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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FNSI) FOR
BRAC 05 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
CLOSURE, DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF JAMES W. REESE
UNITED STATES ARMY RESERVE CENTER,

UPLAND, PENNSYLVANIA

Pursuant to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 1400-1508) for
implementing the procedural provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42
U.S.C. 4321 et. seq.) and the U.S. Department of Army Regulation 32 CFR 651 (Environmental
Analysis of Army Actions; Final Rule), as well as policy and guidance provided by the Base
Realignment and Closure Manual for Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act,
—the U.S: Army conducted an environmental assessment (EA) of potential environmentateffects
from the closure, disposal, and reuse associated with implementation of Base Realignment and
Closure (BRAC) realignment actions.

Purpose and Need. On September 8, 2005, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission (BRAC Commission) recommended closure of the James W. Reese United States
Army Reserve Center (Reese USARC) and realignment of essential missions to other
installations. The deactivated USARC property is excess to Army military need and will be
disposed of according to applicable laws, regulations, and national policy. Pursuant to NEPA
and its implementing regulations, the Army has prepared this EA to address the environmental
and socioeconomic impacts of disposing of the property and reasonable, foreseeable reuse
alternatives.

Description of the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action is the disposal of surplus property
made available by the realignment of the Reese USARC. Redevelopment and reuse of the
surplus USARC property would occur as a secondary action under disposal. Under BRAC law,
the Army closed the Reese USARC prior to September 15, 2011.

Alternatives Considered. Three alternatives are evaluated in this EA.

Preferred Alternative. For the Preferred Alternative (Traditional Disposal and Reuse), in
accordance with the Local Redevelopment Authority (LRA) reuse plan, the Army proposes to
assign the Property to the National Park Service under the Federal Lands to Parks Program for a
public benefit conveyance of the entire parcel to the Upland Borough for reuse as a
community/youth center.

- Caretaker Status Alternative. The Army secured the Reese USARC after the military mission
ended prior to September 15, 2011 to ensure public safety and the security of remaining
government property and to complete any required environmental remediation actions. From the
time of operational closure until conveyance of the Property, the Army will provide sufficient
maintenance to preserve and protect the site for reuse in an economical manner that facilitates
redevelopment. If the Reese USARC is not transferred for an extended period of time, the Army
will reduce maintenance levels to the minimum level for surplus government property as
specified in 41 CFR 101-47.402, 41 CFR 101-47-4913, and Army Regulation 420-1-(Army
Facilities Management).
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No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, the Army would continue operations at
the Reese USARC at levels similar to those that occurred prior to the BRAC 2005 Commission’s
recommendations for closure. The inclusion of the No Action Alternative is prescribed by the
CEQ regulations implementing NEPA and serves as a benchmark against which the
environmental impacts of the action alternatives may be evaluated.

Factors Considered in Determining that an Environmental Impact Statement is not

Required. No significant environmental impacts were identified in the EA (attached). Impacts

were analyzed for land use, aesthetics and visual resources, air quality, noise, geology and soils,

water resources, biological resources, cultural resources, socioeconomics, transportation,

utilities, and hazardous and toxic substances. In support of this EA, the U.S. Army conducted a
—cuhmmmmcmmmmﬂemfmmmswoﬁbwﬁ%ﬁed—'

Implementation of the proposed disposal and reuse action would not have any significant adverse
effects or impacts to any of the resource areas at Reese USARC or on areas surrounding the
property. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Pennsylvania Game Commission, Pennsylvania
Fish and Boat Commission, Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources,
and the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission concur with this conclusion. No
mitigation is needed.

The property would be transferred with an asbestos covenant and a lead-based paint covenant
that will require the transferee manage and if necessary remove asbestos and lead-based paint as
required by applicable laws.

Conclusion. Based on the environmental impact analyses described in the EA, which is hereby
incorporated into this FNSI, it has been determined that implementation of the Proposed Action
or any alternative would not have a significant impact on the quality of the natural or the human
environment. Because no significant environmental impact would result from implementation of
the Proposed Action or alternatives, an env1ronmental impact statement is not required and will
not be prepared.

Public Comment. A Notice of Availability (NOA) was published on December 16, 2011 in a
local newspaper, The Chester Spirit Newspaper, and a regional newspaper, The Delaware
County Times announcing the beginning of a 30-day public review period. In the NOA,
interested parties were invited to review and comment on the EA and draft FNSI, and were
informed that the EA and draft FNSI were available at the J. Lewis Crozer Library, 620 Engle
Street, Chester, PA, 19013 and on the BRAC website at
http://www.hgda.army.mil/acsim/brac/env_ea_review.htm. A NOA extension was published on
January 5 and 6, 2012 announcing the comment period was extended due to a technological error
that affected the online availability of the EA. No comments were received.

Date: [/ FEB 2012 ( 4
Jose E. Cepeda N
COL, EN
DPW Regional Engineer
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

LEAD AGENCY: U.S. Army Reserve 99 Regional Support Command

TITLE OF PROPOSED ACTION: Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the James W Reese U.S.
Army Reserve Center, Upland, Pennsylvania

AFFECTED JURISDICTIONS: Upland Borough, Delaware County, Pennsylvania
PREPARED BY: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District, Commanding
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FROM: AGEISS Inc.

APPROVED BY: Jose E. Cepeda, COL, EN, DPW Regional Engineer

ABSTRACT: The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is preparing an environmental assessment
(EA) for the proposed closure, disposal, and reuse of the James W. Reese U.S. Army Reserve
Center in Upland, Pennsylvania as part of the restructuring of military bases through the Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Act. This EA addresses the potential environmental,
socioeconomic, and cultural impacts of this proposed action and its alternatives.

Based on the environmental impact analyses described in this EA it has been determined that
implementation of the Proposed Action would not have a significant impact on the quality of the
natural or the human environment. Because no significant environmental impact would result
from implementation of the Proposed Action, an environmental impact statement is not required
and a Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) will be published in accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act.

REVIEW PERIOD: A Notice of Availability (NOA) was published on December 16, 2011 in a
local newspaper, The Chester Spirit Newspaper, and a regional newspaper, The Delaware
County Times announcing the beginning of a 30-day public review period. In the NOA,
interested parties were invited to review and comment on the EA and draft FNSI, and were
informed that the EA and draft FNSI were available at the J. Lewis Crozer Library, 620 Engle
Street, Chester, PA, 19013 and on the BRAC website at
http://www.hgda.army.mil/acsim/brac/env_ea review.htm. A NOA extension was published on
January 5 and 6, 2012 announcing the comment period was extended due to a technological error
that affected the online availability of the EA. Reviewers were invited to submit comments on
the EA and draft FNSI during the 30-day public comment period via mail, fax, or e-mail to the
following:

Ms. Amanda Murphy

NEPA and Cultural Resources Specialist

U.S. Army Reserve 99th Regional Support Command
5231 South Scott Plaza

Fort Dix, NJ 08640

609-521-8047 (office)

609-562-7983 (fax)

Email: amanda.w.murphy@usar.army.mil
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES.1 Introduction

This environmental assessment (EA) analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated
with the U.S. Army’s Proposed Action for closure, disposal, and reuse of the James W. Reese
U.S. Army Reserve Center (Reese USARC), Upland, Pennsylvania as directed by the Base
Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commission’s recommendations.

This EA was developed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42
U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.); implementing regulations issued by the President’s Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ), 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-1508; and
Environmental Analysis of Army Actions, 32 CFR Part 651.

ES.2 Purpose and Need

On September 8, 2005, the BRAC Commission recommended closure of the Reese USARC and
realignment of essential missions to other installations. The deactivated USARC property is
excess to Army military need and will be disposed of according to applicable laws, regulations,
and national policy. Pursuant to the NEPA and its implementing regulations, the Army has
prepared this EA to address the environmental and socioeconomic impacts of disposing of the
property and reasonable, foreseeable reuse alternatives.

ES.3 Setting

The Reese USARC is located in the southern portion of Delaware County, in Upland Borough,
Pennsylvania. Upland Borough is a 0.7-square-mile small community with approximately 2,900
residents.

ES.4 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action is the disposal of surplus property made available by the realignment of the
Reese USARC. Redevelopment and reuse of the surplus USARC property (the “Property’)
would occur as a secondary action under disposal.

Under BRAC law, the Army closed the Reese USARC prior to September 15, 2011. The Army will
dispose of the Property. As a part of the disposal process, the Army screened the Property for reuse
with the U.S. Department of Defense and other federal agencies. No federal agency expressed an
interest in reusing this property for another purpose.

ES.5 Alternatives

Three alternatives were analyzed in this EA: the Preferred Alternative (Traditional Disposal and
Reuse), Caretaker Status Alternative, and the No Action Alternative.

Preferred Alternative: Traditional Disposal and Reuse. For the Preferred Alternative, the
Army would assign the Property to the National Park Service under the Federal Lands to Parks
Program for a public benefit conveyance of the entire parcel to Upland Borough. The Property
would be used for a community/youth center as recommended by the Upland Borough Local
Redevelopment Authority (LRA).
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Caretaker Status Alternative. The Army secured the Reese USARC after the military mission
ended on September15, 2011 to ensure public safety and the security of remaining government
property and to complete any required environmental remediation actions. From the time of
operational closure until conveyance of the Property, the Army will provide sufficient
maintenance to preserve and protect the site for reuse in an economical manner that facilitates
redevelopment. If the Reese USARC is not transferred for an extended period of time, the Army
will reduce maintenance levels to the minimum level for surplus government property as
specified in 41 CFR 101-47.402, 41 CFR 101-47-4913, and Army Regulation 420-1 (Army
Facilities Management).

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, the Army would continue operations
at the Reese USARC at levels similar to those that occurred prior to the BRAC 2005
Commission’s recommendations for closure. The inclusion of the No Action Alternative is
prescribed by the CEQ regulations implementing NEPA and serves as a benchmark against
which the environmental impacts of the action alternatives may be evaluated.

Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Further Analysis. Because no cleanup actions
are required, the Property is not a suitable candidate for early transfer, and this alternative was
not carried forward for further analysis. In addition to the reuse plan described in the Preferred
Alternative for a community/youth center, the LRA considered adoption of two other reuses of
the Property. Since these reuse alternatives were not selected by the LRA as its official reuse
plan, they were not carried forward for further analysis in this EA.

ES.6 Environmental Consequences

Initially, twelve resource areas were characterized and evaluated for potential impacts from the
Preferred Alternative, the Caretaker Status Alternative, and the No Action Alternative.

Army NEPA Regulations (32 CFR § 651.14) state the NEPA analysis should reduce or eliminate
discussion of minor issues to help focus analyses. To minimize unnecessary analysis, and
concentrate on those resource areas potentially affected by the Proposed Action, five resource
areas were analyzed in detail in this EA, specifically: land use, air quality, socioeconomics,
transportation, and hazardous and toxic substances.

Under the Preferred Alternative, land use of the Reese USARC would change from a military
site to a community/youth center. Small-scale remodeling to meet standards in the Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA) would occur. Disposal and reuse of the Reese USARC could
require investigation of the oil/water separator to determine its status and potential
decommissioning. Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would have an overall beneficial
impact on the environmental condition of the property.

