renovated to fit the purposes of timenmeless housing ceni@nd the other buildings would be
used for storage of equipment associated with the progfdra planned renovation would
create efficiency permanent housing for up to 24 homeless seniors with supportive services such
as respite cargphysical therapymedication assistanc@ellness pograms transportation
recreationand insuite emergency response. In addition to permanent housing, the Center
would also provide an emergency shelter program. The emergency shelter pragrigim w
provide assistance to individuals who are homeless weéd of emergency shelter due to
domestic violence or other such crisis. The emergency shelter progralohimtially consist of
financial assistance for shagdrm housing, transportation, counseling, childcare, case
management, employment counseliagd other assistance.

Generalized property reuse intensities were not examined in this EA due to the small size of the
USARC property andbecausehere was a final reuse plan on which to base the NEPA analysis.

Environmental Assessment for Section 3
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3.4 Alternatives Considered and Eliminated From Further Analysis
3.4.1 Early Transfer and Reuse before Cleanup is Completed

Under this alternative, the Army would take advantage of various property transfer and disposal
methods that allow threuse of contaminated property to occur before all remedial actions have
been completed. One method is to transfer the property to a new owner who agrees to perform,
or to allow the Army to perform, all remedial actions required under applicable Faddrstate
requirements. Allowing the property to be transferred before cleanup is complete requires
concurrence of environmental regulatory authorities and the governor of the affected state. The
property must be suit ableandtheintended ese mustbe owner 0 s
consistent with protection of human health and the environment. This alternative was not carried
forward for further analysis becaube Environmental Condition of PropertizCOP) report

classifies the Propergs Type lone of sevetdS Department of DefensB¢D) Environmental

ECOP categorieUSACE 2007) A Type 1classifications an area or parcel of real property

where no release or disposalhaizardous substances or petroleum products or their derivatives
has occurd (including no migration of these substances from adjacent properBespus¢he
Property is uncontaminated andremedial actions required the Scouten USARC does not

meet the criteria for thearly transfer prior to cleanwgiternative

3.4.2 Other Disposal Options

The City of MansfieldLRA screened this Federal Government surplus property by soliciting
notices of interest from state and local governments, representatives of the homeless, and other
interested parties, as required by the Federal Rgopdministrative Services Act of 1949, the
Base Closure Community Redevelopment and Homeless Assistance Act of 1994, and
Redevelopment and Homeless Assistance Act of 1984.only notice of intereseceived by
the LRAfor reuse othe Property wadrom the Mary McLeodBethune Intervention and
Enrichment Centeras described in the preferraliernative Richland County had briefly
consideredising the Poperty to expands Juvenile Court and Juvenile Detention systbeut it
determined thaipdatingand maintaining the property would have overburdened its budget.
Since no otheentities submitted a notice of interest for reusingRttogperty, there were no other
alternatives carried forward for analysis in this EA.
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4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEQUENCES

Army NEPA Regulations (32 CFRGH1.14) state the NEPA analysis should reduce or eliminate
discussion of minor issues to help foeulyss onthe resource categories that mayalfected

This approach mimizes unnecessary analysis and discussion during the NEPA process. CEQ
Regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR.800.4(g)) emphasize the use of the scoping
process, not only to identithoseenvironmental issues deserving of study, but also to

deemplasize insignificant issues, narrowing the scope of the environmental assessment process.

Resource categories with more than one component (e.g., Hazardous and Toxic Substances),
may have certain subcategories that can be deemphasized due to insigraichotteer

subcategories that should be analyzed in more detail. These resources categories will, therefore,
be discussed in multiple subsections throughout Section 4.

4.1 Environmental ResourcesConsidered
Table 41 lists each of the environmental resourdegaries andit documents which categories

arenot present;

arepresent, but not impacted;

arepresent, but impacts are minor, obvious, and do not require further analysis; or
requiredetailed analysis.

Table 41 Summary of Resource Category Impacfnalysis for the Scouten USARC

Resource Category Document
(Alphabetical) Section Analysis Undertaken
AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 4.1.3 Resource Present; Little or No Measurable Effect
AIR QUALITY 4.1.3 Resource Present; Little or No Measurable &ffe

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Critical Habitat 41.1 Resource Not Present
Threatened and Endangered Species (State | 4.1.1 Resource Not Present

Federal)

Vegetation 41.2 Resource Present, Not Impacted
Wilderness Areas and Wildlife Refuges 41.1 Resource Nt Present

Wildlife 4.1.2 Resource Present, Not Impacted

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Archaeological Resources 411 Resource Not Present
Historic Buildings 4.1.3 Resource Present; Little or No Measurable Effect
Historic Properties of Religious or Cultural 41.1 Resource Not Present
Significance to Native Americans and Tribes
GEOLOGY AND SOIL 4.1.2 Resource Present, Not Impacted

HAZARDOUS AND TOXIC SUBSTANCES

Adjacent Properties 41.2 Resource Present, Not Impacted

Asbestos Containing Material 4.2 Detailed Analysis of Resource

Lead Based Paint (LBP) 4.2 Detailed Analysis of Resource
Environmental Assessment for Section 4
Closure Disposa) and Reuse of the Affected Environment and Consequences
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Table 41 Summary of Resource Category Impacfnalysis for the Scouten USARC

Resource Category Document
(Alphabetical) Section Analysis Undertaken
Munitions and Explosives of Concern 411 Resource Not Present

Past Uses and Operations 41.2 Resource Present, Not Impacted

Pits, Sumps, Drywells, and Catch Basins 4.1.1 Resaurce Not Present

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) 4.1.2 Resource Present, Not Impacted

Radioactive Materials 4.1.2 Resource Present, Not Impacted

Radon 4.2 Detailed Analysis of Resource

Regulatory Information 412 Resource Present, Not Impacted

Storagye, Use, Release of Chemicals/Hazardo| 4.1.3 Resource Present; Little or No Measurable Effect

Substances

UST/ASTs 411 Resource Not Present

Waste Disposal Sites 41.1 Resource Not Present
LAND USE

Current and Future Development in the Regiq 4.3 Detailed Analysis of Resource

of Influence

Installation Land/Airspace Use 4.3 Detailed Analysis of Resource

National and State Parks 41.1 Resource Not Present

Prime and Unique Farmland 41.1 Resource Not Present

Surrounding Land/Airspace Use 4.1.2 Resouce Present, Not Impacted
NOISE 413 Resource Present; Little or No Measurable Effect
SOCIOECONOMICS

Economic Development 4.4 Detailed Analysis of Resource

Environmental Justice 4.4 Detailed Analysis of Resource

Demographics 4.4 Detailed Analysis oResource

Housing 4.1.2 Resource Present, Not Impacted

Protection of Children 4.4 Detailed Analysis of Resource

Public Services 4.1.3 Resource Present; Little or No Measurable Effect
TRANSPORTATION

Roadways and Traffic 413 Resource Present; Little dlo Measurable Effect

Public Transportation 4.1.3 Resource Present; Little or No Measurable Effect
UTILITIES

Communications 4.1.2 Resource Present, Not Impacted

Energy Sources (Electrical, Gas, etc) 41.2 Resource Present, Not Impacted

Potable Water $ply 4.1.2 Resource Present, Not Impacted

Solid Waste 4.1.2 Resource Present, Not Impacted

Storm Water System 4.1.2 Resource Present, Not Impacted

Wastewater System 4.1.2 Resource Present, Not Impacted
Environmental Assessment for Section 4
Closure Disposa) and Reuse of the Affected Environment and Consequences
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Table 41 Summary of Resource Category Impacfnalysis for the Scouten USARC

Resource Category Document
(Alphabetical) Section Analysis Undertaken

WATER RESOURCES

Floodplains/Coastal Barriers a@dnes 411 Resource Not Present
Hydrology/Groundwater 41.2 Resource Present, Not Impacted
National Wild and Scenic Rivers 411 Resource Not Present
Surface Water (Streams, Ponds, etc.) 411 Resource Not Present
Wetlands 411 Resource Not Present

4.1.1 Environmental ResourceCategoriesThat Are Not Present

None of the Alternatives would have direct, indirect, or cumulative impaatertain
subcategories dheseresource categoriebecause theseibcategoriedo not exist on or near
the Property:

e Critical Habitat i TheScouten USARGs in an urban setting, is highly disturbed, lacks
natural habitat and tHgS Fish and Wildlife ServicdJSFWS has not designated critical
habitat on or in the vicinity of theroperty (Appendix A).

e Threatened and Endargered Species (State and Federdl)Coordination was
conducted with the US Fish and Wildlife Service and@hé Department of Natural
ResourcegAppendix A). No speciegrotected under Federal or state las known to
exist on theProperty

¢ WildernessAreas and Wildlife Refugesi The nearesfederalwilderness area is the
West Sister Island Wilderness Area, which is locateldake Erieapproximately 75
miles from the Property. The nearest national wildlife refuge is Ottawa National Wildlife
Refuge, vinich is locatedhdjacent to Lake Eriapproximately 70 miles from the Property.

e Archeological Resource$ No archaeological resources occur within the boundaries of
the ScoutenlJSARC. SHPO coordination is presented in Appendix A.

o Historic Properties of Rdigious or Cultural Significance to Native Americans and
Tribes T No historic properties of religious oultural significance to thAbsentee
Shawnee Tribe of Indians of Oklahon@ayuga Nation, Cherokee Nation, Delaware
Nation, Eastern Band of Cherokewlians, Eastern Shawnee Tribe of OklahoRuaest
County Peawatomi Community of Wisconsiiiami Tribe of OklahomaOttawa Tribe
of OklahomaSeneca Nation of IndianSenecaCayuga Tribe of Oklahoma, or the
Wyandottehave been identified through constitta. Native American coordination is
presented in AppendiX.

e Munitions and Explosives of Concerri No evidence was found during the ECOP site
reconnaissance or records review process of the storage, usage, or disposal of munitions
and explosives of coeen (MEC).

e Pits, Sumps, Drywells, and Catch Basins Available records, interviews, and ECOP
site reconnaissance did not indicate the existence or past existence of any pits, sumps,

Environmental Assessment for Section 4
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drywells, or catch basins. Auil/water separator@W$s) was formerly l@ated on the
Property as part of the wash rack facility. The OWS and vehicle wash rack were
removed in April 2002. There was no evidence of contamination based on visual
observation and this was confirmed by laboratory analysis of soil samples collected
during removal activities (USACE 2007; Jones Technology 2004).

e UST/ASTsi No aboveground storage tanksSTs) have historically been located on the
Property or are currently located on fxperty. Oneunderground storage tanld$T)
associated with thiacility was removed in 1998, and a closassessment report was
submitted tahe Bureau of Underground Storage Tank Regulations (BU$ Rebruary
1999. It was determinethere was no release from the 5ffllon UST USACE 2007.

