Draft Environmental Assessment

Joplin School District Educational Facilities
Joplin, Jasper County, Missouri
FEMA-1980-DR-MO

May, 2012

ART)
SN

FEMA

0,\,\o\\ Us
@
\;é
NS
O/Ty 10

LAND S5

U.S. Department of Homeland Security
FEMA Region VII
9221 Ward Parkway, Suite 300

Kansas City, Missouri 64114-3372



Table of Contents

1.0 TaTu oo [N Tox To] o SRR
1.1 Purpose and Need fOr ACHION ...ccce e e e e et e e e e e e e sarraae e e e s
1.2  Determination of Environmental SignificancCe.........cccoveiiiiiiiiiiiiiieecee e

2.0 Proposed Action and Project AILEINatiVES........ccueiiiciiee et et e e e e e
2.1 East Middle SChoOI/NEW EI@MENTAIY ....ccveveierierecrecrecre ettt ettt st eveebeeveeveereenreen

2.1.1 [ or=Yd o] oI o) BY 1 (TSRS
2.1.2 DESCIIPLION OF SITE c..uviiii i e e e e be e e e e ate e e e baee e eanees
2.1.3 NO ACLION AILEINATIVE .oeiiceiiee et et e et e e e sate e e e s bte e e s sabaeeesantaeaeeanes
2.1.4  Alternatives Considered and DiSMISSEU ..........eeieiiuiiieiiiiieeiiiee e e e e e eree e e
2.15 Proposed Action Alternative-Relocate or Reconfigure to Meet Existing
NEEAS/REQUIFEMENTS ..vvieevieieeteeiteeeteectee et eeteeeteesteeeteeeteeebeebeebeeseenbeesseessasesseesteesrsesareens
D2 A O 1o B T oV T o= =Y [T 0 1= o - | o SR
2.2.1 (oYt 1 ToY o o) J) | <SSR
2.2.2 DESCIIPLION OF SITE ...uueiiiiiiie et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e te e e e e e e e eeanrraaeeaaeas
2.2.3 ol Yot To] W AN =T o o F- | Y R
2.2.4 Alternatives Considered and DiSMISSEM ......ceeieiecciiiiiiieii e eeerrrree e e e e e esrrreeee e e
2.2.5 Proposed Action Alternative-Relocate or Reconfigure to Meet Existing
NEEAS/REQUIFEMENTS ...vveieereeerie et et e ettt e et e et e e teeeete e eeteeeeteeeeaeeeetesenbeeesenreeentesenseeesans
2.3 Roi S. Wood Administration BUildiNg ........ccoooeiiiiiiie et
2.3.1 (oYt 1 ToY o o) J0) | <SS
2.3.2 DESCrIPLION OF SITE ..uueiiiiiiee e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e rrrre e e e e e e e eanrraaeeaaeas
233 ol Yot To] W AN =T o o F- o 1Y SR
2.3.4  Alternatives Considered and DiSMISSEU ..........eeieiiuiereiiiiieeeiiie et ee e e earee e e
2.3.5 Proposed Action Alternative-Restore to Pre-Disaster Condition..........ccceeevviveeiiiieeeenns
2.4 Old South Middle SChOOL .......oeiieiieeecee e ee e e rrr e e e e b e e e esatae e e enaaaees
2.4.1 [ or= Y d o] o T o) B0Y 1 TSP
2.4.2 DESCIIPLION OF SITE c.uuviiii i e e e e be e e e e atee e e e baee e ennees
2.4.3 NO ACLION ALEINATIVE ..eii ittt e st e e e ste e e e e s ente e e s sbaeeeenataeeeeanes
2.4.4  Alternatives Considered and DiSMISSEU .........ueeieiiuieiieiiiie e ecree e e e eree e e
2.4.5 Proposed Action Alternative-Relocate or Reconfigure to Meet Existing
NEEAS/REQUIFEMENTS ....vieuvieireeitiecteeeteectee et eeteeeteeeteeeteeeeeebeebeebeesseenteesseessaeesseessnesrseeareens
2.5  Kelsey NOrman El@MENTAIY ......ccocciiieiiiiiee ettt ettt et e e e tre e e e sbae e e s e etaee e e sateeeesnnreeeenaseeas
251 (oYt 1 ToY o o) J) | <SR
2.5.2 DESCIIPLION OF SITE . .uuiiiiiieie e e e e rrre e e e e e e e e e s e re e e e e e e e eanrraaeeaaens
253 Lol Yot To] W AN =T o o F- 1 1Y SR
2.5.4  Alternatives Considered and DiSMISSEd .........cccuviiieeiiieiiiiiieee e e e e e e e ennnes
255 Proposed Action Alternative-Restore to Pre-Disaster Condition.........cccccvvveeeeeiiccinnennneen.
2.6 Old St. JONN'S/NEW El@MENTAIY ...c..veierieeeieieetee ettt eeee et e et e eetee e s ebeeeeteeeeteeesnreseneeenns
2.6.1 (oYt 1 ToY o o) F) | <SSR
2.6.2 DESCrIPLION OF SITE . .uuiiiiiiie e e e e e rre e e e e e e e e e e e re e e e e e e e eeannraaeeaaens
2.6.3 (ol Yot To] W AN =T o o F- o Y7 SR
2.6.4  Alternatives Considered and DiSMISSEd .........cccuvieieeiiiiciiiiiieee e e e eeecbrrre e e e e e e enenes

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Joplin School District Educational facilities
May, 2012