Potential impacts to air quality from disposal and reuse would not be significant. Short-term
impacts to air quality would not be significant as only remodeling for ADA compliance and
possible construction of a second driveway would occur with the reuse. The small incremental
changes in motor vehicle and boiler emissions from the reuse plan would not increase ambient
air pollution above the NAAQS, would not contribute to existing violations of the NAAQS, and
would not have a significant long-term impact on air quality. The Preferred Alternative would
not have a significant impact on greenhouse gas emissions.
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Disposal and reuse of the USARC would result in insignificant long-term socioeconomic
impacts. Substantial gains or losses in population or employment would not occur. Property
values are also not anticipated to change. No adverse potential impacts to minority or low-
income populations or children have been identified as a result of disposal and reuse of the
USARC. Based on the Economic Impact Forecast System model, the Preferred Alternative
would generate about one direct and one indirect job during renovation activities. A beneficial
impact for this low-income area is anticipated to result from the reuse of the facilities as a place
where youths can gather and become involved in community activities, increasing recreation and
potentially reducing crime.

In the long term, it is likely there would be an increase in traffic resulting from the Preferred
Alternative as compared to the 20 full-time persons and 130 reservists assigned to the facility;
however, the increase in daily vehicular usage and potentially the public transportation system to
access the facility would not have a significant adverse effect on transportation. Use of utility
systems that are currently in place would occur with implementation of the Preferred Alternative
at levels similar to current usage.

No long-term impacts to hazardous and toxic substances as a result of implementation of the
Preferred Alternative would occur. Because the original administrative and classroom portion of
the main building and the Organizational Maintenance Shop (OMS) were built prior to 1978, it is
possible lead-based paint is present on the interior and exterior walls. Although no records occur
of an asbestos survey at Reese USARC, references state that it is likely that asbestos-containing
material is present in floor tile, mastic, and friable insulation on piping and fittings. Should it be
necessary to disturb asbestos-containing material or lead-based paint, abatement would be
accomplished by the Upland Borough in accordance with appropriate environmental laws, rules,
and regulations of the U.S. Department of Defense, EPA, and the state of Pennsylvania.

Under the Caretaker Status Alternative, land use would change from a functioning military
installation to one under limited maintenance in caretaker status. A decrease in the military
presence at the Reese USARC would result in decreased impacts to air quality, transportation,
and utilities as compared to existing conditions. However, because of the low magnitude of
these existing impacts, no significant changes to the environment would occur.

Under the No Action Alternative, the Army would continue to use the Reese USARC. No
changes to the existing environment would occur.

Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative effects are those environmental impacts that result from the
incremental effects of other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions when
combined with the Proposed Action. The analysis identified two reasonably foreseeable actions,
repaving of main surface roads by the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation and the
addition of a soccer complex proposed by Widener University and the Upland Borough adjacent
to the USARC. Potential cumulative impacts include short-term air quality, noise,
socioeconomic, and hazardous waste impacts if the projects occur at the same time. Although
the Preferred Alternative would not cause adverse effects to land use, aesthetics, soils and
geology, biological or cultural resources, the conversion of the 11-acre Bell Homestead into a
soccer complex could cause cumulative impacts to these resources. Potential insignificant long-
term cumulative impacts may occur to transportation due to the increase use of West 24™ Street
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for both the Preferred Alternative youth center and the soccer complex immediately adjacent to
the USARC. Impacts are not likely to be significant due to the timing of activities, repaving of
the main roads to West 24™, and the low traffic usage by the Preferred Alternative
(approximately 1 percent of existing traffic).

ES.7 Mitigation Responsibility
No mitigation measures are required for the Preferred Alternative because resulting impacts
would not meet significance criteria; that is, the impacts would not be significant.

ES.8 Findings and Conclusions

Direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the Preferred Alternative, the Caretaker Status
Alternative, and the No Action Alternative have been considered. No significant impacts would
occur. Therefore, the issuance of a Finding of No Significant Impact is warranted, and
preparation of an environmental impact statement is not required.

ES-4



Final EA

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Section Page
1.0 INTRODUCTION ..ottt ettt ettt ettt sttt ste st esteeseesaeeseeneesneeseensesseeseeneenns 1
I.1  Purpose and NEE .......cceocuieriiiiiieiieeie ettt ettt sttt e et snbe e e snaeesaeas 1
1.2 Public INVOIVEMENL .......ooiiiiiiiiiiiii et 1
2.0  DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION .....cccoiiiiiiieiieieeeesee e 4
2.1 BRAC Commission’s Recommendation ...........ccccoeeeereeeiienieenienie e 4
2.2 Description of Reese USARC (the “Property™)......ccceeecueerieeiieneenieeiienieeieesveeieens 4
3.0 ALTERNATIVES ...ttt ettt ettt sttt et e es 7
3.1 Preferred Alternative: Traditional Disposal and Reuse as a Community/Y outh
Center by the Upland BOrough ............cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee e 7
3.2 Caretaker Status AItCINALIVE ........eeecuiieeiiie ettt e e e e sere e e e e e e e e 9
3.3 NO ACtiON AIETNATIVE.....eiueiiieiiieiieiieie ettt st ente e e ee e 9
3.4 Alternatives Considered and Eliminated From Further Analysis.........cccccoceeveniencn. 9
3.4.1  Early Transfer and Reuse Before Cleanup Is Completed.............ccceeevrennnn. 9
3.4.2  Other Disposal OPtions.........ccceeeerierriiriinieiienieneeese ettt 9
4.0  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEQUENCES........cccceoiiieieeeieeeeeeenee 11
4.1 Environmental Resources Eliminated from Further Consideration.......................... 11
4.1.1  Environmental Resources that Are Not Present...........cccceevvveevieeicieeennenn. 12
4.1.2  Environmental Resources that Are Present, but Not Impacted.................... 13

4.1.3  Environmental Resources Are Present, but the Proposed Action Will
Have Little or No Measureable Environmental Effect on these Resources.14

4.2 Resources Analyzed in Detail..........ccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 16

421 LanA USC .uuiiiiieiiiie et 16

422 AL QUALIEY oot 18

4,23 SOCIOCCONOIMCS ..uuvvvverereeeeeeeiirrrreeereeeeeenisrrrreeeseeeeenssssrsesseesessmssrssrseessesseannns 23

424 TranSPOTLALION ...c..eeetieriieeiieeiteetteeteeteesteeteesateebeesateenbeesaneeseesnseeseesnseenses 28

4.2.5 Hazardous and ToOXIC SUDSTANCES...........cooevvurieiieiiiieeeeieeee e 29

4.3 CumulatiVe EETECtS....uuviiiiiiiiiieieiee ettt 32

4.3.1 Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions............cccceeevverueennnennee. 32

4.3.2  Cumulative Effects SUMMAry .........cccceeciriininiiiniiiecnceccccecee 33

4.4 MitiZatiON SUIMIMATY ...eeciuiieeiiieeeiieeeiireeeiteeeireeesseeesseeeeseeessseeesseesssseesssessssseesnsseesns 34

5.0 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS ...ttt 35
6.0 LIST OF PREPARERS. ...t 36
7.0 DISTRIBUTION LIST ..ottt eeaaae e e enas 37
8.0 REFERENCES ...ttt e et e e e eatee e e eenaaeas 39
9.0 PERSONS CONSULTED .....ovviiiiiieeeeeeee et 42



Final EA

TABLE OF CONTENTS (continued)

APPENDIX A FINAL REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF UPLAND
BOROUGH LOCAL REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
APPENDIX B CONSULTATION
APPENDIX C CULTURAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT
APPENDIX D RECORD OF NON-APPLICABILITY
APPENDIX E ECONOMIC IMPACT FORECAST SYSTEM REPORT
LIST OF TABLES

Table Page
Table 1. National Ambient Air Quality Standards. ..........ccceeviiiieriiieeiieecece e 19
Table 2. Air Emissions Reported for Delaware County, Pennsylvania, for Calendar Year

2005, ettt ettt et a et e n e e st e beenteeae e teente st eteentenneentean 20
Table 3. Regional Income Statistics for 2005-2009. .........cccoieriiieiieiiieieeieeee e 23
Table 4. Regional Employment Statistics for 2005-2009. .........cccveeviieeriieeeiee e 24
Table 5. Regional Population and Education for 2005-2000. ........ccccooevieiiniiniieneniineens 24
Table 6. Regional Housing Characteristics for 2005-2009. ........cccooviieeiiieeiieeceeeeiee e 25
Table 7. Regional Minority Population and Poverty Levels for 2005-2000. ..........cccceceenuee. 26

LIST OF FIGURES

Figure Page

Figure 1. Reese USARC, Upland, PA, Location Map..........cceeevieiieeniieiiienieeieecieereesve e 2
Figure 2. Site Plan for Reese USARC, Upland, PA .......c..cooiiiiriiiiiieececeececeee 3
Figure 3. Map of Proposed Site Reuse Plan for Reese USARC, Upland, PA..........c.cccccc...... 8

i



Final EA

ACM
ADA
BRAC
CEQ
CFR
COQG
DoD
EA
EIFS
EPA
FNSI
GWP
LBP
LRA
MEP
NEPA
NOA
OMS
OWS
NAAQS
PADEP
PCB
PMo

PM; s

Reese USARC
ROI
RONA
RSC
RTV
SEPTA
USAR
USARC
U.S.C.
USFWS
VOC

LIST OF ACRONYMS

asbestos-containing material

Americans with Disabilities Act

Base Closure and Realignment

Council on Environmental Quality

Code of Federal Regulations

Carbon Dioxide Equivalent

U.S. Department of Defense

environmental assessment

Economic Impact Forecast System

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Finding of No Significant Impact

Global Warming Potential

lead based paint

Local Redevelopment Authority

military equipment parking

National Environmental Policy Act

Notice of Availability

Organizational Maintenance Shop

oil-water separator

National Ambient Air Quality Standards
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection
polychlorinated biphenyl

particulate matter with an aerodynamic size less than or equal to 10
microns

particulate matter with an aerodynamic size less than or equal to 2.5
microns

James W. Reese United States Army Reserve Center
region of influence

Record of Non-Applicability

Regional Support Command

rational threshold value

Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority
United States Army Reserve

United States Army Reserve Center

United States Code

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

volatile organic compound

il



Final EA

This page intentionally left blank.

v



Final EA

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This environmental assessment (EA) analyzes the environmental impacts of the proposed
closure, disposal, and reuse of the James W. Reese United States Army Reserve Center (Reese
USARC), Upland, Pennsylvania (Figure 1). This EA was developed in accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) [42 United States Code (U.S.C.) § 4321 et seq.];
implementing regulations issued by the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), 40
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-1508; and Environmental Analysis of Army
Actions, 32 CFR Part 651.

1.1 Purpose and Need

On September 8, 2005, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC
Commission) recommended closure of the Reese USARC (Figure 2) and realignment of essential
missions to other installations. The deactivated USARC property is excess to Army military
need and will be disposed of according to applicable laws, regulations, and national policy.
Pursuant to the NEPA and its implementing regulations, the Army has prepared this EA to
address the environmental and socioeconomic impacts of disposing of the property and
reasonable, foreseeable reuse alternatives.

1.2 Public Involvement

The Army is committed to open decision-making. The collaborative involvement of other
agencies, organizations, and individuals in the NEPA process enhances issue identification and
problem solving. In preparing this EA, the Army consulted or coordinated with the State
Historic Preservation Officer; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS); Native American
Tribes; Pennsylvania Game Commission; Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission; and the
Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources.

A Notice of Availability (NOA) was published on December 16, 2011 in a local newspaper, The
Chester Spirit Newspaper, and a regional newspaper, The Delaware County Times announcing
the beginning of a 30-day public review period. In the NOA, interested parties were invited to
review and comment on the EA and draft FNSI, and were informed that the EA and draft FNSI
were available at the J. Lewis Crozer Library, 620 Engle Street, Chester, PA, 19013 and on the
BRAC website at http://www.hgda.army.mil/acsim/brac/env_ea_review.htm. A NOA extension
was published on January 5 and 6, 2012 announcing the comment period was extended due to a
technological error that affected the online availability of the EA.