In a letter dated Jerl5, 1999 BUSTRIissued aNo Further Action NFA) for the UST
closure.

e Waste Disposal Site$ An EnvironmentaECOPReport JSACE 2007) wascompleted
in general accordance with the @8D requirements. The Property is not registered as a
waste generat@nd does not have a state solid waste registration numbéfrotea
States Environmental Protection Agenth\SEPA) identification number.The Property
is not a permitted solid waste facility and is not required to maintain a solid waste permit.
USAR pesonnel statedo waste had been disposed, buried, or burned on the Property.

e National and State Parksi The nearest national (park, monument, recreational area,
historic site, etc.) is Cuyaho®élley National Park, which is located approximately 60
milesfrom the Property. The nearest state park is Cedar Hill State Park, which is located
approximately 9 miles from the Property.

¢ Prime and Unique Farmlandsi The Property is not prime or unique farmland as
defined by TCFR 658.2(a), because the definitmfifarmland does not include land
already in or committed to urban development.

¢ Floodplaing/Coastal Barriers and Zones The Property is not located within a 1@0
500year floodplain (Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance
Rate Map Flood Plain Panel 39139C0144E, April 4, 201The Ohio Department of
Natural Resources, Office of Coastal Management is the lead agency for the Ohio Coastal
Management Program. The Scouten USARC pasaabt in a coastal zorandis not
included in he coastal zone management plan (ODNR 2011).

¢ National Wild and Scenic Riversi The nearest National Wild and Scenic River is Big
Darby Creek, which is located approximately 65 miles from the Property.

e Surface Water (Streams, Ponds, etc.) The site recormissance revealed that no
streams, ponds, or other surface water features are present on the Pidperdyer, an
unnamed creek was identified approximately 100 feet south of the Propasy.

Property is situated at an elevation of approximately li@&6abovenean sea level and

is relatively flat. Surface water from the site infiltrates into the underlying soil. Surface
water that does not infiltrate into the underlying soil generally moves via sheet flow
toward the southeast portion of the Prope French drain runs along the south side of
the MEP area. Surface water eventually flows into the City of Mansfield stormwater
system. The proposed action would not affect surface water resources.
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Wetlandsi Site reconnaissance was conducted by éftpehwetland biologist. No
evidence of wetlands was observed on the Property including wetland vegetation, hydric
soils, or wetland hydrology

4.1.2 Environmental Resources hat Are Present,But Not | mpacted

None of the alternatives would have direct, indirec cumulative impacts on certain
subcategories of the environmental categg) because no demolition or new construction
activities are planned that would alter or affect these resources:

Vegetationi None of the alternatives would have a significared, indirect, or

cumulative impact othe vegetation on the Propertyypical urban vegetation

(including mowed grass and ornamental trees and shrubs) is present at the site, but would
not be impacted.

Wildlife T None of the alternatives would haveignsficant direct, indirect, or
cumulative impact owildlife on the Property.Typical urban wildlife (e.g., songbirds,
small mammals, etc.) is present at the site, but would not be impacted

Geology and Soili None of the alternatives would have a sigaift direct, indirect, or
cumulative impact on the geology or soil on the Property. Geological hazards such as
sinkholes, caves, mines, or quarries do not exist on or adjacent to the Property. Seismic
risk is relatively small.

Adjacent Properties (Hazardous and Toxic Substancesi) According to the 2007
ECOPanadjacent propertthatformerly contaiedsix USTs is on an equal elevation

with the USARC. Because all the tanks are closed with an NFA status, these USTs are
assumed ttvave had no significaimpact on the Properff SACE 2007).

Past Uses and Operations (Hazardous and Toxic Substancés)he alternatives

would have no direct, indirect, or cumulative impact on hazardous and toxic substances
from the past uses and operations of the Property.Pidyerty has primarily functioned

as an administrative and educational facility, with minor maintenance performed on
military vehicles in the OMS. According to USAR personnel, the Property has been used
as a USARC since its purchase by the US governmdr@56, and has not been leased to

or occupied by other entities. An outdoor hazardous material storage shed is located
north of the OMS building within the MEP area and is used to store potentially hazardous
substances and petroleum, oil, and lubri¢®@L) products. The OMS has been used to
perform routine, limited preventive maintenance on military equipment such as vehicle
fluid, brake, and electrical checks. Lairgmale maintenance activities are conducted at

an Area Maintenance Support ActivigkNISA) shop located at one of the other

USARCS

Vehicle washing routinely occurred at a vehicle wash rack previously located on the
property. An OWS andvehicle wash rack were removed in April 200Ehere was no
evidence of contaminatidmased on visualbservation, and this was confirmed by
laboratory analysis of soil samplesllected during remat activities (Jones Technology
2004)

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)i The alternatives would have no direct, indirect, or
cumulative impact on PCBs on tReoperty. During a sitespecificPCB survey
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conducted in 2003ight ballasts were observed in the OMS building that were labeled as
ANo PCBs, Oeremotad in the mam buildinJSACE 2007) Three pole

mounted transformers were noted on the Prigpthat did not have lalshdicating the
absence or presence of PCHEBuring the2011sitereconnaissance, the transformer
exteriors appeared to be in good condition and no evid#rieakage was observed.

e Radioactive Materialsi No radiation soures were observed during the ECOP site
reconnaissanaer the site evaluation for this documeBtased on a review of available
records, the ECOP site reconnaissance, and interviews with USAR persosmel)
amount ofradioactive materials were presemieiquipment used on the Property,
including testing and calibration equipment. According to site interviews, however, there
were no known releases of radiological materials orPtoperty. The ScoutenlUSARC
will have a radiological clearance suryior to transfer talear the facility for
unrestricted use.

e Regulatory Information (Hazardous and Toxic Substances)) Nine separate
properties near or adjacent to thASARCwere evaluated as potential risk properties to
the Scouten USARQ@roperty. These adgent properties werdentified as a result of
information obtained during area reconnaissance, interviewseguatatory database
searches. Based on an evaluation of available site information and details concerning the
propertiesgightof the facilifes evaluatedo notexhibit significant environmental
conditions that have the probability of adversely affecting the environmental conditions
at another siteOne facility, located south of the Property, has an active file with BUSTR
for a leaking UST However, this facilityis located 800 feetway from the USAR and
in a crosggradient direction from the Properignd t is unlikely that arelease from the
facility would impact the Property.

e Surrounding Land/Airspace Usei The alternatives would have direct, indirect, or
cumulative impact osurrounding land/airspace uséhe Scouten USARC parcel is
bounded to the west by Hedges Street and surrounding residential aréee south and
southeast is the Richland New Hope Center that provides seci@tes and houses a
vehicle maintenance facilityThe New Hope Child Care Center is located to the north,
and a public swimming pool is located to the east.

e HousingResources The alternatives would have no direct, indirect, or cumulative
impact on lhe surrounding housing resourcd$e addition of up td2 homeless senior
housing unitgor up to 24 individualsvould be a minimaadditionof housingto the
community

e Utilities i None of the alternatives would have a significant direct, indirect, or
cumulative impact on utilities, because the utilities have the capacity to provide service
for any of the alternatives and any changes in demand and usage would beTinenor
utilities include the potable water supgity of Mansfield) wastewater sysm (City of
Mansfield) storm water systerfCity of Mansfield), electric service@hio Edisop,
natural gas@olumbia Gas of Ohip and solid waste disposal.

¢ Hydrology and groundwater i These resources are present on or underneath the
Property, but would ot be impacted by the proposed action.

Environmental Assessment for Section 4
Closure Disposa) and Reuse of the Affected Environment and Consequences
SSG Roy Clifton Scouten US ArnBeserve Center 18



4.1.3 Resourcesare Present, butLittle to No Measurable Environmental Effect

e Aesthetics and Visual Resources None of the alternatives would have a significant
direct, indirect, or cumative impact on aesthetics or w& resources because the
existing buildings and footprint would remain unchanged. Minor renovations and
landscaping could have minor beneficial impacts, but do not require further analysis.

e Air Quality i None of the Alternatives would have a significdirect, indirect, or
cumulative impact oair quality in the region because there will not beemsuable
change in air emissions by renovating the USARC and converting it into a homeless
senior housing facility.The status of the air quality in a givarea is determined by the
concentrations of various pollutants in the atmosphere. The Federal Clean Air Act
(CAA) (42 USC 74017671q) required the USEPA to establish a series of National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for air qualippllutant lezelsthroughout the
United States The General Conformity Rule (40 CFR 51.8%0 and CFR 93.15060),
requires any federal agency responsible for an action in-att@inment area to
determine that the action is either exempt from the General ConfdRwity e 0 s
requirements and complete a Record of fdpplicability (RONA) or positively
determine that the action conforms to the provisions and objectives of the applicable
State Implementation Plan (SIP). The proposed action for the Scouten USARC will
occu within Richland County, which idesignate@ sin aftainmend for all USEPA

NAAQS criteria pollutants; therefore, it is not subject to 40 CFR, Part 93 Federal General

Conformity Rule regulations. No furthanalysisand no further documentation are
required.

e Historic Buildings 17 The administration building and OM#& the Scouten USARC were
constructed more than 50 years agbe Scouten USARC wasaluated for eligibility
for listing in the National Register of Historic Pla¢gdRHP)and wagecommendd as
not eligible TheOhio Historic Preservation Office concurred witle tletermination on
April 23, 2009(Appendix A). No NRHReligible cultural resources have been identified
at the Scouten USARC. No further analysis is required.

e Storage, Use, Reklese of Chemicals/Hazardous SubstancésThe alternatives would
have nasignificantdirect, indirect, or cumulative impact on storage, use, or release of

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

to store and wespaint and POL. ThECOP(USACE2007) classified the Property as a
Typel, whichis an area or parcel of real property where no release or disposal of

hazardous substances or petroleum products or their derivatives has occurred (including

no migration othese substances from adjacent properties).

¢ Noisei The alternatives would have s@nificant direct, indirect, or cumulative impact
on noise levels, because noise levels wbglde minimis The major source of noise
would continue to be from vehicteaffic. Under the No Action Alternative these noise
sources would remain unchanged. Under the Caretaker Status Alternative these noise
sources would be reduckdcause of the cessationti&iningactivities and associated
military vehicle usagat theUSARC. Under the Preferred Alternativ@oise sources
wouldincludeprivately owned vehicleservice vehiclesndHVAC. The noise levels

associated with each of the alternatives are equal to or less than the current use and would

be compatible with swounding noise levelsThe Army classifies areas with noise levels
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from these sources as Zone 1, compatible with all land uses, including residential. The
nearest sensitive noise receptahis Richland County Early Childhood Centadjacent

to the Poperty, and the noise levels associated with each of the alternatives would be
compatible with theenteb Boise levels.No further analysis is required.

e Public Servicesi None of the alternatives would have a significant direct, indirect, or
cumulative impact on public services because these public service providers are operating
below their capacity to provide service and any changes in demands would be negligible
Providers includ¢he Mansfield Division of Fire, Mansfield Division of Police, and
MedCentral Health System, Mansfield Hospital

e Roadways and Traffici The alternatives would have sm@nificant direct, indirect, or
cumulative impact onoadways antraffic because the roadways and signage present are
adequate to provide service. The actalternatives would change the times of higher
traffic volume, but these impacts would be mindhe types of vehicles used at the
Property under each action alternative would differ, but the overall impact to
transportation would be minoNo furtheranalysis is required.

e Public Transportation i The alternatives would have s@nificant direct, indirect, or
cumulative impact opublic transportatiobecause theurrent public transportation
capacity isadequate to provide service. The action alterestwouldchangehe times
of public transportation usage, but these impacts would be miwfurther analysis is
required.