The Army invited the public and all interested and affected parties to review and comment on
this EA and the draft FNSI and to submit comments and requests for information to the
Environmental Coordinator of the United States Army Reserve (USAR) 99" Regional Support
Command (RSC): Ms Amanda Murphy, 99" RSC, DPW, Environmental Division, 5231 South
Scott Plaza, Fort Dix, NJ 08640 or by email at amanda.w.murphy @usar.army.mil.

No comments were received. The impacts of the Proposed Action are not significant and the
Army will execute the FNSI and the action can proceed immediately. The public may obtain
information on the status and progress of the Proposed Action and the EA through the 99" RSC
with the contact information provided above.
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The Proposed Action is the disposal of surplus property made available by the realignment of the
Reese USARC. Redevelopment and reuse of the surplus USARC property (the “Property”)
would occur as a secondary action under disposal.

Under BRAC law, the Army closed the Reese USARC prior to September 15, 2011. The Army
will dispose of the Property. As a part of the disposal process, the Army screened the Property
for reuse with the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) and other federal agencies. No federal
agency expressed an interest in reusing this property for another purpose.

2.1 BRAC Commission’s Recommendation
The BRAC Commission’s recommendation is to:

“Close the Reese United States Army Reserve Center in Chester, PA, the United States
Army Reserve Organizational Maintenance Shop in Chester, PA, the Germantown
Veterans Memorial United States Army Reserve Center in Philadelphia, PA, the
Horsham Memorial United States Army Reserve Center in Horsham, PA, the 1LT Ray S.
Musselman Memorial United States Army Reserve Center in Norristown, PA, and the
North Penn Memorial United States Army Reserve Center in Norristown, PA, and
relocate units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center with an organizational
maintenance facility at Willow Grove Joint Reserve Base, PA. The Army shall establish
an enclave at Willow Grove Joint Reserve Base, PA, to retain essential facilities to
support activities of the Reserve Components.” (DoD 2005)

The Proposed Action, disposal and reuse, follows the BRAC Commission’s recommendation to
close the Reese USARC, 500 West 24th Street, Upland, Pennsylvania (originally considered
Chester, PA for the mailing address). Although “Upland” is part of the legal description and
mailing address for the USARC, the USARC is located within Upland Borough. Environmental
impacts resulting from the relocation and establishment of units from the USARC:s listed in the
BRAC recommendation to an enclave at Willow Grove Joint Reserve Base, PA are analyzed in
the BRAC EA for the Construction and Operation of an Armed Forces Reserve Center Willow
Grove Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base, Pennsylvania, 20009.

2.2 Description of Reese USARC (the “Property”)

In 1957, the U.S. Government purchased 5 acres of agricultural land located at 500 West 24th
Street for construction of the USARC. Construction of the main building and the Organizational
Maintenance Shop (OMS) occurred in 1958. The Property has primarily functioned as an
administrative, logistical, and educational facility, with limited maintenance of military vehicles
occurring in the OMS.

Currently, the property has three permanent structures:

¢ 25,687-square-foot main building
¢ 5,376-square-foot OMS
¢ 2,700-square-foot unheated storage building
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Main Building, Reese United States Army Reserve Center

Organizational Maintenance Shop, Reese United States Army Reserve Center



Final EA

Storage building, Reese United States Army Reserve Center

Figure 2 shows the Reese USARC site plan. The main building is an irregular-shaped two-story
structure, with a drill hall and office facility connected by a one-story enclosed corridor. The
building’s eastern side consists of office space, classrooms, storage, and a former indoor firing
range converted to classrooms. A small, unused kitchen is located on the first floor corridor
leading to the drill hall. The second floor of the main building consists of office space,
classrooms, a copy area in the upstairs lobby, latrines, and storage (USACE Louisville 2007).

Maintenance activities conducted at the single-story OMS building are limited to topping off
fluids. Vehicle washing is no longer permitted on the Property, but it historically occurred at a
designated wash rack located on the north side of the OMS building. The wash rack near the
OMS is no longer in use, water supply to the wash rack has been terminated; however, it is
unclear if the associated oil-water separator (OWS) was decommissioned.

A military equipment parking (MEP) area and a privately owned vehicle parking area also are
contained within the Property. Chain-link security fencing topped with barbed wire encloses the
MEP area and OMS building. Approximately one-half of the property (2.9 acres) is covered by
impervious surface features such as asphalt parking areas, driveways, concrete walkways, and
building footprints. The remaining land (2.1 acres) is grassed with a sparse population of
evergreen and deciduous trees clustered in the rear, sides, and front of the property (USACE
Louisville 2007).

The Property was historically used by reservists for drill activities on various weekends
throughout the year. The site was most recently used by the Headquarters and Headquarters
Company of the 338th Medical Group, the 858th Dental Company, and the 430th Transportation
Detachment (USACE Louisville 2007). Twenty full-time personnel and 130 reservists used the
USARC. Dirills took place two weekends per month, with an average drill weekend of 50 to 60
reservists.
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3.0 ALTERNATIVES
3.1 Preferred Alternative: Traditional Disposal and Reuse as a
Community/Youth Center by the Upland Borough

For the Preferred Alternative, the Army would assign the property to the National Park Service
under the Federal Lands to Parks Program for a public benefit conveyance of the entire parcel to
the Upland Borough. At a public meeting on April 11, 2006, by virtue of Resolution No. 7 of
2006, the Borough of Upland’s Council and Mayor passed a resolution establishing the Upland
Borough Local Redevelopment Authority (LRA) for the purpose of formulating a
recommendation for the reuse of the Reese USARC (LRA 2007). The Delaware County
Planning Department was appointed to serve as staff for this project, for the purpose of
developing a comprehensive redevelopment plan for the property. On May 1, 2006, the Upland
Borough LRA was recognized as the LRA for planning the redevelopment of the James W.
Reese USARC by the Director of the Office of Economic Adjustment. According to the Federal
Property Administrative Services Act of 1949 and the Base Closure Community Redevelopment
and Homeless Assistance Act of 1994, the LRA screened this Federal Government surplus
property by soliciting notices of interest from state and local governments, representatives of the
homeless, and other interested parties. On July 10, 2007, after reviewing three reuse proposals
and recommendations and all public comments, the LRA recommended that the property be
reused as a community/youth center. The LRA reuse plan was approved by Upland Borough on
April 10, 2007 and by the Department of Housing and Urban Development on November 21,
2007. The Reese property would be used for a community/youth center as recommended by the
Upland Borough LRA. Appendix A contains a copy of the Final Report and Recommendations
of Upland Borough LRA Concerning the Reuse of the James W. Reese Army Reserve Center.

The proposed reuse of the property is depicted in Figure 3. Upland Borough, with Brookhaven
Borough and Parkside Borough, is currently involved in developing a multi-community
comprehensive plan. The Boroughs have discussed as part of this plan, the need for a local
community/youth center to serve the neighboring communities. The Delaware County Planning
Department has been involved with the endeavor as well. Upland Borough conducted a
feasibility study through a grant from the DoD Office of Economic Adjustment, which
determined the Reese USARC property would serve as a good community center. The facility
(main building) could house youth programs, educational facilities for youth, and help organize
activities in the area such as 4-H Club, Boy Scouts, and Girl Scouts. The facility would have
rooms for arts and crafts, recreational equipment storage, a room for the Park Director, and
potential room for grounds maintenance. Other potential uses of the facility include an inside
gymnasium (drill hall), outside playgrounds, and general picnic area. Minor renovations to the
second floor, including installation of an elevator or lift and renovations to the restrooms, would
occur for compatibility with the American with Disabilities Act (ADA). An additional driveway
on the southeast side of the Property may be constructed to allow maintenance vehicle access.
One of the outdoor buildings (the storage unit) would serve as winter equipment storage and the
OMS potentially would store seasonal grounds maintenance equipment and provide an area for
Upland Borough vehicle maintenance. Future uses of the OMS building may include a place for
the Upland Borough senior citizens to hold events, activities, and group meetings.
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3.2 Caretaker Status Alternative

The Army secured the Reese USARC after the military mission ended prior to September 15,
2011 to ensure public safety and the security of remaining government property and to complete
any required environmental remediation actions. From the time of operational closure until
conveyance of the property, the Army will provide sufficient maintenance to preserve and
protect the site for reuse in an economical manner that facilitates redevelopment. If the Reese
USARC is not transferred for an extended period of time, the Army will reduce maintenance
levels to the minimum level for surplus government property as specified in 41 CFR 101-47.402,
41 CFR 101-47-4913, and Army Regulation 420-1-(Army Facilities Management).

3.3 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Army would continue operations at the Reese USARC at
levels similar to those that occurred prior to the BRAC 2005 Commission’s recommendations for
closure. The inclusion of the No Action Alternative is prescribed by the CEQ regulations
implementing NEPA and serves as a benchmark against which the environmental impacts of the
action alternatives may be evaluated. The Reserve mission at the USARC has ended and it is
unlikely that it would ever resume, given the recommendation of the BRAC Commission.
Nevertheless, this No Action Alternative allows comparison of impacts between the prior
mission, the current caretaker status, and the proposed reuse.

3.4 Alternatives Considered and Eliminated From Further Analysis
3.4.1 EARLY TRANSFER AND REUSE BEFORE CLEANUP IS COMPLETED

Under this alternative, the Army would take advantage of various property transfer and disposal
methods that allow the reuse of contaminated property to occur before all remedial actions have
been completed. One method is to transfer the property to a new owner who agrees to perform,
or to allow the Army to perform, all remedial actions required under applicable federal and state
requirements. Allowing the property to be transferred before cleanup is complete requires
concurrence of environmental authorities and the governor of the affected state. The property
must be suitable for the new owner’s intended use, and the intended use must be consistent with
protection of human health and the environment. Since cleanup of the Reese USARC is not
required, the property is not a suitable candidate for early transfer, and this alternative was not
carried forward for further analysis.

3.4.2 OTHER DISPOSAL OPTIONS

The Upland Borough LRA 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 Property Administrative Services Act of 1949, the
Base Closure Community Redevelopment and Homeless Assistance Act of 1994, and the
Redevelopment and Homeless Assistance Act of 1994. None of these entities submitted a notice
of interest for reusing the property.
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In addition to the proposed reuse described in the Preferred Alternative (Section 3.1) for a
community/youth center, the LRA considered adoption of the following reuses of the property:

e The Bernardine Center to use a portion of the facility for storage space for collection and
redistribution of food and clothing

e The Caramanico Partnership/C. Caramanico & Sons, Inc. to lease office space to other
professionals or relocate the Caramanico business and equipment maintenance to the
USARC

Since these alternatives were not selected by the LRA as its official reuse plan, they were not
carried forward for further analysis in this EA.
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4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEQUENCES

This chapter describes the existing environmental and human resources that could potentially be
affected by the Proposed Action and alternatives. The affected environment is the baseline to
understand the potential effects of the alternatives under consideration (40 CFR 1502.15). The
geographic region of influence (ROI) or study area for each resource category is the Reese
USARGC, unless stated otherwise in the individual resource category discussion. Most of the
baseline information was taken from existing documentation.

This chapter also describes potential impacts of the Proposed Action and each alternative. An
impact is defined as a consequence from modification to the existing environment due to a
proposed action or alternative. Impacts can be beneficial or adverse, can be a primary result of
an action (direct) or a secondary result (indirect), and can be permanent or long lasting (long
term) or temporary and of short duration (short term).

Impacts are classified as significant or not significant based on significance criteria developed
for the affected resource categories analyzed. For many resource categories, significance criteria
are necessarily qualitative in nature. Quantitative criteria can be established when there are
specific numerical limits established by regulation or industry standard. Significance criteria are
based on existing regulatory standards, scientific and environmental documentation, and/or
professional judgment. Significant impacts are those which would exceed the quantitative or
qualitative limits of the established criteria, such as actions that would threaten a violation of
federal, state or local law or requirements imposed for the protection of the environment, or that
would have adverse effects upon public health or safety. Impacts do not necessarily mean
negative changes, and any detectable change is not, in and of itself, considered to be negative. In
the following discussions, to highlight adverse impacts for the decision maker, the impacts are
considered adverse unless identified as beneficial.

Twelve resource areas were considered for potential impacts from the Proposed Action and
alternatives: land use; aesthetics and visual resources; air quality; noise; geology and soils; water
resources; biological resources; cultural resources; socioeconomics; transportation; utilities; and
hazardous and toxic substances. Some resources were eliminated from detailed analysis as
described below.

4.1 Environmental Resources Eliminated from Further Consideration

Army NEPA Regulations (32 CFR § 651.14) state the NEPA analysis should reduce or eliminate
discussion of minor issues to help focus analyses. This approach minimizes unnecessary
analysis and discussion during the NEPA process and in analysis documents. The CEQ
Regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR § 1500.4(g)) emphasize the use of the scoping
process, not only to identify significant environmental issues deserving of study, but also to
deemphasize insignificant issues, narrowing the scope of the environmental
assessment/environmental impact statement process. Resources eliminated from further
consideration in this EA are either not present at the Property, are present but not impacted, or
impacts would be minor and detailed analysis is not warranted.

11
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4.1.1 ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES THAT ARE NOT PRESENT

None of the alternatives would have direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts on these
environmental resources, because these environmental resources do not exist on or near the
Property.

e Prime Farmland and Unique Farmlands—The land at the Reese USARC is not
considered prime farmland or farmland of state importance (USDA NRCS 2011). The
Farmland Protection Policy Act does not apply to the Property.

e Surface Water Features—No surface water features are located on or adjacent to the
Property. The closest major surface water feature, Chester Creek, is located 0.24 mile
southwest of the Property and flows southeast into the Delaware River (USACE
Louisville 2007).

e Floodplains—The Property is not located within a 100- or 500-year floodplain [Federal

Emergency Management Agency Flood Insurance Rate Map, Flood Plain Panel Number
(50027C0694E)] (FEMA 2011).

e Wetlands—No evidence of wetlands was observed on the Property including wetland
vegetation, hydric soils, or wetland hydrology. The National Wetlands Inventory Map
did not document wetlands located on the Property (USFWS 2011). National Resource
Conservation Service soils maps indicated no hydric soils on the Property (USDA NRCS
2011).

e State Coastal Management Program—The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
Protection (PADEP) Water Planning Office is the lead agency for the Pennsylvania
Coastal Management Program. Although the Delaware County Coastal Management
Zone does extend into Upland Borough, it only extends into a small portion of the
southern boundary and does not include the land associated with the Reese USARC.

e National and State Parks—The nearest National Park is the Valley Forge Historic
National Park located 28 miles north of the Property and the nearest Scenic Trail is the
Appalachian National Scenic Trail, which is located approximately 87 miles from the
Property. Ridley Creek State Park is located approximately 11 miles from the Property.

e Wilderness Areas and Wildlife Refuges—The nearest national wilderness area is the
Brigantine Wilderness Area, which is located approximately 79 miles southeast of the
Property. The John Heinz National Wildlife Refuge at Tinicum is located approximately
8 miles from the Property.

e National Wild and Scenic Rivers—Although portions of the Delaware River, which is
located approximately 1.38 miles southeast of the Property, are designated as a Wild and
Scenic River, the reach downstream of Philadelphia near the USARC is not. The nearest
National Wild and Scenic River is White Clay Creek, which is located approximately 47
miles southwest of the Property.

12
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4.1.2

Federal- and State-Listed Threatened, Endangered, or Candidate Species—The
USFWS concurred in informal coordination that threatened and endangered species
would not be affected by the Proposed Action. The Pennsylvania Game Commission and
the Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources concurred that no
effect to state sensitive species is expected. See Appendix B.

Prime or Unique Wildlife Habitat—The Property is highly disturbed, lacks natural
habitat, and the USFWS has not designated critical habitat on or in the vicinity of the
Property. See Appendix B.

Cultural, Historic, and Archeological Resources—The 99™ RSC conducted an
architectural survey and an assessment of potential archacological resources in January
2011 and confirmed earlier findings that no archaeological or historic resources are
present (Appendix C). In a letter dated June 3, 2011, the State Historic Preservation
Office concurred that “...the property is not eligible for the National Register of Historic
Places” and that .. .there are no National Register eligible or listed historic buildings,
structures, districts, or objects in the area of this proposed project.” The State Historic
Preservation Office also concurred with the assessment that “no archaeological resources
will be affected by the project.”

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES THAT ARE PRESENT, BUT NOT
IMPACTED

None of the alternatives would have direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts on these
environmental resources, because no large-scale demolition, renovation, construction, or reuse
activities are planned that would alter or affect these resources.

Radon Gas—Delaware County is assigned to Zone 1 on the EPA’s Map of Radon
Zones, with a predicted average indoor radon screening level of 4 picocuries per liter
(EPA 2011b). Although no site-specific radon survey is available for review, a radon
analysis was performed in 1994. The results indicated that no sampling locations
exhibited radon levels above the EPA’s recommended maximum allowable exposure
level of 4 picocuries per liter (USACE Louisville 2007).

Geology and Soils—Since geologic conditions indicate seismic activity in the area
causes minor to no damage, redevelopment activities would not expose people or
structures to major geologic hazards. Soil disturbance would occur during the creation of
a playground, general landscaping, and possible construction of a new driveway, but
would not be significant with the implementation of best management practices, as
necessary, to reduce erosion.

Storm Water Runoff—Direction and flow would not be altered.
Groundwater Drinking Quality, Availability, or Use—Local groundwater recharge

would be slightly reduced due to the addition of impermeable surfaces with the
construction of another driveway and subsequent reduction of infiltrating precipitation.

13
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The Proposed Action would not result in contamination of groundwater resources or
increase groundwater use.

e Wildlife—Activities at the community/youth center would likely increase the use of the
Reese USARC site compared to its current use; however, use of larger vehicles would
decrease and access would be limited to daylight hours. These limitations would be
beneficial to wildlife using the area as most wildlife movements would occur during
hours when the park is not in use. The Preferred Alternative would have no overall effect
on biodiversity or regional plant and animal populations. Beneficial long-term impacts
would occur as the area outside of the fence retains a more park-like setting and
vegetation is maintained and enhanced.

4.1.3 ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES ARE PRESENT, BUT THE
PROPOSED ACTION WILL HAVE LITTLE OR NO MEASUREABLE

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECT ON THESE RESOURCES
4.1.3.1 Aesthetics and Visual Resources

Under the Preferred Alternative, potential impacts to aesthetics and visual resources would not
substantially degrade the natural or constructed physical features in the area and would not be
significant. The Property would essentially remain unchanged in appearance. Short-term
impacts to visual resources are not expected as the Preferred Alternative does not involve any
demolition or substantial construction.

In the long term, additional landscaping could provide small beneficial direct impacts to
aesthetics. Nighttime lighting is expected to remain essentially the same, with dim exterior
building lighting on the main building and OMS, for security and safety purposes. Direct and
long-term visual impacts would include traffic from commuters (Section 4.5), the use of paved
portions for parking of employees and visitors, and use of the grassy areas for playground
equipment and picnic tables. Military vehicles would no longer be parked at the USARC.

Under the Caretaker Status Alternative, impacts to aesthetics and visual resources that would
substantially degrade natural or constructed physical features would not occur because the
facilities would be properly maintained so that no deterioration occurs. Under the No Action
Alternative, the Army would continue to use the Reese USARC and no changes to aesthetics and
visual resources would occur.

4.1.3.2 Noise

Under the Preferred Alternative, potential noise impacts would not be significant. Short-term
noise impacts are not expected as the Preferred Alternative does not involve any demolition or
construction. In the long term, potential noise associated with the reuse would mainly be due to
traffic. The daily traffic levels to the USARC property would be higher, estimated at 100
students per day, than the existing level of 20 full-time personnel. However, noise from this
traffic would not be significant when compared to the existing traffic (Section 4.5). Some noise
would occur from outdoor activities such as children playing and park visitors using grassy areas
or playground equipment during daylight hours. The Army classifies areas with noise levels
from these sources as Zone 1, compatible with all land uses, including residential. The nearest
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sensitive noise receptors are residences located approximately 75 feet away from the Property
boundary on the other side of West 24" Street.

Upland Borough has a noise ordinance in place to prevent excessive sound and vibrations or
other unnecessary community noise which may jeopardize the health and welfare or safety of its
citizens or degrade the quality of life in the Borough (Upland Borough 1996). All parks owned
by the Borough, which would include the Preferred Alternative, are subject to park and
playground facilities regulations established by the Borough. These regulations limit the use of
the park areas after 8:00 pm unless there is an approved special event, and prohibit motorized
vehicles on the property (Upland Borough 2008). In addition, the security fencing currently
around the USARC would limit access to the area after dark.

Under the Caretaker Status Alternative, no new sources of noise or increases in noise levels
would result. No new receptors of noise would be located within the property boundaries. A net
decrease in traffic, and therefore traffic noise, would result from assigning the Property to
caretaker status. Under the No Action Alternative, the Army would continue to use the Reese
USARC and no new sources of noise or increases in noise levels would result. No new receptors
of noise would be located within the property boundaries.

4.1.3.3 Public Services

None of the alternatives would have a significant direct, indirect, or cumulative impact on these
public services, because these providers have the capacity to provide service and any changes in
demand would be insignificant.

e Law Enforcement. The Sherift's Office of Delaware County provides law enforcement
services to Delaware County (Delaware County 2008). The Upland Police Department,
Brookhaven, Pennsylvania, provides local law enforcement services, and is comprised of
four full-time and eight part-time officers (Upland Borough 2010).

e Fire Protection. There are 38 fire departments within Delaware County (Fire
Department Directory 2010). Fire protection and emergency medical services in the
vicinity of the Reese USARC are provided by the Upland Fire Department, Chester Fire
Bureau, and Parkside Fire Department.

e Health. Delaware County has 13 hospitals/medical centers. Some of the larger medical
centers in the county include Haverford State Hospital (340 beds), Delaware County
Memorial Hospital, Drexel Hill, Pennsylvania (309 beds), Crozer-Chester Hospital (525
beds) and Riddle Memorial Hospital, Media, Pennsylvania (229 beds) (Hospital-Data
2011).

4.1.3.4 Utilities

None of the alternatives would have a significant direct, indirect, or cumulative impact on these
utilities, because these utilities have the capacity to provide service for any of the alternatives
and any changes in demand and usage would be insignificant.
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e Potable Water—The Chester Water Authority provides potable water to the Property
(USACE Louisville 2007). The Authority pumps an average of 34 million gallons per
day, serving over 200,000 residential, industrial, and commercial customers. With over
600 miles of distribution mains, its service area covers communities within Southwestern
Delaware County and Southern Chester County. The Authority’s Octoraro Treatment
Plant has the capacity to treat 60 million gallons of water per day (Chester Water
Authority 2011).

o Wastewater—The City of Chester provides sanitary sewer service to the Property. The
primary source of wastewater that is directed to the city sewer system includes non-
process wastewater (bathrooms, sinks, etc.) (USACE Louisville 2007).

e Electricity and Gas—The PECO Energy Company provides electric and natural gas
services to the Property. In addition, the Reese USARC also has portable, diesel fuel
generators to serve as a backup power source in the event of an electrical outage (USACE
Louisville 2007).

e Solid Waste—Several private haulers offer solid waste collection services for the
Property (YellowUSA 2011). The solid waste is then processed by the Delaware County
Solid Waste Authority.