4.2 Hazardous and Toxic Substances
4.2.1 Affected Environment

Specific environmental statutes and regulations govern hazardous mattalzandous waste
management activities at tBeouten USARC For the purpose of this analysis, the terms
hazardous waste, hazardous materials, and toxic substances include those substances defined as
hazardous by the Comprehensive Environmental RespGosgyensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA), the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), ARL280d Toxic
Substances Control Act (TSCA). In general, they include substances that, because of their
guantity, concentration, or physical, chemicaltaxic characteristics, may present moderate
danger to public health or welfare or the environment upon release. An ECOP Report was
completed for th&couten USARGN 2007. This facility was classified as a DoD Environmental
ECOP Category 1 property indittngan area or parcel of real property where no release or
disposal of hazardous substances or petroleum products or their derivatives has occurred
(including no migration of these substances from adjacent prop€tie8)CE 2007).

4.2.1.1Asbestos Containing Maerial

A site-specificasbestogontaining material{CM) survey was conducted at the Scouten

USARC as part of th005Environmental Survey RepartAsbestos, PCB, Ledshsed Paint,

and Radon Surye Asbestoscontaining floor tiles and mastic in the maiailding were found

to contain asbestoas dida water storage tank in the mechanical room; thermal pipe insulation
and pipe fittings throughout the building; exhaust flue mud in the mechanical room; transite wall
board in the men @s/mbdeconpounddhnoughautrthé bujlding. Mhe t
folding divider between Classrooms 1 and 2 was suspected to contain asbestos, but it was not
confirmed. No ACM was found in the OMS building. Roofing materials, fire doors, and
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electrical wiring in both fatities were suspected to contain asbestos, but it was not confirmed
(USACE 2007).

4.2.1.21 ead-Based Paint

A site-specificleadbased paintL(BP) survey was conducted at the Scouten USAR part of
the2005Environmental Survey RepdriAsbestos, PCB, LedmhsedPaint, and Radon Surye

The surveyonfirmed LBP was found to be on the interior walls of the boiler room and in the
me nhkathroom in the main building. In the OMS building, LBP was found on the grey metal
doors and on the interior overhead door conemts{(USACE 2007)

4.2.1.3Radon

A site-specific radon survey was conducted at the Scouten \CS¥Rpart of th005

Environmental Survey RepadrtAsbestos, PCB, Ledshsed Paint, and Radon SuyvePassive

detection equipment was installed throughout the maidibgiand OMS building to determine

levels of radon gas. Based on the sampling results, all sample locations exhibited radon levels
above USEPAOGs recommended maxi mum exposure | e

4.2.2 Consequences
4.2.2.1Alternative 1 7 No Action Alternative

Direct Impacts. No changes to the existing baseline conditions of hazardous and toxic
substance are anticipated. BecausestmitenJSARC would not close and personnel would
not be realigned; no direct impacts are anticipated. There would bemgedhahe generation
and disposal of hazardous and toxic substances.

Indirect Impacts. No changes to the existing baseline conditions of hazardous and toxic
substances are anticipated. Becaus&toeitenJSARC would not close and personnel would
notbe realigned; no indirect impacts are anticipated. There would be no change in the
generation and disposal of hazardous and toxic substances.

4.2.2.2Alternative 21 Caretaker Status Alternative

Direct Impacts. Negligible shorterm beneficial direct impactseaexpected to hazardous and
toxic substances under this alternative. The Army would continue maintenance activities
necessary to protect the property and buildings from deteriorafiois.would include

maintaining the interior floors in a manner theg¢gerves the asbestos floor tiles and not handling
or compromising the integrity of the water storage tank in the mechanical room; thermal pipe
insulation and pipe fittings throughout the building; exhaust flue mud in the mechanical room;
transitewallboad i n the mends bathr oom; and joint tar
building. Any remaining small quantities of hazardous and toxic substances would be disposed
of by the USAR in accordance with federal, state, local, and DoD requirements after dlosure o
the Scouten USARC. The removal of these hazardous and toxic substances would result in a
negligiblelong-term beneficial impact.

Indirect Impacts. No indirect impacts are anticipated under this alternative. Continuing
maintenance activities and digab of small quantities of remaining hazardous and toxic
substances would be limited to the Scouten USARC property.
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4.2.2.3Alternative 31 Preferred Alternative: Traditional Army Disposal and Reuse as
IndependentL iving Accommodations for theHomelesshy the Mary McLeod-Bethune
I ntervention and Enrichment Center

Direct Impacts. Minor longterm beneficial and negligible shagrm and negligible longerm
adverse directmpacts would occur through the reuse of$ceuten USAR@roperty. Under

this alternativethe propertywould be transferred from the Army to thMary McLeodBethune
Intervention and Enrichment Centera s. No rendedial activities would be performed by the
Army prior to the transfer of the propers.g@, radon testing and mitigatioremovalof asbestgs
lead abatemepht TheMary McLeodBethune Intervention and Enrichment Centeuld be
notified of the elevatethdonlevels the presence of ACMynd the presence bBP. The Center
would be responsible for any additional testiagatement&and mitigation requirements they
renovatethe facility for their use.The deeds transferring the property will contain covenants
requiring the owners to manage |ldaased paint and asbestmmntaining materials in accordance
with all applicable regutions. Renovation activities that would involve the removal of ACM
and LBP materials would be managed and disposed of by the Center. Disposal activities would
be in accordance with federal, state, local, and DoD requirements-té&ondpeneficial impast
are anticipated with the proper remowéthese materials from the property.

There would negligible shoterm adverse direct impacts due to the potential for releases and
spills that might occur duringenovation Continued operations on the propéytheMary
McLeodBethune Intervention and Enrichment Centeuld result imnegligiblelong-term
adverse direct impacts dtethe potential of leakage or spill of hazardous materials from
vehicles parkedat the facility This includes gasoline, dieskydraulic fluid, motor oll,
transmission fluid, and antifreeze.

Indirect Impacts. No indirect impacts are anticipated under this alterndteuseémpacts
would be limited to th&coutelUSARC property.

4.3 LAND USE
4.3.1 Affected Environment

The Scouten USARGG located in Richland County, on the southeastern side of the city of
Mansfield, Ohio(Figures 11 and 12). The parcel is located on the USGS-Mihute Mansfield
North Quadrangle mapAccording to heRichland County Regional Planning Commission the
parcel is zoned as Multifamily Residentitiough the federal government is exempt from local
zoning regulations (RCRPC 2011Jhe parcel is located in a mixeded area that combines
commercial, industrial, and residential land uses. The parcel os@jgeoximately 4 acres.

4.3.1.1Installation Land/Airspace Use

The Scouten USARC is an administrative and educational facility with limited maintenance of
military vehicles occurring in the OMS buildingReservistdistorically used thearcelfor drill
activities on various weekends throughout the .yd@dre Scouten USARContains two

permanent structures, an administration building andM&. A military equipment parking

(MEP) area and privately owned vehicle (POV) parking area also are contained within the
Scouten USARC parcelmpervious surface features such as asphalt parking areas, driveways,
concrete walkways, and building footprints cover approximately 2.2 acres of the parcel. The
remainingl.8 acres is grassedlith a sparse population of trees
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4.3.1.2Curr ent and Future Developmentin the Region of Influence

According to the Richland County Regional Planning Commission there are no current or
planned development projects within the vicinity of the Scouten USARC (RCRPC 2011).

4.3.2 Consequences
4.3.2.1Alternative 17 No Action Alternative

Direct Impacts. No changes to the existing baseloonditions ofland useare anticipated.
Because the Scouten USARC would not close and personnel would not be realigned; no direct
impacts to land use are anticipated.

Indirect Impacts. No changes to the existing baselamnditions ofland useare anticipated.
Because the Scouten USARC would not close and personnel would not be realigned; no indirect
impacts to land use are anticipated.

4.3.2.2Alternative 2 i Caretaker Status Alternative

Direct Impacts. No direct impacts on land use are anticipated as maintenance activities are
expected to continue for the current facilities. There would be no changes to land use under this
alternative.

Indirect Impacts. No indirect impacts on land usee anticipated as maintenance activities are
expected to continue for the current facilities. There would be no changes to land use under this
alternative.

4.3.2.3Alternative 31 Preferred Alternative: Traditional Army Disposal and Reuse as
Independent Living Accommodations for the Homeless by the Mary McLeodethune
Intervention and Enrichment Center

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

The reuse of this site would be more beneficial than leaving dpeqy in caretaker status (i.e.,
Alternative 2). The proposed action would also result in beneficial use of the land for the City of
Mansfield and homeless in the local area.

The 4 acres used by USARC would not change fxuttifamily Residential zonig, and
becausdresidential Districts are located adjacent to the thieeproposed developments would
be similar to and would not conflict with the adjacent lasds.

Indirect Impacts. No indirect impacts ofand useare anticipateds there would be nthanges
to land use on adjacent properties as a result of this action.

4.4 SocioeconomidResource
4.4.1 Affected Environment

The following sections discuss the existing economic and social conditions of the Region of
Influence (ROI):

¢ Local and regional economactivity,
e Demographics,
¢ Environmental justice in minority and leimcome populations, and

e Protection of children from environmental health risks and safety risks.
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The Scoute®JSARCIs located within the Mansfield, @ Metropolitan Statistical AredMSA).

The termMSA is used to refer to an urbanized area of 50,000 or more population, plus adjacent
territory that has a high degree of social and economic integration with the coreZ@¥B
TheMansfield, OhioMSA is comprised of one countiRichlard County, whichis anchored by

the city of Mansfield.The MansfieldOhio MSA is the ROI for this socioeconomic analysis.

4.4.1.1Economic Development
Local Economic Activity

Current personnel at the Scouten AFRC includidltime employeeand 1 warrant officer
During one weekend a month, an additional 44 enlisted personnel report to the facility.
Expenditures bgmployees would be spent in the local economy.