4.2 Resources Analyzed in Detail

Five resource areas, including land use, air quality, socioeconomics, transportation, and
hazardous and toxic substances, were identified for detailed analysis. The focus of detailed
analysis is on those environmental resource areas that have the potential to be adversely
impacted, could require new or revised permits, or have the potential for public concern.

4.2.1 LAND USE
42.1.1 Affected Environment

This section describes existing land use conditions on and surrounding the Reese USARC.
Management plans, policies, ordinances, and regulations determine the types of uses that are
allowable, or protect specially designated or environmentally sensitive uses. The following
sections discuss the regional geographic setting, location, and climate, installation land use,
surrounding land use, and land use plans and policies.

4.2.1.1.1 Regional Geographic Setting, Location, and Climate

The USARC is located within Upland Borough, a municipality in Delaware County. Upland is
bordered to the east and south by Chester City, to the west by Chester Township and to the north
by Brookhaven Borough. Upland Borough is located approximately 17 miles from the
Philadelphia city center and covers only 0.7 square mile (Delaware County 2011a). The 5-acre
USARC parcel faces West 24th Street, a mostly residential street.

The average temperature of Upland Borough is 56 degrees Fahrenheit. The coldest month is

January, with an average temperature of 26 degrees Fahrenheit. The warmest month is July with
an average temperature of 87 degrees Fahrenheit (Countystudies 2008). The average annual
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rainfall is 3.2 inches per year, with a fairly consistent monthly distribution averaging between 3
to 4 inches per month (Countystudies 2008).

4.2.1.1.2 Installation Land Use

In 1957, the Army acquired 5 acres of an undeveloped field for construction of the USARC.
Section 2.2 describes the Property and Figure 2 shows the site plan. Approximately one-half of
the Property is covered by impervious surface features while the remaining land is grassed with a
sparse population of clustered evergreen and deciduous trees. The Property has primarily
functioned as an administrative, logistical, and educational facility, with limited maintenance of
military vehicles occurring in the OMS. The Reese USARC was historically used by reservists
for drill activities on various weekends throughout the year, and was most recently used by the
Headquarters and Headquarters Company of the 338th Medical Group, the 858th Dental
Company, and the 430th Transportation Detachment (USACE Louisville 2007). The Reese
USARC property is currently zoned residential.

4.2.1.1.3 Surrounding Land Use

Surrounding land use has not changed significantly since the 1958 construction of the USARC to
present day. The immediately adjacent properties were open fields in 1937, and original
development consisted primarily of residential land use. The 1958 aerial photograph indicates
completion of the development of the surrounding fields on the north, east, and west sides of the
Reese USARC. The strip mall southwest of the Property first appears in the 1971 aerial
photograph. Currently, the property is surrounded on the northeast by the Bell Estate and the
aforementioned strip mall with small businesses to the southwest. Single family residences exist
along West 24" Street, which runs roughly north to south in the front of the USARC. Land use
to the east and west sides of the Property is single family residences with an undeveloped open
space area to the west.

42.1.1.4 Land Use Plans and Policies

Current and future developments in the area are driven by both county and municipality codes
and plans. The Delaware County Comprehensive Plan is the framework upon which all county
planning strategies are built and the benchmark for all municipalities. In addition to this plan, the
2003 Revitalization Action Plan for Delaware County was developed with a goal of revitalizing
the County’s first-generation municipalities by making them more attractive, livable, safe, and
economically viable (Delaware County 2011b). Development within the borough through zoning
is regulated by the Upland Borough Codes, and future development through a multi-municipal
comprehensive plan, with Brookhaven, Parkside and Upland Boroughs, that was completed
through the Delaware County Planning Department (DCPD 2009a).

4.2.1.2 Consequences

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

e Conflict with applicable ordinances and/or permit requirements;

e (Cause nonconformance with the current general plans and land use plans, or preclude
adjacent or nearby properties from being used for existing activities; or

e Conflict with established uses of an area requiring mitigation.
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4.2.1.2.1 Preferred Alternative: Traditional Disposal and Reuse

Under the Preferred Alternative, potential impacts to land use from disposal and reuse would not
be significant. Land use of the USARC would change from a military site to a community/youth
center. The Reese USARC buildings and real estate would be transferred under the Federal
Lands to Parks Program to the National Park Service for public benefit conveyance to the
Upland Borough. The main building would be used for public classrooms and meeting rooms, as
well as office space for a potential Park Director. The drill hall in the main building would be
used for a gymnasium or indoor sports area. The OMS and storage building would continue to be
used for storage purposes. In the future, the OMS may be used for events and activities for the
senior citizens of the Borough. The outside of the facility would be developed into playground
and picnic areas for the community. These changes are compatible with zoning, ordinances,
community land use plans, and existing land uses in the vicinity of the property. Residential
zoning (R-1) in the borough allows for park facilities as well as special exception to building
establishments granted by the borough (Upland Borough 2008). The reuse of the Property for
parks and recreational purposes would have direct long-term, beneficial impacts to land use.

4.2.1.2.2 Caretaker Status Alternative

Under the Caretaker Status Alternative, potential impacts to land use would not be significant.
The land use would change from an active military installation to one under caretaker status.
Maintenance activities to preserve and protect the facilities would take place. These activities
would not conflict with the surrounding land uses.

4.2.1.2.3 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Army would continue to use the Reese USARC and no
changes or impacts to land use would occur.

4.2.2 AIR QUALITY

This section considers ambient (outdoor) air quality and emissions of air pollutants regulated by
the Clean Air Act, as well as the greenhouse gases water vapor, carbon dioxide, tropospheric
ozone, nitrous oxide, and methane. For more information about the national programs, technical
policies, and regulations protecting the quality of air resources visit
http://www.epa.gov/ebtpages/air.html. For more information about greenhouse gases (GHGs)
visit http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/emissions/index.html.

4.2.2.1 Affected Environment

This section describes the existing air quality conditions at and surrounding the Reese USARC.
Ambient air quality conditions are discussed first followed by emission sources at the USARC,
regional emissions, and GHGs.

4.2.2.1.1 Ambient Air Quality Conditions

The ambient air quality in an area can be characterized in terms of whether it complies with the
primary and secondary National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The Clean Air Act
(42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.) requires the EPA to set NAAQS for pollutants considered harmful to
public health and the environment. National primary ambient air quality standards define levels
of air quality which the EPA has determined as necessary to provide an adequate margin of

18



Final EA

safety to protect public health, including the health of “sensitive” populations such as children
and the elderly. National secondary ambient air quality standards define levels of air quality
which are deemed necessary to protect the public welfare, including protection against decreased
visibility and damage to animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings. NAAQS have been
established for six criteria pollutants. Table 1 lists the NAAQS primary and secondary standards
for each criteria pollutant. There are no ambient standards for volatile organic compounds
(VOCs), although VOCs and nitrogen oxides are considered to be precursor emissions
responsible for the formation of ozone in the atmosphere.

Table 1. National Ambient Air Quality Standards.
Pollutant ‘ Primary Standards| Secondary Standards
Carbon monoxide (CO)
8-hour average 9 ppm None
1-hour average 35 ppm None
Lead (Pb)
Rolling 3-month average 0.15 pg/m’ Same as Primary
Quarterly average 1.5 pg/m’ Same as Primary
Nitrogen dioxide (NO2)
Annual arithmetic mean 0.053 ppm Same as Primary
1-hour 0.10 ppm None
Ozone (03)
8-hour average (2008 standard) ‘ 0.075 ppm ‘ Same as Primary

Particulate matter less than 10 microns (PMyg)

24-hour average ‘ 150 pg/m’ ‘ Same as Primary

Particulate matter less than 2.5 microns (PM;5s)

3

Annual arithmetic mean 15.0 ug/m Same as Primary
24-hour average 35 pg/m’ Same as Primary
Sulfur dioxide (S02)

Annual arithmetic mean 0.03 ppm None
24-hour average 0.14 ppm None
3-hour average None 0.5 ppm
1-hour average 0.075 ppm None

SOURCE: 40 CFR 50.4 through 50.13

pg/m®  micrograms per cubic meter

ppm parts per million

General air quality monitoring is conducted in areas of high population density and near major
sources of air pollutant emissions. Rural areas are typically not considered in such monitoring.
Regions that are in compliance with the NAAQS are designated as attainment areas. Areas for
which no monitoring data is available are designated as unclassified and are by default
considered to be in attainment of the NAAQS. In areas where the applicable NAAQS are not
being met, a non-attainment status is designated.
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The Reese USARC is located in Delaware County, Pennsylvania, in EPA Region 3. Delaware
County is designated as in attainment of the NAAQS for carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide,
particulate matter with an aerodynamic size less than or equal to 10 microns (PM,), sulfur
dioxide, and lead. However, Delaware County is designated as in non-attainment of the NAAQS
for ozone and particulate matter with an aerodynamic size less than or equal to 2.5 microns
(PM;5). This designation requires the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to develop and
implement plans to improve air quality.

4.2.2.1.2 Air Pollutant Emissions at the Reese USARC

The Reese USARC requires no air emission permits because no significant emission sources
exist at the facility. Emissions from the heating and ventilation system are not significant.
Emissions of vehicle exhaust from the 20 full-time persons working at the facility and the
approximately 60 persons who travel to the facility two weekends per month do not significantly
contribute to Delaware County’s total vehicle emissions and are thus not significant.

4.2.2.1.3 Regional Air Pollutant Emissions Summary

Regional air pollutant emissions are listed below in Table 2 for Delaware County, Pennsylvania.
The emissions are for the year 2005, the most recent year with available data.

Table 2. Air Emissions Reported for Delaware County, Pennsylvania, for Calendar Year

2005.
2005 Emissions (tpy)
Pollutant Total
Particulate matter less than 2.5 microns (PM, s) 2,851
Particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM;) 8,159
Carbon monoxide (CO) 94,346
Nitrogen oxides (NOy) 32,156
Sulfur dioxides (SO,) 20,186
Volatile organic compounds (VOC) 19,138
SOURCE: EPA 2011a
tpy tons per year

4.2.2.1.4 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

There is broad scientific consensus that humans are changing the chemical composition of
Earth’s atmosphere. Activities such as fossil fuel combustion, deforestation, and other changes in
land use are resulting in the accumulation of trace GHGs, such as carbon dioxide, in our
atmosphere. An increase in GHG emissions is said to result in an increase in the Earth’s average
surface temperature, which is commonly referred to as global warming. Global warming is
expected, in turn, to affect weather patterns, average sea level, ocean acidification, chemical
reaction rates, precipitation rates, etc., which is commonly referred to as climate change. The
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change best estimates are that the average global
temperature rise between 2000 and 2100 could range from 0.6 degrees Celsius (°C) (with no
increase in GHG emissions above year 2000 levels) to 4.0°C (with substantial increase in GHG
emissions). Large increases in global temperatures could have considerable detrimental impacts
on natural and human environments.
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GHGs include water vapor, carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, ozone, and several
hydrocarbons and chlorofluorocarbons. Each GHG has an estimated Global Warming Potential
(GWP), which is a function of its atmospheric lifetime and its ability to absorb and radiate
infrared energy emitted from the Earth’s surface. A gas’s GWP provides a relative basis for
calculating its Carbon Dioxide Equivalent (CO,e), which is a metric measure used to compare
the emissions from various greenhouse gases based upon their GWP. Carbon dioxide has a GWP
of 1, and is therefore the standard to which all other GHGs are measured.