Regional Economic Activity

Ohio slipped from the seventh biggest state economy in 2000 to @igkihO(BEA 2011)

The decline in durablgoods manufacturing hit the metropolitan areas of the Great Lakes region
particularly hard.Durable goods manufacturing is the highest real contributor to GDP in Ohio,
and has declined from 15 percent to 10 peroétite GDPin Ohiobetween 2000 and 20,1and

from 29 percent to 25 percent of the GDRhieMansfieldMSA between 2001 and

2008(BEA 2011). Mansfieldlost approximately®3 percent of its manufacturing jobgtween

2001 and 2008BEA 2011). The declinan manufacturing has forced the community to

diversify its economy into other sectorEhe top two employers in Richland County include
MedCentral Health System and Richland County Governm@iilian labor force statistics are
givenin Table 42.

Table 4-2 Annual Civilian Labor Force and Unemployment Rate, Scouten USARC Region an
Larger Regions

Change in
Unemployment Rates 2010 Unemployment
Jurisdiction 20052010 2010 Labor Force | Rate (%)
Mansfield, OH (MSA) 5.3 60,490 11.8
Ohio 4.2 5,897,559 10.1
United States 4.5 136,858,000 9.6

Source: US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2010 (BLS 2010)

Within the ROI, professional and businegas the only sector to hagains in employment since
2009 All other sectors saw declines rangingm 1-9 percentor remained steady
Non-Agricultural Wage and Salary Employment by NAICS Industry fortamsfield MSA is
shown in Tablet-3.
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Table 43 Non-Agricultural Wage and Salary Employment by NAICS Industry for the
Mansfield, OH MSA (Not Seasonby Adjusted).
20082009 Percent
Change
Industry 2009 Annual Average | 2010 Annual Average
Natural Resource$/ining, 1,800 1,800 0
and Construction
Manufacturing 9,500 8,700 (9)
Trade, Transportation and 10,200 10,000
Utilities (2)
Financial Activities 1,700 1,700 0
Professional and Business 5,200
Services 4,600 13
Education and Health Servicg 8,600 8,400 (2)
Leisure and Hospitality 5,000 4,900 (2)
Other Services 2,200 2,200 0
Government 8,200 8,200 0
Total 51,800 51,100 Q)
Source: Ohio Labor Market Information, Employment and Wage by Industry-2000(OLMI 2011)
( ) Indicates a Decrease

4.4.1.2Demographics

Richland County (ROIgovers approximatel#97 square miles with a density 250 people per
square mile.The MansfieldVISA experience population declinef 4 percentboetween 2000
and 2010. The City of Mansfield, Ohio saw a similar decline of 3 perte2009,Richland
County ranke@3rdout of 88 counties inOhio for overall growth(USCB 2010) Regbnal and
local population trends for the ROI are shown in Table 4
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Table 44 Regional and Local Population Trends, Scouten USARC Region, 19202Q

2020 Projected |Percent Change (2010 2000 1990
Jurisdiction Population® 200062010 Population Population Population
Mansfield NA 3 47,821 49,346 50,627
Mansfield, OH 130,050 4 124,475 128,852 126,137
MSA
Ohio 12,005,730 2 11,536,504 11,353,140 10,847,120
United States 324,927,000 11 308,745,538 275,306,000 |249,439,000

Note: Parentheses denote decrease

! State of Ohio, Department of DevelopmeMSA based on 2000 Cens(@DOD 2003)
Note: Crawford County was part of the MSA in 1999 and removed in 2003.
Source:US Department of Commerce, US Census Bureau, 1990, 2000, and 2010 US Census

The population bthe Mansfield MSAs aging. The baby boomer generation, those born

between 1946 and 1964, are dramatically impacting populatlarte city of Mansfield, the

baby boomers are approximately 28 percent of the population. Between 2000 and 2010, all age
cohorts saw a decline in population except for those 50 years or older. Population trends by age
for the ROI are shown in Table5}

Table 45 Population Trends by Age Mansfield, Ohio MSA, 19962020
Percent Change (2010 2000 1990
Age cohort 20002010 Populationl Population Population
Age 09 (12) 15,085 17,110 17,830
Age 1019 (12) 16,251 18,180 18,650
Age 2029 (6) 14,530 15,400 17,830
Age 3039 (19) 14,937 18,420 19,860
Age 4049 (15) 17,203 20,180 16,410
Age 5059 20 18,448 15,410 13,030
Age 60-64 31 7,761 5,920 6,160
Age 65+ 50 20,260 13,560 10,890
1 US Department of Commerce, US Census Bur2@l
Source: State of Ohio, Department of Developm&hBA based on 2000 Census
(ODOD 2003)

4.4.1.3Environmental Justice

On February 11, 1994, Presid&iinton issued EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority and Lelmcome Populations. The purpose of this EO is to
avoid the disproportionate placement of adverse environmental, economic, social, or health
impacts from federactions and policies on minority and lemcome populations or
communities.

Section 4
Affected Environment and Consequesice
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For environmental justice considerations, these populations are defined as individuals or groups
of individuals subject to an actual or potential health, economic, or envirorirtieatd arising

from existing or proposed federal actions and policies. -ltm@me, i.e., at or below the poverty
thresholdfor a family of fouris defined asnaggregate annual mean incobeow$21,954in
2009andbelow$22,025 in 2008.

Table 46 sunmarizes minority and low income population for the area. According to US
Census Bureau estimates, the concentrationiodrity individuals in the city oMansfield
(27%) ishigher tharthe State of Ohid17%) as well as higher than the MSA (12%jJoweve,
it is only one percent less than the average for the United Stdie<City ofMansfield Ohio
has nearly19 percent oindividualsatthe poverty level SCB2009).

Table 46 Minority and Low -Income Populations: Scouten USARC Region and Larger Regis, 2010
Percent Percent Percert of
Percent |American Native Percent |Percent |Individuals
Black or |Indian/ Hawaiian [Some Ethnicity |Below
Total Percent |African Alaska  |Percent |or Other [Other Hispanic/ |Poverty
Jurisdiction Population [Minority |American |Native |Asian  |Pacific Race Latino Level"
Mansfield 47,821 27 22 <1l 1 <1 <1 2 19
Mansfield, OH | 124,475 12 9 <1l 1 <1 <1 1 12
(MSA)
Ohio 11,536,504 |17 12 <1l 2 <1 1 3 14
United States | 308,745,538 28 13 1 5 <1 6 16 14
! Data from US Census Bureau, Americasn@nunity Survey, 2009.
Source: US Department of Commerce, US Census Bureau, 2010.

4.4.1.4Protection of Children

On April 21, 1997, President Clinton issue® 13045, Protection of Children from
Environmental Health Risks and Safety Riskhis EO recognizehat 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 proceses 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 proposeda&tiony.

Within 1 mile of theScoutenUSARC, thereis a high school, elementary school, art academy,
five city parks one youth Boy Scout centemda daycare center

4.5 Consequences
4 5.1.1Alternative 1 7 No Action Alternative

Direct Impacts. No changes to the esting baseline conditions for socioeconomic resources are
anticipated. Because the Scouten USARC would not close and personnel would not be
realigned, no direct impacts to these resources are anticipated.
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Indirect Impacts. No changes to the existing base conditions for socioeconomic resources
are anticipated. Because the Scouten USARC would not close and personnel would not be
realigned, no indirect impacts to these resources are anticipated.

4 5.1.2Alternative 2 i Caretaker Status Alternative

Direct Impacts. The ScoutetJSARCwould close and relocate the new Armed Forces
Reserve Centat Mansfield Air National Guard Base located at the Mansfialam Airport

Both of the installations are located within tiansfield, Ohio MSAtherefore, the impact:

the ROI and regional economy would not differ from baseline conditions. The potential exists
for negligibleadverse impacts to businesses immediately surrounding the current facility that
were used bpcoutenJSARC personnk

Indirect Impacts. Under tis alternative, there would be benefits foreg(sirtterm adverse
indirect impactfrom the delayed reuse of the properfihe City of Mansfieldvould lose
potentialimmediate economic benefits frgmessibleemployment, sales, and payment of
propertytaxes from the reuse of the site. Potential developers of the site would lose the
immediate redevelopment opportunity and potential economic benefits. Residents of the
surroundingcommunity would lose any potential immediate employment that may bedreate
through theaenovationphase and reuse of the property.

4.5.1.3Alternative 31 Preferred Alternative: Traditional Army Disposal and Reuse as
Independent Living Accommodations for the Homeless by the Mary McLeodethune
Intervention and Enrichment Center

Direct Impacts. Under Alternative 3, shotterm beneficial direct economic impacts would be
realized by the regional and local economy duringctirestructiorphase of the proposed reuse.
Employment generated lapnstructioractivities would resulin wages pal; an increase in sales
(business) volume; and expenditures for local and regional services, materials, and supplies.

The Economic Impact Forecast System (EIFS) model, developed biyiteel States Army

Corps of Engineerd{SACE) Construction Engineeringesearch Laboratory, was used to assess
the impacts of this alternative on theonomy. The estimated cost of materials and supplies for
the construction of the independent living accommodatimaer Alternative 3 is approximately
$795,192(2011 dollars) The estimatedenovationperiod for the new facilities i8 years The

EIFS employment and income multiplier for the R©2.93

Table4-7 provides the estimated direct, indirect, and total annual economic impacts of
renovatiomactivities on businesglume, income, and employment, as estimated by the EIFS
model. These impacts would be realized over the length @ykar constructioperiod. The

increase in business volume, income, and employment includes capital expenditures, income,
and labor diectly associated with thenovation activity. Tabld-7 also provides the indirect

impacts on business volume, income, and employment because of the initial direct impacts of the
constructioractivities. It should be noted tHatal constructiorworkers are expected to be

utilized and norocal workers would not relocate. Appendixcontains a description of the

EIFS model and the EIFS reports on impacts.
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Table 47 Estimated Annual Economic Impacts: Alternative 3

Variable Direct Impacts Indirect Im pacts Total RTV?

Annual Construction Impacts®

Sales (Business) Volume $353,524 $682,301 $1,035,825 0.03%
Income $274,401 $130,872 $405,273 0.01%
Employment 8 4 12 0.02%

T Rational Threshold Value.

22011 Dollars.

Source: Economic Impact Forecast Syst&)S Army Corps of Engineers, Construction Engineering Reseat
Laboratory

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

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

area. AppendiB contains a dscription of the RTV. Tablé-7 provides the RTV associated

with each of the economic impacts resulting fromrérevationactivity. If the RTV for a

variable is less than the maximum annual historic deviatioth&trvariable, then the regional
economic impacts are not considered significant. The regional positive RTVs for each economic
variable are as follows: sales volu®77®%0); income 8.3%9%0); employment4.37®%); and

population (110%). Thus, the RV for each of the variables was found to be considerably less
than the respective regional RTV. For this reason, impacts associdtddewtonstruction

would not result in substantial annual beneficial impacts

There would baegligible shorterm beneficiabenefits tothe economy and labor market
throughadditionalemploymenbpportunitieduring theconstructiorphaseand reusef the
property The degree of impacts would be greater if any of these positions were filled-by low
income populations.

There wouldbe moderate lonterm beneficial direct impacte elderly and lowincome

populations from the reuse as an independent living facilitygdon 24 residents Once

constructionis complete théacilities would provide services and shelter for homelesssamior
individuals (age 55+). Nearly 27 percent of the population is below povetig ity of

Mansfield, which is a much higher concentration than the surrounding county (17%).
Furthermore, approximately 28 percent of the population in the ciaoffield is 55 years or

older. As the baby boomers age, there will continue to be a growing need for increased services
for this aging population.

Thereareno anticipated impacts to the safety of childr&uring renovation appropriate federal
and Stée safety measures and health regulations would be followed to protect the health and
safety of all residents as well as worke@nce the project mainly consists of renovation of the
building interiors, the sitevould not generally be accessible to dhgin

Indirect Impacts. Since the reuse of the site would provide a living facilityuprto24 people
andwould employ more personnel than the existing use, there would be negligiblieetomg
beneficial indirect impacts to businesses from increasedbgagpurchases and use of
businesses in the area surrounding the new facility.

Short-term beneficial indirect economic impacts would be realized by the regional and local
economy during the construction phase of this alternative. Employment generated by
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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 4.7

4.6 Cumulative Effects

The cumulativempact analysis evaluates the incremental effects of implementing any of the
alternatives when added to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future USAR actions at the
Scouten USARGnNd the actions of other parties in the surrounding area, whereag@liThe
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 accordinacto@ the implementation

alternatives listed.

The key components of the cumulative impact analysis include the following:

e Cumulative Impact Analysis Area. The cumulative impact analysis area includes the
area that has the potential to be affected byemphtation of the proposed action at the
Scouten USARC. This includes the installation and the area proximate to the installation
boundary and varies by resource category being considered.

e Past and Present Actions.Past and present actions, other thaptoposed action, are
defined as actions within the cumulative analysis area under consideratioacinaéed
before or during May 2011 (the environmental baseline for this EA). These include past
and present actions at the project site and past asdntrdemographic, land use, and
development trends in the surrounding area. In most cases, the characteristics and results
of these past and present actions are described in the Affected Environment sections
under each of the resource categories coverédus EA.

0 The Scouten USARC is located in Richland County, in Mansfield, Ohio. The site
is located in a mixedised area that combines commercial, industrial, and
residential land uses.

o0 TheUS government acquired theakre parcel in 1956 fromhe city of
Mansfield. At the tine of purchase, the property was undeveloped and vacant
until construction of the administration building and OMS in895
¢ Reasonably Foreseeable Future ActionsReasonably foreseeable future actions are
mainly limited to those lhat have been approved and that can be identified and defined
with respecto timeframe and locationAccording to the Richlan@ounty Regional
Planning Commissiothere are no current or planned development projects within the
vicinity of the Scouten USRC (RCRPC 2011).

Becauseao past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions have been identified in the
cumulative impact analysis area, no cumulative effects associated with the proposed action have
been identified.

4.7 Best Management Practices

As discussed in Sections 4.1 through 4.5 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.
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Local, stateand federal regulations for noise, air, water, and soil resources will be adhered to
during all phases of demolition and construction, as appropriate, to minimize impacts associated
with implementing the proposed action.
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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 32 CFR 651
Environmental Analysis of Army Actions. As analyzed argtdssed in the EA, direct, indirect,
and cumulative impacts of the each of itmplementatioralternatives and the No Action

Alternative have been considered and no significant impacts (either beneficial or adverse) have
been identified. Therefore, issuanof a FNSI is warranted, and preparation of an EIS is not
required.

Any of the alternatives considered could be implemented. However, the No Action Alternative
would not support Congressional requirements under the BRAQPublic Laws 101-510);
congquently, it has not been selected for implementation.

Alternative 3 is the preferred alternative of the Army and the LRA. This alternative would
include the reuse of the facilibsIndependentiving Accommodations for thlomelessy the
Mary McLeodBethunelnterventiorandEnrichmentCenter.
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6.0 LIST OF PREPARERS

This EA was prepared under the direction of88€H RSC and USACE Individuals who
assisted in issue resolution and provided agency guidance fdothiment are:

Lisa Gulbranson

88TH Regional Support CommarRAC Environmental Coordinator

Glenn Harbin

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Project Manager

Contractor personnel involved in the development of this EA include the following:

Name Education and Experience | Primary Responsibilities

Susan Bupp B.A. Anthropology, M.A. Cultural Resowes Specialist;
Anthropology. Over32 years | responsible for preparation o
of experiencen cultural resources affected
environmental assessment a| environment and
impact studies, Section 106 | consequences.
coordination, and cultural
resources investigations

Virginia Flynn B.S. Horticulture, M.S. Plant | SeniorEnvironmental
Biology. Over14 years of Scientist, data collection,
experience in environmental | analysis, and preparation of
assessment and impact studl EA text and supporting
biological communig sections
investigations, and ecosyster
restoration.

Richard Hall B.S. Environmental Biology, | Project Manager/Senior
M.S. Zoology. Over24 years | Project Planner; data
of experience in collection and key participant
environmenthassessment an( in description of proposed
impact studies, biological action, alternatives
community investigations, an| formulation, and related
ecosystem restoration. environmetal analyses.

Michael Kulik B.S. Environmental Biology, | SeniorEnvironmental
M.S. Environmental Science,| Saentist, data collection,
Masters of Public Affairs, analysis, and key participant
LEED AP BD+C. Over 5 in preparation of EA text and
years experience in supporting sections.
environmental compliance an
hazardous materials
assessment and remediation
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Name

Education and Experience

Primary Responsibilities

Darren Mitchell

B.S. Biology, M.S. Biology.
Over6 years experience in
working on environmental
compliance, wildlife
management, wetland
delineatians, and NEPA
planning.

SeniorEnvironmental
Scientisttask manageand
key participant irsite visit,
data collection, analysiand
preparation of EA text and
supporting sections.

Amanda Molsberry

B.A. Geography, M.S.
Environmental Science and
Policy. Over 5 years
experience in conservation
design, environmental
planning, and socioeconomig
analysis.

Environmental Scientist, datg
collection, analysis, and key
participant in preparation of
EA text and supporting
sections.

Randy Norris

B.S. Plant and Sobcience,
Master of Urban
Planning/Environmental
Planning. 1Years experienct
in environmental impact
assessment, environmental
management, and planning.

Project Scientistkey
participant in description of
proposed action, alternatives
formulation, and
environmental impact
analyses.Overall technical
review and editing.

Rebecca Porath

B.S. Fisheries and Wildlife
Management, M.S. Zoology.
Over 12 years experience in
environmental, biological, an
natural resource planning
projects.

Senior Environmenta
Scientist, data collection,
analysis, and key participant
in preparation of EA text and
supporting sections.
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7.0 DISTRIBUTION LIST

Persons and Organizations contacted as part of the initial coordination effort:

Donald R. Culliver
Mayor

City Of Mansfield

30 North Diamond St
Mansfield OH 44902

Richland County Commissioners
50 Park Avenue East
Mansfield OH 44902

Tim Bowersock

Economic Development Director
Mansfield Local Redevelopment Authority
30 North Diamond St

Mansfield OH 44902

Alverta Williams, President

Mary McleodBethune Interventioand
Enrichment Center

177 W 29 St

Mansfield OH 44902

Douglas W. Shelby

U.S. Department Of Housirand Urban
Development

Cleveland Field Office

U.S. Bank Centre Building

1350 Euclid Ave, Ste 500
ClevelandOH 441151815

Jason Ruhl

District Conservationist
NRCSMansfield Service Center
1495 West Longview Ave

Suite 2058

Mansfield OH 449061863

Ken Westlake
Nepa Coordinator

Herman Stine

Director

Ohio Departmensof Development
Region 6- Mansfield Region

PO Box 698

Mansfield OH 44901

David Mustine

Director

Ohio Departmentof Natural Resources
2045 Morse Rd

ColumbusOH 432296693

Chief

Divison of Natural Areas & Preserves
Ohio Departmentof Natural Resources
2045 Morse Rd

ColumbusOH 432296693

Chief

Division of Wildlife

Ohio Departmenof Natural Resources
2045 Morse Rd

Columbus OH 432296693

Chief

Division of Soil & Water Resources
Ohio Departmenof Natural Resources
2045 Morse Rd

ColumbusOH 432296693

Mary Knapp

Field Supervisor

US Fish and Wildlife Service

Ohio Ecological Services Field Office
4625 Morse Roadsuite104
Columbus OH 43229

AbsenteeShawnee Tribefdndians of

USEPA, Region 5 Oklahoma
77 West Jackson Blvd At tn: Mr . James fALeeo
Chicagg IL 606043507 2025 South Gordon Cooper Dr
Shawnee, OK 748063381
Ohio BPA - Director'sOffice
PO Box 1049
ColumbusOH 432161049
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Cayuga Nation of Indians SenecaCayuga Tribe of Oklaoma

Attn: Mr. Vernon Isaac Attn: Mr. LeRoy Howard

P.O. Box 11 P.O. Box 1283

Versailles, NY 14168 Miami, OK 74355

Hannahville Indian Community, Michigan Wyandotte Tribe of Oklahoma
Attn: Mr. Kenneth Meshigad Attn: Mr. Leaford Bearskin
N14911 Hannahville, B 1 Road P.O. Box 250

Wilson, MI 498969728 Wyandotte, OK 74370

Cherokee Nation of Oklahoma Ohio Historic Preservation Office
Attn: Mr. Chadwick Smith Resource Protection and Review
P.O. Box 948 Mr. Mark Epstein, Department Head
Tehlequah, OK 74820 567 EasHudson Street

Columbus, OH 43211030
Delaware Nation
Attn: Mr. Bruce Gonzalez
P.W. Box 825
Anadarko, OK 73005

Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians
Attn: Mr. Leon Jones

P.O. Box 455

Cherokee, NC 28719

Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma
Attn: Mr. Charles D. Enyart

P.O. Box 350

Seneca, MO 64865

Forest County Potawatomi Community of
Wisconsin

Attn: Mr. Harold Frank

P.O. Box 340

Crandon, WI 54520

Miami Tribe of Oklahoma
Attn: Mr. Floyd Leonard
P.O. Box 1326

Miami, OK 74355

Ottawa Tribe of Oklahoma
Attn: Mr. Charles Todd
P.O. Box 110

Miami, OK 74355

Seneca Nation of Indians
Attn: Mr. Cyrus Schindler
1490Rte. 438

Irving, NY 14081
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9.0 PERSONS CONSULTED

All information wassolicited and collectetom USARC installation personnel and members of
the LRA (City of Mansfield)in preparation of this document
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10.0ACRONYMS

A

ACM Asbestos Containing Material
AFRC Armed Forces Reserve Center
AMSA Area Maintenance Support Activity
AR  Army Regulation