Executive Order 13423 sets as a goal for all federal agencies the improvement of energy
efficiency and the "reduc[tion] of greenhouse gas emissions of the agency, through reduction of
energy intensity by (i) 3 percent annually through the end of fiscal year 2015, or (i1) 30 percent
by the end of fiscal year 2015, relative to the baseline to the agency's energy use in fiscal year
2003." The U.S. Army Energy Strategy for Installations also contains strategies to reduce energy
waste and improve efficiency.

4.2.2.2 Consequences

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

e Increase ambient air pollution above any NAAQS;
e Contribute to an existing violation of any NAAQS;
e Interfere with or delay timely attainment of NAAQS;

e Impair visibility within any federally mandated Prevention of Significant Deterioration
Class I area; or

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

4.2.2.2.1 Preferred Alternative: Traditional Disposal and Reuse

Under the Preferred Alternative, potential impacts to air quality from disposal and reuse would
not be significant. Short-term impacts to air quality would not be significant as only remodeling
for ADA compliance and possible construction of a second driveway would occur with the reuse.
No demolition or substantial construction would occur. With approximately 100 students daily
estimated to use the facility, vehicle traffic from park and community center visitors would be
greater than the 20 full-time workers who currently travel to the Reese USARC daily and the 60
persons who travel to the facility two weekends per month. Although vehicle emissions from the
planned reuse would be greater than existing vehicle emissions, the increase would not be
significant. The reuse plan for the main building would still require boilers as part of the heating
and ventilation system, but the emissions from the boilers should not be significantly different
than from the existing usage.

The small incremental changes in motor vehicle and boiler emissions from the reuse plan would
not increase ambient air pollution above the NAAQS, would not contribute to existing violations
of the NAAQS, and would not significantly contribute to, nor interfere with, timely attainment of
the NAAQS for ozone or particulate matter.

The Clean Air Act does not permit the impairment of visibility within any federally mandated
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Class I area. Class I areas include wildernesses and
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national memorial parks over 5,000 acres, National Parks exceeding 6,000 acres, and all
international parks. No Class I areas occur near the Reese USARC and the small incremental
change in emissions from the reuse plan would not impair visibility in the area.

Section 176(c)(1) of the Clean Air Act requires federal agencies to ensure that their actions
conform to applicable implementation plans for the achievement and maintenance of the
NAAQS for criteria pollutants. To achieve conformity, a federal action must not contribute to
new violations of standards for ambient air quality, increase the frequency or severity of existing
violations, or delay timely attainment of standards in the area of concern (for example, a state or
a smaller air quality region). Federal agencies prepare written Conformity Determinations for
federal actions that are in or that affect NAAQS nonattainment or maintenance areas when the
total direct or indirect emissions of nonattainment pollutants (or their precursors in the case of
ozone) exceed specified thresholds. Conformity with the EPA-approved state implementation
plan is demonstrated if the project emissions fall below the threshold value de minimis
emissions. The Proposed Action in Delaware County, Pennsylvania is located in an area that has
been designated as a moderate nonattainment area for ozone (8-hour standard) and for PM, s
(2006 standard). The Clean Air Act conformity threshold values for this area are 100 tons per
year for the ozone precursor nitrogen oxides, 50 tons per year for the ozone precursor VOC, and
100 tons per year for PM;( (40 CFR 93.153). PM;s is a subset of PM; and, by definition, a
source is considered to be major for PM; 5 if it emits or has the potential to emit 100 tons per
year of PM;o. The Proposed Action would not produce emissions that are greater than the
threshold de minimis values for criteria pollutants as described above. Therefore, the Proposed
Action falls into conformity with the EPA-approved state implementation plans and a written
Conformity Determination is not required. A Record of Non-Applicability (RONA) documenting
this determination is provided in Appendix D.

The Preferred Alternative would not have a significant impact on GHG emissions. For the
analyses, it was assumed that all students arrive in separate cars, and that individuals travel 20
miles every day of the year to the facility. This alternative is expected to cause direct emissions
of 336 metric tons of CO,e annually, which is below the recommended screening level for
including a quantitative and qualitative assessment of GHG emissions of 25,000 metric tons of
CO,e emissions annually.

Activities originally associated with the Reese USARC, but discontinued because of this
Proposed Action, currently are taking place elsewhere in the region at the Germantown Veterans
Memorial USARC, the Horsham Memorial USARC in Horsham, 1LT Ray S. Musselman
Memorial USARC, and North Penn Memorial USARC and there would therefore not be a net
addition from consolidating them at the Willow Grove Joint Reserve Base. Although there would
be an increase in GHG emissions at Willow Grove Joint Reserve Base, there would be no net
addition to global carbon dioxide emissions.

4.2.2.2.2 Caretaker Status Alternative

Under the Caretaker Status Alternative, potential impacts to air quality would not be significant.
The quantity of air emissions from vehicle traffic would be reduced from the existing conditions.
The daily vehicle traffic from the current 20 full-time workers and the periodic vehicle traffic
from the two drill weekends per month would be eliminated. The number of maintenance
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workers, and thus the quantity of emissions from vehicle traffic, would be less than existing
conditions.

4.2.2.2.3 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Reese USARC would continue functioning under the
existing baseline conditions. No changes or impacts would occur to air quality.

4.2.3 SOCIOECONOMICS
4.2.3.1 Affected Environment

This section describes the existing socioeconomic conditions for the ROI, Delaware County,
which would provide necessary goods and services to future occupants or users of the USARC
property, including food, gasoline, and miscellaneous supplies. Socioeconomic data for the state
of Pennsylvania and Upland Borough are included for comparison purposes. Socioeconomic
factors include economic development, demographics, housing, environmental justice, and
protection of children.

4.2.3.1.1 Economic Development

Table 3 displays selected income characteristics for Delaware County, Upland Borough, and
Pennsylvania. Statistics from the 2005-2009 U.S. Census period indicate that the average per
capita income of Upland Borough was significantly lower than the per capita income of both
Delaware County and the state. While the median household income of Upland Borough was
slightly lower than the state, the median household income for Delaware County was
significantly higher (U.S. Census Bureau 2011a). Average annual unemployment for all three
areas was similar, ranging from 3.9 percent in Upland Borough to 4.4 percent for Delaware
County during this time period.

Table 3. Regional Income Statistics for 2005-2009.
Median
Per Capita Household Unemployment
Area Workforce Income (3$) Income ($) Rate (%0)
Pennsylvania 6,339,699 $26,678 $49,737 4.3%
Delaware County 286,606 $31,819 $77,764 4.4%
Upland Borough 1,266 $19,431 $42,256 3.9%

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau 2011a

Table 4 presents the top three industries and top three occupations for Pennsylvania, Delaware
County, and Upland Borough. As shown in the table, the top industries and occupations are
similar for each area. Upland Borough's top three occupations included a category for
construction, extraction, maintenance, and repair occupations, which were not dominant
occupations in either the county or the state.
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Table 4. Regional Employment Statistics for 2005-2009.
Area Top Three Industries (%) Top Three Occupations (%)
Pennsylvania 1 - Educational services, and health care 1 - Management, professional, and related
and social assistance (24.3) occupations (34.8)
2 - Manufacturing (13.2) 2 - Sales and office occupations (25.8)
3 - Retail trade (11.7) 3 - Service occupations (16.3)
Delaware 1 - Educational services, and health care 1 - Management, professional, and related
County and social assistance (28.0) occupations (41.3)
2 - Professional, scientific, and 2 - Sales and office occupations (26.8)
management, and administrative and 3 - Service occupations (15.2)
waste management services (11.9)
3 - Retail trade (10.4)
Upland Borough | 1 - Educational services, and health care 1 - Management, professional, and related

and social assistance (28.6)
2 - Professional, scientific, and
management, and administrative and

occupations (32.6)
2 - Sales and office occupations (32.0)
3 - Construction, extraction, maintenance,

waste management services (17.5) and repair occupations (13.6)

3 - Manufacturing (12.6)
SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau 2011a

4.2.3.1.2 Demographics

Table 5 provides selected statistics for population trends and educational attainment for persons
25 years and older for 2005-2009. Pennsylvania and Delaware County both experienced small
increases in population from 2000 to 2009. Upland Borough experienced a decrease in
population during this same period (U.S. Census Bureau 2011b). According to the 2005-2009
U.S. Census estimates and as shown in Table 5, Pennsylvania and Delaware County had similar
percentages of individuals with a high school diploma, while Upland Borough had about 10
percent fewer high school graduates. Upland Borough's percentage of individuals with
Bachelor's Degrees or higher was also significantly lower than the county and state (U.S. Census
Bureau 2011a).

Table 5. Regional Population and Education for 2005-2009.
Population
Trend % High % Bachelor
2000 2005-2009 2005-2009 School Degree or
Area Population Population (%) Graduates Higher
Pennsylvania 12,281,054 12,516,596 +1.9 86.9 26.0
Delaware County 550,864 555,018 +0.8 89.9 344
Upland Borough 2,977 2,886 -3.1 77.3 16.9

SOURCES: U.S. Census Bureau 2011a; U.S. Census Bureau 2011b

4.2.3.1.3 Housing

Selected housing characteristics related to occupancy status, median house value, and median
monthly rent are presented in Table 6 for 2005-2009. Housing occupancy in Delaware County
was slightly higher than the state and Upland Borough. Owner occupancy rates were lowest in
Upland Borough, where 38.7 percent of occupied units were occupied by renters. Housing
statistics within the region reveal that the median home value was significantly higher in
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Delaware County than the state and Upland Borough. Median contract rent was lowest in the

Borough.
Table 6. Regional Housing Characteristics for 2005-2009.
Number of | Occupied | Owner- Renter- Median
Housing Houses Occupied | Occupied Median Contract

Area Units (%) (%) (%) Value Rent
Pennsylvania 5,481,676 88.2 66.9 33.1 $152,300 $716
Delaware County 220,716 92.6 72.2 27.8 $224.,400 $643
Upland Borough 1,236 91.7 61.3 38.7 $111,500 $557

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau 2011a

4.2.3.1.4 Environmental Justice

Environmental justice is the fair treatment for people of all races, cultures, and incomes,
regarding the development and implementation (or lack thereof) of environmental laws,
regulations, and policies. EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low Income Populations, directs federal agencies to address
environmental and human health conditions in minority and low-income communities. A
memorandum from former President Clinton concerning EO 12898 stated that federal agencies
would collect and analyze information concerning a project’s impacts on minorities or low-
income groups when required by NEPA. If such investigations find that minority or low-income
groups experience a disproportionate adverse impact, then avoidance or mitigation measures are
necessary. This section describes the distribution of minority and low-income populations for
Upland Borough, Delaware County, and Pennsylvania.

The initial step in the environmental justice analysis process is the identification of minority
populations and low-income populations that might be affected by implementation of the
proposed action or alternatives. For environmental justice considerations, these populations are
defined as individuals or groups of individuals, which are subject to an actual or potential health,
economic, or environmental threat arising from existing or proposed federal actions and policies.
Low-income, or the poverty threshold, is defined as the aggregate annual mean income for a
family of four correlating to $22,050 or for a family of three correlating to $18,310 in 2009
(Department of Health and Human Services 2011).