Army US Army

AST Abovegound Storage Tank

B
BMP Best Management Practice
BRAC BaseClosure andRealignment

BUSTRBureau of Underground Storage
Tank Regulations

C
CAA Clean Air Act
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensati@md Liability Act

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

D
DoD Department of Defense

E

EA  Environmental Assessment

ECOP Environmental Condition of Property
EIFS Economic Impact Forecast System
EIS Environmental Impact Statement
EO  Executive Order

F

FEMA FederbEmergency Management
Agency

FNSI Finding of No Significant Impact
G

H
HUD Housing and Urban Development

L
LBP LeadBased Paint
LRA Local Redevelopment Authority

M

MEC Munitions and Explosives of
Concern

MEP Military Equipment Parking
MSA Metropolitan Statistical Area

N

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality
Standards

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
NFA No Further Action
NOI Notice of Intent
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NRHP National Register of Historic Places

O

OMB Office of Management and Budget
OMS OrganizationaMaintenance Shop
OWS Oil/Water Separator

PCB Polychlorinated biphenyls
POL Petroleum, Oils, and Lubricants
POV Privately Owned Vehicle

Q

R

RCRA Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act

ROl Region of Influence
RONARecord of NoprApplicability
RSC RegionaSupport Command
RTV Rational Threshold Values

S
SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer
SIP  State Implementation Plan

T
TSCA Toxic Substances Control Act

U
us United States

USACE United States Army Corps of
Engineers

USAR United States Army Reserve
USARC United States Army Reserve Center
USC United States Code

USEPA United States Environmental
Protection Agency

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife
Service

UST Underground Storage Tanks
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APPENDIX A - AGENCY COORDINATION

A.l Initial Coordination LEEIS..........iiiivuiiiiie e e A-3
A2 SHPOI Section 106 COoNSURAtION........cccuiiviiiiiiiieee e A-25
A.3 USFWS CONSURALION ....uiiiviiiiiie et e e e s vemmea e s eaa e A-49
A4 Agency and Public NOtIiCeS.............ccciiiiiiiee e A-61

Public and Agency Comments

As noted in Section 1.3, public involvement includes public conimethedraft Environmental
Assessment. All 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 prese Consideration of the views and
information provided by all interested persons promotes open communication and enables better
decision making. Agencies, organizations, Native American groups, and members of the public
having a potential interest inglProposed\ction, including minority, lowincome, and

disadvantaged persons, are urged to participate in the NEPA process.

Per requirements specified in 40 CFR 18308, the EA was available for public and agency
comment for a 3@alendarday review pend (starting with the publication of the NOA) to

provide agencies, organizations, and individuals with the opportunity to comment on the EA and
draft FNSI. Public notices were published in local newspapers to inform the public that the EA
and draft FNSI were available for review. The notices identified a point of contact to obtain

more information regarding the NEPA process, identified means of obtaining a copy of the EA
and draft FNSI for review, listed public libraries where paper copies of the EAaftdFNSI

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.hqgda.army.mil/acsifbrac/env_ea_review.htm
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DRAFT DOCUMENTT SUBJECT TO INTERNAL REVIEW & REVISION

A.1 Initial Coordination Letters

Appendix A.1 contains the following correspondence associated with the preparation of the
Environmental Assessment

Agency Date
Letter to City of Mangéld Mayor (Initial Consultation) June 28, 2011
Letter to Richland County Commissioners (Initial Consultation) June 28, 2011

Letter to Mans#&ld Economic Development Director (LRA) (Initial Consultatiodyine 28, 2011
Letter to US Department of Housing addban Development (Initial Consultatianjne 28, 2011

Letter to Natural Resours€onservation Service (Initial Consultation) June 28, 2011
Letter to USEPA, Region 5 (Initial Consultation) June 28, 2011
Letter to Ohio EPAInitial Consultation) June 282011

Letter to Ohio Department of Development, Regidim@ial Consultation) June 28, 2011
Letter to Ohio Department of Natural Resour@agial Consultation) June 28, 2011
Letter to Ohio DNR, Division of Natural Areas & Preser{iedtial Consultation June 28, 2011
Letter to Ohio DNR, Division of WildliféInitial Consultation) June 28, 2011

Letter to Ohio DNR, Division of Soil & Water Resourdgstial Consultation)  June 28, 2011
Letter to Mary McLeod Bethune Intervention and Enrichment Center

(Initial Consultation) June 28, 2011
Approval letter fromJS Housing and Urban Developmehii{D) June 24, 2010
Response from USEPA July 7, 2011
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DRAFT DOCUMENTT SUBJECT TO INTERNAL REVIEW & REVISION

Parsons

400 Woods Mill Road South, Suite 33838 4t Fhalr§23M43AST6I W

June 28, 2011

DONALD R. CULLIVER, MAYOR
CITY OF MANSFIELD

30 NORTH DIAMOND ST
MANSFIELD, OH 44902

Reference: National Environmental Policy Act Environmental Assessment for the Closure, Disposal, and
Reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten US Army Reserve Center in Mansfield, Ohio.

DearMayor Culiver:

The United States Army Reserve"@8egional Support Command is preparing an Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the proposed action of closure, disposal, and reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten
US Army Reserve Center (Scouten USARC). The EA isgopiapared in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (4lbde of Federal Regulatiof€FR] Parts 150a.508) for

implementing the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)Bmdronmental Analysis of

Army Actions32 CFR Par651.

NEPA requires a Federal agency to provide the public and other stakeholders with an opportunity to
participate in the process of analyzing Federal actions that could impact the natural anddaan
environment. The purpose of this letter is t@ini your agency of an opportunity to assist the Army in
identifying potential impacts that may occur as a result of the proposed action and its alternatives. Your
participation in this process is greatly appreciated.

The purpose and need of the closulisposal, and reuse of the Scouten USARC is to meet the
requirements of the Base Realignment and Closure Act. The Scouten USARC is lo2ZfeHledges
Street, Mansfield, Richland Count®hio. The site is 4 acres in size and contains two permanent
structures. The remainder of the site is covered in pavement (parking) or landscaped areas.

NEPA requires that alternatives to the proposed action are analyzed. Three alternatives are being
considered for the proposed action and all would occur at thentlocation of the Scouten USARC.

The No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) represents baseline conditions at the property. No change from
the current activities would occur under this alternative. Since BRAC law requires that the Scouten
USARC be absed, this is not a feasible alternative. Under the Caretaker Status Alternative (Alternative
2), the Army would secure the property after the military mission has ended to ensure public safety and
the security of the remaining government property. Fimrtime of operational closure until

conveyance of the property, the Army would provide for maintenance procedures to preserve and protect
those facilities and items of equipment needed for reuse in an economical manner that facilitates
redevelopment.
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June 28, 2011

RICHLAND COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
50 PARK AVENUE EAST
MANSFIELD, OH 44902

Reference: National Environmental Policy Act Environmental Assessment for the Closure, Disposal, and
Reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten US Army Reserve Center inimdngfhio.

DearCommissioners

The United States Army Reserve"@egional Support Command is preparing an Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the proposed action of closure, disposal, and reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten
US Army Reserve Center (Sten USARC). The EA is being prepared in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (4ibde of Federal Regulatiof€FR] Parts 150a.508) for

implementing the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)Bmdronmental Analysisfo

Army Actions32 CFR Part 651.

NEPA requires a Federal agency to provide the public and other stakeholders with an opportunity to
participate in the process of analyzing Federal actions that could impact the natural anddean
environment. The pugse of this letter is to inform your agency of an opportunity to assist the Army in
identifying potential impacts that may occur as a result of the proposed action and its alternatives. Your
participation in this process is greatly appreciated.

The pupose and need of the closure, disposal, and reuse of the Scouten USARC is to meet the
requirements of the Base Realignment and Closure Act. The Scouten USARC is lo2ZfeHledges
Street, Mansfield, Richland Count®hio. The site is 4 acres in sizedacontains two permanent
structures. The remainder of the site is covered in pavement (parking) or landscaped areas.

NEPA requires that alternatives to the proposed action are analyzed. Three alternatives are being
considered for the proposed actiordall would occur at the current location of the Scouten USARC.

The No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) represents baseline conditions at the property. No change from
the current activities would occur under this alternative. Since BRAC law rethatdhe Scouten

USARC be closed, this is not a feasible alternative. Under the Caretaker Status Alternative (Alternative
2), the Army would secure the property after the military mission has ended to ensure public safety and
the security of the remainirgpvernment property. From the time of operational closure until

conveyance of the property, the Army would provide for maintenance procedures to preserve and protect
those facilities and items of equipment needed for reuse in an economical manneilitaz$a
redevelopment.
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June 28, 2011

TIM BOWERSOCK ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR
MANSFIELD LOCAL REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

30 NORTH DIAMOND ST

MANSFIELD, OH 44902

Reference: National Environmental Policy Act Environmental Assessment for the Cisyiesal, and
Reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten US Army Reserve Center in Mansfield, Ohio.

DearMr. Bowersock

The United States Army Reserve"@8egional Support Command is preparing an Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the proposed action of dlesdisposal, and reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten
US Army Reserve Center (Scouten USARC). The EA is being prepared in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (4bde of Federal Regulatiof€FR] Parts 150a.508) for
implementingthe National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) &r/ironmental Analysis of

Army Actions32 CFR Part 651.

NEPA requires a Federal agency to provide the public and other stakeholders with an opportunity to
participate in the process of analyzidgderal actions that could impact the natural and maae
environment. The purpose of this letter is to inform your agency of an opportunity to assist the Army in
identifying potential impacts that may occur as a result of the proposed action atexnestiaes. Your
participation in this process is greatly appreciated.

The purpose and need of the closure, disposal, and reuse of the Scouten USARC is to meet the
requirements of the Base Realignment and Closure Act. The Scouten USARC is lo2aleHedges
Street, Mansfield, Richland Count®hio. The site is 4 acres in size and contains two permanent
structures. The remainder of the site is covered in pavement (parking) or landscaped areas.

NEPA requires that alternatives to the proposeaadctie analyzed. Three alternatives are being

considered for the proposed action and all would occur at the current location of the Scouten USARC.
The No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) represents baseline conditions at the property. No change from
the current activities would occur under this alternative. Since BRAC law requires that the Scouten
USARC be closed, this is not a feasible alternative. Under the Caretaker Status Alternative (Alternative
2), the Army would secure the property after thétamy mission has ended to ensure public safety and

the security of the remaining government property. From the time of operational closure until
conveyance of the property, the Army would provide for maintenance procedures to preserve and protect
thosefacilities and items of equipment needed for reuse in an economical manner that facilitates
redevelopment.
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June 28, 2011

DOUGLAS W. SHELBY, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
CLEVELAND FIELD OFFICE

U.S. BANK CENTRE BUILDING

1350 EUCLID AVE STE 500

CLEVELAND, OH 441151815

Reference: National Environmental Policy Act Environmental Assessment for the Closure, Disposal, and
Reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten US Army Reserve Center in Mansfield, Ohio.

DearMr. Shelby

The United State&rmy Reserve 88Regional Support Command is preparing an Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the proposed action of closure, disposal, and reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten
US Army Reserve Center (Scouten USARC). The EA is being prepared in accosithnCeuncil on
Environmental Quality regulations (4bde of Federal Regulatiof€FR] Parts 150a.508) for

implementing the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)Emgdronmental Analysis of

Army Actions32 CFR Part 651.

NEPA requires a &deral agency to provide the public and other stakeholders with an opportunity to
participate in the process of analyzing Federal actions that could impact the natural anddaan
environment. The purpose of this letter is to inform your agency of atopfy to assist the Army in
identifying potential impacts that may occur as a result of the proposed action and its alternatives. Your
participation in this process is greatly appreciated.

The purpose and need of the closure, disposal, and retise®¢outen USARC is to meet the
requirements of the Base Realignment and Closure Act. The Scouten USARC is lo2dteHiedges
Street, Mansfield, Richland Couni®hio. The site is 4 acres in size and contains two permanent
structures. The remaindef the site is covered in pavement (parking) or landscaped areas.

NEPA requires that alternatives to the proposed action are analyzed. Three alternatives are being
considered for the proposed action and all would occur at the current location of iben34¢8ARC.

The No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) represents baseline conditions at the property. No change from
the current activities would occur under this alternative. Since BRAC law requires that the Scouten
USARC be closed, this is not a fdasialternative. Under the Caretaker Status Alternative (Alternative

2), the Army would secure the property after the military mission has ended to ensure public safety and
the security of the remaining government property. From the time of operatmsaiecuntil

conveyance of the property, the Army would provide for maintenance procedures to preserve and protect
those facilities and items of equipment needed for reuse in an economical manner that facilitates
redevelopment.
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June 28, 2011

JASON RUHL DISTRICT CONSERVATIONIST
NRCS MANSFIELD SERVICE CENTER

1495 WEST LONGVIEW AVE

SUITE 2058

MANSFIELD, OH 449061863

Reference: National Environmental Policy Act Environmental Assessment for the Closure, Disposal, and
Reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scoutef Army Reserve Center in Mansfield, Ohio.

DearMr. Ruhl

The United States Army Reserveé"@egional Support Command is preparing an Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the proposed action of closure, disposal, and reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten
US Army Reserve Center (Scouten USARC). The EA is being prepared in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (4bde of Federal Regulatiof€FR] Parts 150a.508) for

implementing the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)Emgdronmental Analysis of

Army Actions32 CFR Part 651.

NEPA requires a Federal agency to provide the public and other stakeholders with an opportunity to
participate in the process of analyzing Federal actions that could impact the natural angdenan
environment. The purpose of this letter is to inform your agency of an opportunity to assist the Army in
identifying potential impacts that may occur as a result of the proposed action and its alternatives. Your
participation in this process is grgafippreciated.

The purpose and need of the closure, disposal, and reuse of the Scouten USARC is to meet the
requirements of the Base Realignment and Closure Act. The Scouten USARC is lo2dteHiedges
Street, Mansfield, Richland Count®hio. Thesite is 4 acres in size and contains two permanent
structures. The remainder of the site is covered in pavement (parking) or landscaped areas.

NEPA requires that alternatives to the proposed action are analyzed. Three alternatives are being
consideredor the proposed action and all would occur at the current location of the Scouten USARC.

The No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) represents baseline conditions at the property. No change from
the current activities would occur under this alternatsmce BRAC law requires that the Scouten

USARC be closed, this is not a feasible alternative. Under the Caretaker Status Alternative (Alternative
2), the Army would secure the property after the military mission has ended to ensure public safety and
thesecurity of the remaining government property. From the time of operational closure until
conveyance of the property, the Army would provide for maintenance procedures to preserve and protect
those facilities and items of equipment needed for reuseecaromical manner that facilitates
redevelopment.
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June 28, 2011

KEN WESTLAKE, NEPA COORDINATOR
US EPA, REGION 5

77 WEST JACKSON BLVD

CHICAGO, IL 606043507

Reference: National Environmental Policy Act Environmental Assessment for the Closure, Deposal
Reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten US Army Reserve Center in Mansfield, Ohio.

DearMr. Westlake

The United States Army Reserve"@8egional Support Command is preparing an Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the proposed action of closure, dapand reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten
US Army Reserve Center (Scouten USARC). The EA is being prepared in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (4bde of Federal Regulatiof€FR] Parts 150a.508) for

implementing the Nabinal Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) aBdvironmental Analysis of

Army Actions32 CFR Part 651.

NEPA requires a Federal agency to provide the public and other stakeholders with an opportunity to
participate in the process of analyzing Fedactibns that could impact the natural and meade
environment. The purpose of this letter is to inform your agency of an opportunity to assist the Army in
identifying potential impacts that may occur as a result of the proposed action and its alternéadive
participation in this process is greatly appreciated.

The purpose and need of the closure, disposal, and reuse of the Scouten USARC is to meet the
requirements of the Base Realignment and Closure Act. The Scouten USARC is lo2ZfeHledges
Street, Mansfield, Richland Count®hio. The site is 4 acres in size and contains two permanent
structures. The remainder of the site is covered in pavement (parking) or landscaped areas.

NEPA requires that alternatives to the proposed action atgzaal. Three alternatives are being

considered for the proposed action and all would occur at the current location of the Scouten USARC.
The No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) represents baseline conditions at the property. No change from
the currenictivities would occur under this alternative. Since BRAC law requires that the Scouten
USARC be closed, this is not a feasible alternative. Under the Caretaker Status Alternative (Alternative
2), the Army would secure the property after the militargsioin has ended to ensure public safety and

the security of the remaining government property. From the time of operational closure until
conveyance of the property, the Army would provide for maintenance procedures to preserve and protect
those facilitis and items of equipment needed for reuse in an economical manner that facilitates
redevelopment.
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June 28, 2011

OHIO EPA - DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
PO BOX 1049
COLUMBUS, OH 432161049

Reference: National Environmental Policy Act Environmental Assessmethief@losure, Disposal, and
Reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten US Army Reserve Center in Mansfield, Ohio.

DearSir/Madam

The United States Army Reserve"@egional Support Command is preparing an Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the proposed actad closure, disposal, and reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten
US Army Reserve Center (Scouten USARC). The EA is being prepared in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (4ibde of Federal Regulatiof€FR] Parts 150a.508) for

implementing the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)Bmdronmental Analysis of

Army Actions32 CFR Part 651.

NEPA requires a Federal agency to provide the public and other stakeholders with an opportunity to
participate in the process ahalyzing Federal actions that could impact the natural anehmade
environment. The purpose of this letter is to inform your agency of an opportunity to assist the Army in
identifying potential impacts that may occur as a result of the proposed aatidts alternatives. Your
participation in this process is greatly appreciated.

The purpose and need of the closure, disposal, and reuse of the Scouten USARC is to meet the
requirements of the Base Realignment and Closure Act. The Scouten USAR&ed laR71 Hedges
Street, Mansfield, Richland Couni®hio. The site is 4 acres in size and contains two permanent
structures. The remainder of the site is covered in pavement (parking) or landscaped areas.

NEPA requires that alternatives to thegmsed action are analyzed. Three alternatives are being
considered for the proposed action and all would occur at the current location of the Scouten USARC.
The No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) represents baseline conditions at the property. e &ioam

the current activities would occur under this alternative. Since BRAC law requires that the Scouten
USARC be closed, this is not a feasible alternative. Under the Caretaker Status Alternative (Alternative
2), the Army would secure the propertyeafthe military mission has ended to ensure public safety and
the security of the remaining government property. From the time of operational closure until
conveyance of the property, the Army would provide for maintenance procedures to preservesahd prot
those facilities and items of equipment needed for reuse in an economical manner that facilitates
redevelopment.
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June 28, 2011

HERMAN STINE DIRECTOR

OHIO DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT
REGION 6- MANSFIELD REGION

PO BOX 698

MANSFIELD, OH 44901

Referere: National Environmental Policy Act Environmental Assessment for the Closure, Disposal, and
Reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten US Army Reserve Center in Mansfield, Ohio.

DearMr. Stine

The United States Army Reserveé"@egional Support Commandpseparing an Environmental

Assessment (EA) for the proposed action of closure, disposal, and reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten
US Army Reserve Center (Scouten USARC). The EA is being prepared in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulimins (40Code of Federal Regulatiof€FR] Parts 150a.508) for

implementing the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)Emgdronmental Analysis of

Army Actions32 CFR Part 651.

NEPA requires a Federal agency to provide the public and stierholders with an opportunity to
participate in the process of analyzing Federal actions that could impact the natural anddaan
environment. The purpose of this letter is to inform your agency of an opportunity to assist the Army in
identifying pdential impacts that may occur as a result of the proposed action and its alternatives. Your
participation in this process is greatly appreciated.

The purpose and need of the closure, disposal, and reuse of the Scouten USARC is to meet the
requirement®f the Base Realignment and Closure Act. The Scouten USARC is loc&EH ldedges
Street, Mansfield, Richland Couni®hio. The site is 4 acres in size and contains two permanent
structures. The remainder of the site is covered in pavement (paskilagdscaped areas.

NEPA requires that alternatives to the proposed action are analyzed. Three alternatives are being
considered for the proposed action and all would occur at the current location of the Scouten USARC.
The No Action Alternative (Altarative 1) represents baseline conditions at the property. No change from
the current activities would occur under this alternative. Since BRAC law requires that the Scouten
USARC be closed, this is not a feasible alternative. Under the Caretaker/Statoative (Alternative

2), the Army would secure the property after the military mission has ended to ensure public safety and
the security of the remaining government property. From the time of operational closure until
conveyance of the property, tAemy would provide for maintenance procedures to preserve and protect
those facilities and items of equipment needed for reuse in an economical manner that facilitates
redevelopment.

Environmental Assesment for Appendix A
Closure Disposa) and Reuse of the Agency Coordination
SSG Roy Clifton Scouten US ArnBeserve Center A-12



June 28, 2011

DAVID MUSTINE, DIRECTOR

OHIO DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESORBRCES
2045 MORSE RD

COLUMBUS, OH 432236693

Reference: National Environmental Policy Act Environmental Assessment for the Closure, Disposal, and
Reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten US Army Reserve Center in Mansfield, Ohio.

DearMr. Mustine

The Unital States Army Reserve 8&egional Support Command is preparing an Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the proposed action of closure, disposal, and reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten
US Army Reserve Center (Scouten USARC). The EA is being preparecbirdaace with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (4bde of Federal Regulatiof€FR] Parts 150a.508) for

implementing the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)Bmdronmental Analysis of

Army Actions32 CFR Part 651.