As indicated in Table 7, according to the 2005-2009 U.S. Census, Pennsylvania’s minority
population accounted for 16.2 percent of the total population, while the minority populations of
Delaware County and Upland Borough were higher at 24.2 and 29.9 percent, respectively.
Residents identifying themselves as Black or African American comprised a majority of the
minority population. The national percentage of the population considered minority during the
same time was 25.4 percent (U.S. Census Bureau 2009a).

According to the U.S. Census Bureau (2009a) estimates, 9.4 percent of individuals in Delaware
County were below poverty level, while Upland Borough had almost double the poverty rate.
The state's percent of people below poverty level was 12.1 percent. Delaware County 's poverty
rate for those under age 18 was 13.8 percent, while Upland Borough was significantly higher at
32.6 percent. Conversely, Upland Borough had the lowest poverty level of the three areas for
individuals over age 65, at 4.4 percent. The state's poverty level for those over 65 years was 9.0
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percent during the same time period. Delaware County was in between, at 7.3 percent. Table 7
presents selected regional poverty statistics.

Table 7. Regional Minority Population and Poverty Levels for 2005-2009.
% Below
Minority % Individuals | Poverty Level % Below

Population Below Poverty (Under Age Poverty Level

Area (%) Level 18) (Over Age 65)
Pennsylvania 16.2 12.1 16.8 9.0
Delaware County 24.2 94 13.8 7.3
Upland Borough 29.9 18.2 32.6 4.4

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau 2011a

4.2.3.1.5 Protection of Children

On April 21, 1997, then President Clinton issued EO 13045, Protection of Children from
Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks. This EO recognizes that a growing body of
scientific knowledge demonstrates that children may suffer disproportionately from
environmental health risks and safety risks. These risks arise because children’s bodily systems
are not fully developed; because they eat, drink, and breathe more in proportion to their body
weight; because their size and weight can diminish protection from standard safety features; and
because their behavior patterns can make them more susceptible to accidents. Based on these
factors, former President Clinton directed each federal agency to make it a high priority to
identify and assess environmental health risks and safety risks that might disproportionately
affect children and to ensure that policies, programs, activities, and standards address these
disproportionate risks to children.

It is Army policy to fully comply with EO 13045 by incorporating these concerns in decision-
making processes supporting Army policies, programs, projects, and activities. In this regard,
the Army ensures that it would identify, disclose, and respond to potential adverse social and
environmental impacts on children within the area affected by a proposed Army action.
4.2.3.2 Consequences

Potential socioeconomic impacts are considered significant if the Proposed Action would cause:

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

¢ Disequilibrium in the housing market, such as severe housing shortages or surpluses,
resulting in substantial property value changes.

Potential environmental justice impacts are considered significant if the Proposed Action would
cause disproportionate effects on low-income and/or minority populations. Potential social and
environmental impacts to protection of children are considered significant if the Proposed Action
would cause disproportionate effects on children.

4.2.3.2.1 Preferred Alternative: Traditional Disposal and Reuse

Under the Preferred Alternative, potential socioeconomic impacts from closure, disposal and
reuse as a community/youth center would not be significant. Closure of the USARC would
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result in insignificant socioeconomic impacts. The 20 existing full-time personnel and 130
soldiers assigned to the Reese USARC would be transferred to Willow Grove Joint Reserve
Base, Pennsylvania, which is approximately 35 miles from the Reese USARC. Substantial gains
or losses in population or employment would not occur. Property values are also not anticipated
to change. No adverse potential impacts to minority or low-income populations or children have
been identified as a result of closure of the USARC.

The estimated cost of renovating the facility for the proposed reuse is $175,000 (LRA 2007).
The economic impacts of the renovation were estimated using the Economic Impact Forecast
System (EIFS) model, a computer-based economic tool that calculates multipliers to estimate the
direct and indirect impacts resulting from a given action. Changes in spending and employment
associated with the reuse represent the direct impacts of the action. Based on the input data and
calculated multipliers, the model estimates changes in sales volume, income, employment, and
population in the ROI, accounting for the direct and indirect impacts of the action. For purposes
of this analysis, a change is considered significant if it falls outside the historical range of ROI
economic variation. To determine the historical range of economic variation, the EIFS model
calculates a rational threshold value (RTV) profile for the ROI. This analytical process uses
historical data for the ROI and calculates fluctuations in sales volume, income, employment, and
population patterns. The historical extremes for the ROI become the thresholds of significance
(that is, the RTVs) for social and economic change. If the estimated impact of an action falls
above the positive RTV or below the negative RTV, the impact is considered to be significant.
For this analysis, the ROI is Delaware County, Pennsylvania and the change in local
expenditures refers to the estimated renovation spending ($175,000) for the proposed reuse.

Based on the EIFS model, the Preferred Alternative would generate about one direct and one
indirect job in the economic ROI during renovation activities. This increase in employment
would represent a 0.0 percent increase in the region’s employment levels and would fall
significantly short of the positive RTV of 2.5 percent to make any significant positive impact. It
should be noted that the increased employment and any other economic benefits associated with
renovation activities would only be short-term and would be spread over the lifespan of the
project renovations. The Preferred Alternative would not significantly impact other economic
indicators estimated by the EIFS model, including sales volume, regional personal income, and
population (0.0 percent change for these indicators). The positive RTVs for their respective
categories are 11.43, 10.41, and 1.56 percent. The EIFS model output for the Preferred
Alternative at Reese USARC is provided in Appendix E.

Safety precautions, such as access restrictions, would be taken during renovation activities to
ensure the safety of children in the area. Reuse of the facility and grounds as a community/youth
center would result in development of picnic areas, playgrounds, facilities for classrooms, and
meeting space. No adverse impacts to minority or low-income populations have been identified
as a result of the renovation activities or the proposed reuse. A beneficial long-term impact for
this low-income area is anticipated to result from the reuse of the facilities as a place where
youths can gather and become involved in community activities, increasing recreation and
potentially reducing crime.
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4.2.3.2.2 Caretaker Status Alternative

Under the Caretaker Status Alternative, potential socioeconomic impacts would not be
significant. There would be no short- or long-term socioeconomic benefits. Changes to the
existing socioeconomic baseline conditions would be insignificant as a result of operational
closure with periodic maintenance and upkeep of the facility. Delaware County would not
experience any substantial gains or losses in population, unemployment, or housing. No adverse
potential impacts to minority or low-income populations or children have been identified as a
result of the Caretaker Status Alternative.

4.2.3.2.3 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Army would continue to use the Reese USARC and there
would be no changes to the existing socioeconomic baseline conditions.

4.2.4 TRANSPORTATION
4.2.4.1 Affected Environment

This section describes the existing transportation conditions at and surrounding the Reese
USARC. Roadways and traffic are discussed first, followed by public transportation.

4.2.4.1.1 Roadways and Traffic

The Reese USARC is located in Delaware County, Pennsylvania, in the Upland Borough. The
facility is located on West 24™ Street between Upland Avenue and Wetherill Street, and is
located approximately 1.5 miles west-southwest of the intersection of Interstates 95 and 476.
Other major highways in the area include State Highway 320 to the east and State Highway 352
to the north and east. Delaware County experiences a large amount of vehicle traffic and has
101.2 miles of state highway to support that traffic (PennDOT 2010).

The 5-acre Reese USARC site is accessed via West 24" Street. No major streets occur within
the facility’s boundary. West 22™ Street is a thoroughfare between State Highway 352 and
Upland Avenue just west of West 24™. Annual Average Daily Traffic volumes reported on these
roads that surround West 24™ (no traffic counts are available for West 24" itself) range from
14,000 to 18,000 vehicles (PennDOT 2009). West 24" Street is a narrow, two-lane road in fair
condition. Sidewalks are located on the east side of West 24™ Street and no sidewalks or
noticeable shoulder exists on the west side of the street.

4.2.4.1.2 Public Transportation

Upland Borough, Pennsylvania, is served by Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation
Authority (SEPTA) for rail and bus service. The Borough is located on SEPTA’s
Wilmington/Newark Regional (R2) rail line that runs in its entirety from Warminster in Bucks
County via Temple University in North Philadelphia through Center City as far south as Newark,
Delaware. Delaware County is host to thirteen stations on the R2 line. The second busiest
station on the R2 line is the Chester Transportation Center, which averages over 300 weekday
boardings (DCPD 2009b). Located approximately 1 mile south-southeast of the Reese USARC,
the Chester Transportation Center also serves as a major connection point for SEPTA bus transit
routes. The SEPTA bus stop at the intersection of West 22™ Street and Wetherill Street is the
closest to the Reese USARC, located approximately 950 feet east of the Property (SEPTA 2011).
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4.2.4.2 Consequences

Potential impacts to transportation are evaluated with respect to the potential for the Proposed
Action to:

e Disrupt or improve current transportation patterns and systems; and

e Change existing levels of safety.

4.2.4.2.1 Preferred Alternative: Traditional Disposal and Reuse

Under the Preferred Alternative, potential impacts to transportation from disposal and reuse
would not be significant. The LRA’s proposed reuse plan includes creation of a playground,
general landscaping, and minor renovations to the second floor of the main building to include
installation of an elevator or lift. In addition, a second driveway to facilitate maintenance access
from West 24™ Street may be constructed. These construction activities would cause a direct
short-term increase in vehicular traffic on the local streets due to truck and heavy equipment
traffic and from the private vehicle traffic of the construction workers. This impact would be
temporary, and should not disrupt existing transportation patterns or systems. No other changes
to West 24" Street are planned. An increase in heavy equipment on the local roadways and at
the site during the construction may cause short-term traffic safety issues. These issues could
include temporary lane closures within the vicinity of the Property and oversized vehicles on
roadways.

Based on the reuse plan, traffic to the area is expected to increase once the park has been
completed, causing an insignificant direct long-term adverse impact. Approximately 100 children
would use the facility daily. Currently, there are 20 full-time employees on site. A total of 130
reservists are assigned to the facility, with two drill weekends per month. The average drill
weekend is 50-60 reservists. The increase in daily vehicular usage and potentially the public
transportation system to access the facility would not cause a significant adverse effect on
transportation. The usage, assuming all 100 children arrive in separate vehicles, only accounts
for approximately 1 percent of the daily traffic along the major routes to the facility.

4.2.4.2.2 Caretaker Status Alternative

Under the Caretaker Status Alternative, potential impacts to transportation would not be
significant. The daily vehicle traffic from the current full-time workers and the biweekly drill
weekend vehicle traffic would be eliminated. The number of maintenance workers, and thus the
amount of vehicle traffic, would be less than existing conditions. This would create a beneficial
impact with regard to traffic safety in and around the site due to less traffic on the roadways.

4.2.4.2.3 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Army would continue to use the Reese USARC under the
existing baseline conditions. No changes or impacts would occur to transportation.

4.2.5 HAZARDOUS AND TOXIC SUBSTANCES

4.2.5.1 Affected Environment

This section describes the existing conditions of hazardous and toxic substances at the Reese
USARC. For the purpose of this analysis, the terms hazardous and toxic substances include
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substances that, because of their quantity, concentration, or characteristics, may present moderate
danger to public health, welfare, or the environment upon being released. Hazardous materials
are required to be handled, managed, treated, or stored properly by trained personnel under
federal regulations that include the following: Occupational Safety and Health Administration
General Industry, 29 CFR 1910, and Construction Industry, 29 CFR 1926; Department of
Transportation, Hazardous Materials, 49 CFR 172; and EPA, Hazardous Waste Management, 40
CFR 260.

4.25.1.1 Uses of Hazardous Materials

Chemicals used and stored at the USARC are associated with vehicle and facility maintenance
activities, and with janitorial services. There is no indication that Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act hazardous substances were stored at the site for one
year or more in excess of corresponding reportable quantities (USACE Louisville 2007).