NEPA reqiires a Federal agency to provide the public and other stakeholders with an opportunity to
participate in the process of analyzing Federal actions that could impact the natural anddaan
environment. The purpose of this letter is to inform your agehayn opportunity to assist the Army in
identifying potential impacts that may occur as a result of the proposed action and its alternatives. Your
participation in this process is greatly appreciated.

The purpose and need of the closure, disposakeusa of the Scouten USARC is to meet the
requirements of the Base Realignment and Closure Act. The Scouten USARC is lo2ZfeHledges
Street, Mansfield, Richland Count®hio. The site is 4 acres in size and contains two permanent
structures. Theamainder of the site is covered in pavement (parking) or landscaped areas.

NEPA requires that alternatives to the proposed action are analyzed. Three alternatives are being
considered for the proposed action and all would occur at the current lodatienSzouten USARC.

The No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) represents baseline conditions at the property. No change from
the current activities would occur under this alternative. Since BRAC law requires that the Scouten
USARC be closed, this is ha feasible alternative. Under the Caretaker Status Alternative (Alternative

2), the Army would secure the property after the military mission has ended to ensure public safety and
the security of the remaining government property. From the time dditapeal closure until

conveyance of the property, the Army would provide for maintenance procedures to preserve and protect
those facilities and items of equipment needed for reuse in an economical manner that facilitates
redevelopment.
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June 28, 2011

CHIEF

DIVISON OF NATURAL AREAS & PRESERVES
OHIO DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
2045 MORSE RD

COLUMBUS, OH 432296693

Reference: National Environmental Policy Act Environmental Assessment for the Closure, Disposal, and
Reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scoutd® Army Reserve Center in Mansfield, Ohio.

DearSir/Madam

The United States Army Reserveé"@egional Support Command is preparing an Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the proposed action of closure, disposal, and reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten
US Army Reserve Center (Scouten USARC). The EA is being prepared in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (4bde of Federal Regulatiof€FR] Parts 150a.508) for

implementing the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEP#g EBnvironmental Analysis of

Army Actions32 CFR Part 651.

NEPA requires a Federal agency to provide the public and other stakeholders with an opportunity to
participate in the process of analyzing Federal actions that could impact the natural anddaan
environment. The purpose of this letter is to inform your agency of an opportunity to assist the Army in
identifying potential impacts that may occur as a result of the proposed action and its alternatives. Your
participation in this process is gtlyaappreciated.

The purpose and need of the closure, disposal, and reuse of the Scouten USARC is to meet the
requirements of the Base Realignment and Closure Act. The Scouten USARC is lo2dteHiedges
Street, Mansfield, Richland Count®hio. Tle site is 4 acres in size and contains two permanent
structures. The remainder of the site is covered in pavement (parking) or landscaped areas.

NEPA requires that alternatives to the proposed action are analyzed. Three alternatives are being
considerd for the proposed action and all would occur at the current location of the Scouten USARC.
The No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) represents baseline conditions at the property. No change from
the current activities would occur under this alternati@ace BRAC law requires that the Scouten

USARC be closed, this is not a feasible alternative. Under the Caretaker Status Alternative (Alternative
2), the Army would secure the property after the military mission has ended to ensure public safety and
the security of the remaining government property. From the time of operational closure until
conveyance of the property, the Army would provide for maintenance procedures to preserve and protect
those facilities and items of equipment needed for reuse @@nomical manner that facilitates
redevelopment.

Environmental Assesment for Appendix A
Closure Disposa) and Reuse of the Agency Coordination
SSG Roy Clifton Scouten US ArnBeserve Center A-14



June 28, 2011

CHIEF

DIVISION OF WILDLIFE

OHIO DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
2045 MORSE RD

COLUMBUS, OH 432296693

Reference: National Environmental Policy Act Environmental Assessment for theeCIDsgposal, and
Reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten US Army Reserve Center in Mansfield, Ohio.

DearSir/Madam

The United States Army Reserveé"@egional Support Command is preparing an Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the proposed action of dlesdisposal, and reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten
US Army Reserve Center (Scouten USARC). The EA is being prepared in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (4bde of Federal Regulatiof€FR] Parts 150a.508) for
implementinghe National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) &m/ironmental Analysis of

Army Actions32 CFR Part 651.

NEPA requires a Federal agency to provide the public and other stakeholders with an opportunity to
participate in the process of analyzidgderal actions that could impact the natural and maae
environment. The purpose of this letter is to inform your agency of an opportunity to assist the Army in
identifying potential impacts that may occur as a result of the proposed action atainegiaks. Your
participation in this process is greatly appreciated.

The purpose and need of the closure, disposal, and reuse of the Scouten USARC is to meet the
requirements of the Base Realignment and Closure Act. The Scouten USARC is lo2aleHedges
Street, Mansfield, Richland Couni®hio. The site is 4 acres in size and contains two permanent
structures. The remainder of the site is covered in pavement (parking) or landscaped areas.

NEPA requires that alternatives to the proposeaactie analyzed. Three alternatives are being

considered for the proposed action and all would occur at the current location of the Scouten USARC.
The No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) represents baseline conditions at the property. No change from
the current activities would occur under this alternative. Since BRAC law requires that the Scouten
USARC be closed, this is not a feasible alternative. Under the Caretaker Status Alternative (Alternative
2), the Army would secure the property after thétamy mission has ended to ensure public safety and

the security of the remaining government property. From the time of operational closure until
conveyance of the property, the Army would provide for maintenance procedures to preserve and protect
thosefacilities and items of equipment needed for reuse in an economical manner that facilitates
redevelopment.
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June 28, 2011

CHIEF

DIVISION OF SOIL & WATER RESOURCES

OHIO DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
2045 MORSE RD

COLUMBUS, OH 432296693

Reference: Nanal Environmental Policy Act Environmental Assessment for the Closure, Disposal, and
Reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten US Army Reserve Center in Mansfield, Ohio.

DearSir/Madam

The United States Army Reserveé"@egional Support Command is prépgran Environmental

Assessment (EA) for the proposed action of closure, disposal, and reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten
US Army Reserve Center (Scouten USARC). The EA is being prepared in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations@€ode of Federal Regulatiof€FR] Parts 150a.508) for

implementing the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)Emgdronmental Analysis of

Army Actions32 CFR Part 651.

NEPA requires a Federal agency to provide the public and other cliddieshwith an opportunity to
participate in the process of analyzing Federal actions that could impact the natural anddaan
environment. The purpose of this letter is to inform your agency of an opportunity to assist the Army in
identifying potentiaimpacts that may occur as a result of the proposed action and its alternatives. Your
participation in this process is greatly appreciated.

The purpose and need of the closure, disposal, and reuse of the Scouten USARC is to meet the
requirements of thBase Realignment and Closure Act. The Scouten USARC is locatéd htedges
Street, Mansfield, Richland Couni®hio. The site is 4 acres in size and contains two permanent
structures. The remainder of the site is covered in pavement (parking) €xdpad areas.

NEPA requires that alternatives to the proposed action are analyzed. Three alternatives are being
considered for the proposed action and all would occur at the current location of the Scouten USARC.
The No Action Alternative (Alternativé) represents baseline conditions at the property. No change from
the current activities would occur under this alternative. Since BRAC law requires that the Scouten
USARC be closed, this is not a feasible alternative. Under the Caretaker Statugiwdi¢Aiernative

2), the Army would secure the property after the military mission has ended to ensure public safety and
the security of the remaining government property. From the time of operational closure until
conveyance of the property, the Armywia provide for maintenance procedures to preserve and protect
those facilities and items of equipment needed for reuse in an economical manner that facilitates
redevelopment.
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June 28, 2011

MRS. ALVERTA WILLIAMS, PRESIDENT

MARY MCLEOD-BETHUNE INTERVENTION AND ENRICHMENT CENTER
177 W 2ND ST

MANSFIELD, OH 44902

Reference: National Environmental Policy Act Environmental Assessment for the Closure, Disposal, and
Reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten US Army Reserve Center in Mansfield, Ohio.

DearMrs. Williams

The United States Army Reserve"@8egional Support Command is preparing an Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the proposed action of closure, disposal, and reuse of the SSG Roy Clifton Scouten
US Army Reserve Center (Scouten USARC). The EA isghprepared in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (4bde of Federal Regulatiof€FR] Parts 150a.508) for

implementing the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)Bmdronmental Analysis of

Army Actions32 CFR Par651.

NEPA requires a Federal agency to provide the public and other stakeholders with an opportunity to
participate in the process of analyzing Federal actions that could impact the natural anddaan
environment. The purpose of this letter is tmim your agency of an opportunity to assist the Army in
identifying potential impacts that may occur as a result of the proposed action and its alternatives. Your
participation in this process is greatly appreciated.

The purpose and need of the cl@sudisposal, and reuse of the Scouten USARC is to meet the
requirements of the Base Realignment and Closure Act. The Scouten USARC is lo2ZfeHledges
Street, Mansfield, Richland Count®hio. The site is 4 acres in size and contains two permanent
structures. The remainder of the site is covered in pavement (parking) or landscaped areas.

NEPA requires that alternatives to the proposed action are analyzed. Three alternatives are being
considered for the proposed action and all would occur autihent location of the Scouten USARC.

The No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) represents baseline conditions at the property. No change from
the current activities would occur under this alternative. Since BRAC law requires that the Scouten
USARC be tosed, this is not a feasible alternative. Under the Caretaker Status Alternative (Alternative
2), the Army would secure the property after the military mission has ended to ensure public safety and
the security of the remaining government property. Fimrtime of operational closure until

conveyance of the property, the Army would provide for maintenance procedures to preserve and protect
those facilities and items of equipment needed for reuse in an economical manner that facilitates
redevelopment.
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The Armyés Preferred Alternative (Alternative 3)
subsequent transfer of the property to the Mary MctiBethune Intervention and Enrichment Center.

The Center would renovate and reuse the existing facildressiisted living accommodations and

supportive services for homeless seniors.

As part of the early project coordination and NEPA scoping process, we are requesting that stakeholders
identify key issues that should be addressed as part of this emaluBtease provide your comments
relative to the following:

e Issues of concern within your regulatory jurisdiction
e Available technical information regarding these issues
e Mitigation or permitting requirements that may be necessary for project implementatio

Comments on the proposed action and the alternatives will be accepted for 30 calendar days from the date
on this letter. Comments received during this time will be used in preparation of the EA. Written
comments should be submitted tisa Gulbransn, 88" RSC, ATTN: AFRGCMN-EN (Gulbranson),

506 Roeder Circle, Ft. Snelling, MN 5514009 or by email at lisa.gulbranson@usar.army.mil. If you

have any questions, please contact Ms. Gulbranson ati&.2752.

Sincerely,

Parsons

o,
) ettty

Mr. Richard Hall
Project Manager

Enclosures:

Figure 1: Site Location Map
Figure 2: Current Site Plan
Figure 3: Reuse Plan
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