4.2.5.1.2 Storage and Handling Areas

Janitorial chemicals and building maintenance-related products are stored in the designated
storage area within the janitorial closet located in the main building. Vehicle maintenance
products and small amounts of petroleum, oil, and lubricant products are stored in a flammable
storage cabinet in the OMS (USACE Louisville 2007).

4.2.5.1.3 Hazardous Waste Disposal

According to Army Reserve personnel and site records, hazardous substances above reportable
quantities were not released or disposed at the site. No stained soil, stressed vegetation, or foul
odors were observed during a site visit prior to the 2007 Final Environmental Condition of
Property Report (USACE Louisville 2007).

4.2.5.1.4 Site Contamination and Cleanup

The 2007 Final Environmental Condition of Property Report concluded that the site is classified
as Type 1, which is defined as an area where no release or disposal of hazardous substances or
petroleum products have occurred (including no migration of these substances from adjacent
areas) (USACE Louisville 2007). A wash rack and OWS are located near the OMS. The wash
rack is no longer in use and its water supply has been terminated. However, there is no
information available regarding proper decommissioning of the wash rack or OWS.
Decommissioning requires that the drain on the wash rack be permanently sealed and the OWS
be cleaned and rendered inoperable and the wastewater line feeding the sewer be capped. All
work on decommissioning the wash rack and OWS should be documented and the records
should be maintained to verify the conditions found during decommissioning. There were no
records of a release occurring from the wash rack and OWS, and no release was observed during
the site visit for the 2007 Environmental Condition of Property Report (USACE Louisville
2007).

4.2.5.1.5 Special Hazards

Although no records were found for an asbestos-containing material (ACM) survey, references
describe ACM floor tile and mastic and friable ACM insulation on piping and fittings in pipe
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chases at the USARC. There is no known friable ACM that would present a health hazard
(USACE Louisville 2007).

Lead-based paint (LBP) is potentially present in the buildings. There is no record of a LBP
survey for the Property, but because buildings were constructed before 1978 (USACE Louisville
2007), the main building and OMS are presumed to contain LBP. The interior painted surfaces
were in relatively good condition at the time of the most recent site reconnaissance (AGEISS
2011). No painted surfaces were observed on the exterior of the buildings.

No formal surveys of polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)-containing equipment have been
performed for the Property. One pad-mounted transformer unit is located south of the storage
building. The transformer belongs to PECO Energy Company. The 2007 Final Environmental
Condition of Property Report documents a letter from PECO Energy stating that the company
assumes responsibility to adequately mitigate any leaks from the transformer (USACE Louisville
2007).

Radioactive materials have been present in meters stored in the main building (USACE
Louisville 2007). The meters were used to monitor nuclear, biological, and chemical hazards and
they contain small quantities of radioactive material in sealed containers that are not regulated. A
radiation survey will be completed before transfer.

No underground storage tanks or aboveground storage tanks have been present on the Property.
No munitions or explosives of concern have been present on the Property. The rifle range was
closed in the late 1960s and is currently used as storage. A lead sampling study in 1992 showed
extremely high levels of lead in all areas of the range. Subsequently, beginning in July 1992, the
range was cleaned and all hazardous waste was disposed (USACE Louisville 2007).

4.2.5.2 Consequences

Potential impacts to hazardous materials management are considered significant if the Proposed
Action would:

e Result in noncompliance with applicable federal and state regulations; or

e Increase the amounts of generated or procured hazardous materials beyond current
permitted capacities or management capabilities.

4.2.5.2.1 Preferred Alternative: Traditional Disposal and Reuse

Under the Preferred Alternative, potential impacts to hazardous and toxic substances from
disposal and reuse would not be significant. No operations currently involve use of hazardous
materials at the site. Although the wash rack and OWS are no longer is use, no records are
available to indicate that they were properly decommissioned. Disposal and reuse of the Reese
USARC could require investigation of the OWS and associated leach field with remediation of
soil and groundwater contamination if present above regulatory limits.

The Upland Borough would limit hazardous materials stored and used at the Property to common
janitorial cleaning supplies and vehicle maintenance materials such as petroleum, oil, and
lubricants, and fuels. It is expected that most of the existing ACM and LBP would be left in
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place and not disturbed. Should it be necessary to disturb ACM or LBP, abatement would be
accomplished by the Upland Borough in accordance with appropriate environmental laws, rules,
and regulations of the U.S. Department of Defense, EPA, and the state of Pennsylvania for the
intended future use of the Property. The appropriate ACM and LBP notices and covenants will
be included in the deed to Upland Borough.

4.2.5.2.2 Caretaker Status Alternative

Under the Caretaker Status Alternative, potential impacts to hazardous and toxic substances
would not be significant. The Army would provide maintenance to preserve and protect the site
in an economical manner that facilitates redevelopment. No hazardous and toxic substances
related to vehicle maintenance would be stored on site. The quantity of hazardous and toxic
substances related to facility maintenance activities would be comparable to existing conditions.
Janitorial chemicals and building maintenance-related products would continue to be stored on
site. No significant impacts would occur.

4.2.5.2.3 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Reese USARC would continue functioning under the
existing baseline conditions. No changes or impacts would occur to hazardous and toxic
substances.

4.3 Cumulative Effects

CEQ regulations stipulate that the cumulative effects analysis within an EA consider the
potential environmental impacts resulting from the “incremental impacts of the action when
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency
or person undertakes such actions” (40 CFR 1508.7). Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor, but collectively substantial, actions undertaken over a period of time by
various agencies (federal, state, and local) or individuals.

The scope of the cumulative effect analysis involves evaluating impacts to environmental
resources by geographic extent of the effects and the time frame in which the effects are
expected to occur. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions are identified first, followed
by the cumulative effects that could result from these actions when combined with the Proposed
Action.

4.3.1 PAST, PRESENT, AND REASONABLY FORESEEABLE ACTIONS

The geographic area analyzed for cumulative effects of past, present, and foreseeable future
actions includes Upland Borough. The Borough is very landlocked with limited potential for
future growth. Two reasonably foreseeable future actions in the Upland Borough were identified
and include a re-pavement project and a soccer complex. In 2011, the Pennsylvania Department
of Transportation will resurface Upland Avenue from Edgmont Avenue down to its official
terminus at Sixth Street; while Sixth Street/Brookhaven Avenue will be resurfaced from Main
Street in Upland all the way up to Edgmont Avenue in Brookhaven (Upland Borough 2011).
Portions of the loop being repaved are less than a block away from the Reese USARC.
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In addition, Widener University and the Borough are considering transforming the Bell Estate,
located adjacent to the Reese USARC, into a recreational area for the community. Widener
University has proposed the construction of one natural grass soccer field, with stadium seating
and dressing rooms for players, plus two artificial turf fields and a youth field and hopes to have
one soccer field ready for use by the end of 2012 (Upland Borough 2011). The soccer complex
would be available to Widener and Chester-Upland School District teams and for regional
tournaments, but also would be open to community youth leagues.

4.3.2 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY

Environmental effects for all resources potentially affected by the Proposed Action or
alternatives when combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects in the
area are discussed below.

4.3.2.1 Preferred Alternative: Traditional Disposal and Reuse

The conversion of land resources from use as a USARC to a community/youth center would not
cause adverse cumulative impacts to land use as the proposed reuse is compatible with the
proposed soccer complex planned adjacent to the Property.

The repaving project and construction of the soccer complex would increase particulate matter,
vehicle emissions, and wind-borne dust resulting in direct short-term impacts to air quality.
These emissions would not result in significant cumulative impacts to air quality because the
projects are temporary and no significant impacts to air quality would occur from the Preferred
Alternative. Because these projects are likely to be temporally separated from the Preferred
Alternative and they are short-term in nature, no cumulative noise impacts are expected.
Hazardous waste generation would increase with the construction and repaving projects and may
cause short-term impacts when considered with the Preferred Alternative and the small area of
the Borough. However, since the projects are not likely to overlap temporally, cumulative
impacts would not be significant.

Although the Preferred Alternative would not cause adverse effects to land use, aesthetics, soils
and geology, biological, or cultural resources, the conversion of the 11-acre Bell Estate into a
soccer complex could cumulatively impact these resources. The Bell Estate is surrounded on the
south and west sides with large evergreen and deciduous trees. Removal of the trees to construct
the soccer complex would have long-term effects on the aesthetics of the area and the biological
resources in the area. These effects could be minimized if the trees were allowed to remain and
the soccer complex is built further back on the property in the more open areas. In addition,
although the soil composition of the area is man-made silt, construction of the soccer complex
would cause short-term impacts to the soils by increasing the potential for soil erosion by wind
and runoff during construction. Wind and water erosion of soil can be mitigated by
implementing best management practices such as using hay bales and silt fencing, as appropriate,
to prevent the movement of soils into low-lying areas. Once the facility is operational and new
vegetation is in place, additional erosion would be minimal. The increase in people using both
the USARC and the soccer field would cumulatively impact the wildlife species present in the
area, but these species would likely adapt their movements and behaviors and the effects are
likely to be short-term.
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Traffic would increase slightly as a result of implementation of the Preferred Alternative but
would not be significant. When combined with the repaving project short-term effects would
occur as transportation is routed through different areas of the Borough to avoid the repaving
project. Long-term effects on transportation would occur with the increase in recreational use of
the Bell Estate property next to the Reese USARC. These impacts would be greater if schedules
of activities at the Reese USARC and the soccer complex overlap. Vehicular traffic along West
24™ Street, the only access street, would increase especially during the afternoon as soccer games
and after school activities at the youth center occur. However, under the Preferred Alternative,
assuming all 100 children arrive in separate vehicles, this accounts for only approximately 1
percent of the daily traffic along the major routes to the facility. The repaving projects along the
main street feeding into West 24" Street will help with the flow of traffic through the area.
Traffic impacts are not expected to be significant.

Because the area is economically viable with an adequate workforce, and there is no demolition
or significant construction/remodeling anticipated with implementation of the Preferred
Alternative, the personnel necessary to accommodate the repaving and soccer complex
construction projects are readily available. Cumulative impacts to socioeconomics would be
beneficial.

4.3.2.2 Caretaker Status Alternative

Under this alternative, a decreased military presence at the site would cause a decrease in traffic,
and therefore slight decreases in impacts to air quality, noise, utilities, and transportation over
existing conditions. The impacts of the Caretaker Status Alternative when combined with
impacts of the past, current, and reasonably foreseeable projects would not cause significant
changes to the environment. No cumulative impacts would occur.

4.3.2.3 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts or changes to the existing conditions at the Reese
USARC would occur. Therefore, no cumulative impacts would occur from past, present, or
reasonably foreseeable actions.

4.4 Mitigation Summary

Mitigation measures are actions required for the specific purpose of reducing the significant
environmental impacts of implementing a proposed or alternative action. An EA may specify
mitigation measures that, if implemented, would prevent significant impacts that would
otherwise require an environmental impact statement. No mitigation measures are required for
the Proposed Action discussed in this EA because resulting impacts would not meet the
significance criteria described for each resource in Chapter 4; that is, the impacts would not be
significant.
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5.0 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to implement the Army’s proposal to dispose of the
property following closure of the Reese USARC as directed by the BRAC Commission.
Traditional disposal followed by property reuse by Upland Borough as a youth/community
center is the Army’s Preferred Alternative. Direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the
Preferred Alternative, the Caretaker Status Alternative, and the No Action Alternative have been
considered. The evaluation performed within this EA concludes that there would be no
significant adverse impact to the local environment or quality of life as a result of the
implementation of any of the alternatives. Therefore, the issuance of a FNSI is warranted, and
preparation of an environmental impact statement is not required.
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