2.6.5 Proposed Action Alternative-Relocate or Reconfigure to Meet Existing

NEEAS/REQUIFEMENTS ...vveieereeetee ettt et ettt etee e e eteeeereeeeteeesteeeeaeeeentesenbeeesenseeetesenseeesanes 21
2.7  CeCil FIOYA EIEMENTAIY ...uveiieeie ettt et e e et e e e e e e e e e e e anb e e e e e e e s sennaseeeeaeeeennnes 22
2.7.1 [T or= Yo g T o) BY 1 LT PSPPSR 22
2.7.2 DESCIIPLION OF SITE ...uueiiiiiiie e e e e e e e e e e e e errte e e e e e e e eanrraaeeeaens 22
2.7.3 NO ACLION AEINATIVE ..o.eveiiiee ettt sre s s s e e e sba e e sateesabeesbeeenanes 22
2.7.4  Alternatives Considered and DiSMISSEd ......cuevriiiriieiriieinieenieesieesiee e e sireeesreeesareesavees 23
2.7.5 Proposed Action Alternative-Restore to Pre-Disaster Condition..........cccceeevviveeiicieeeeens 23
2.8 a1 oY W 1 [T 0 [T ) 7 A RS 23
2.8.1 [WoTor= 1 dTe] o ol Y1 1 T USRI 23
2.8.2 DESCIIPLION OF SITE c..uviiiiieiiee e e e re e e e be e e e e ate e e e s bae e e enaes 24
2.8.3 NO ACLION AEINATIVE ..oeveeiiee ettt sbe e e sba e e sate e sbe e sbeeesaees 24
2.8.4  Alternatives Considered and DiSMISSEd ......cuivriiirieirieeiniieniee e sieeesreesbaeesseeeesaeeesree s 24

2.8.5 Proposed Action Alternative-Relocate or Reconfigure to Meet Existing
NEEAS/REQUIFEMENTS ..uveevieiieetiecteeeteecteeeeteeeteesteeeteeeteeeeeebeeabeeveeseebeesteessaeesteestessrsesareens 25
2.9  Joplin High School/Franklin TEChNOIOZY CENEEN ....cc.veieveeetee ettt e 26
2.9.1 (o Tor= Yo g T o) BY 1 LY PSPPSR 26
2.9.2 DESCIIPLION OF SITE ..uuiiiiiiiee e e e e e e rrre e e e e e e e e er e rre e e e e e e e eenneraaeeeaens 26
2.9.3 NO ACLION ARLEINATIVE ..eiiiiiiee ittt e s sebte e e s sbeeeesanbaeeesanes 26
2.9.4  Alternatives Considered and DiSMISSEM .........uuverriuiiiiiiiieriniiieeeriee e eseee s ssrree e sree e e sneeas 27
2.9.4.1 Relocating the Joplin High School/Franklin Technology Center Campus .................... 27
2.9.4.2 Reuse of EXisting Sit€@ LOCAtIONS ....ccceiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e e e e 28
2.9.4.3 Two High SChoOl ARREINALtIVE......vveiiieei e e e e e e nnees 29

295 Proposed Action Alternative-Relocate or Reconfigure to Meet Existing
NEEAS/REQUIFEMENTS ...vveeeereeetee ettt etee e et et e et e e eteeeeteeeeteeeeaeeeeteeenbeeesenteeetesenseeenanes 30
2.10 FEMA Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (Section 404) .......ccueeeeeiieeeiiiie e e e e eeeee e 32
3.0 Affected Environment and Environmental CONSEQUENCES .......cccveeeeeiiieeeeiiieeeeiieeeeeiree e e ervee e 33
2 R 7= Yo] [o =4 V=Y Uo I Yo 1| F3 PR 37
3.1.1 Past MINING ACTIVITY cooiiiiiiiiii e 37
3.1.2  Joplin High School/Franklin Technology CeNter..........cccceevvievviecveeirieiteeereenteestee et 39
3.1.3 Old St. John’s/New Elementary SChoo !l .........ocuiivieirieiiieiieieecteeceectee e 40
3.1.4  EQSt MiddIe SCROOL ..couiiiiiiieieeeee ettt st e st s s ba e et e sabe e snaeen 40
3.15 o oTo 1YY 1Yot f (o] o PSPPSR 41
3.1.6 NO ACLION AEINATIVE ..ovveiiiee ettt ettt sbe e s sab e e sate e sabeesbaeesanes 41
32N & V7 [ o] o4V A-T o To I ol ToToTe [ o] = g - U 41
3.2.1 (0T oTo Y =Yo 1Yot d (o] o TP RS 42
3.2.2 NO ACLION ARLEINATIVE .eeiiiiiiieiciieee et e e st ee e e s erte e e s sbeeeesanbaeeesanes 43
20 T V1V LY d =T o Vo PSR 43
331 (oY o T Y =To 1Yot d (o] o TP RS 44
3.3.2 NO ACLION ARLEINATIVE ..eii it e s st e s s eree e e s sbeeeesanbaeeesnes 44
K V- 1 T ol @ (VT 1 [ YRR P USSP 44
34.1 (0T o T Y =To 1Yot d (o] o TP 45
3.4.2 NO ACLION ARLEINATIVE ..eiiieiiee et re e s s erte e e s sbeeeesanbaeessanes 45
2 T T O [ -1 11 4P 45
3.5.1 (0T 0T Y =To 1Yot d [o] o TP 47
3.5.2 NO ACLION AEINATIVE ..ovveiiieeeie ettt e s sbe e e sbb e e sate e sbeesbaeesanes 47

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Joplin School District Educational facilities
May, 2012



3.6 Vegetation and Wildlife ... e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e anns 47

3.6.1 (0T o T LY =To 1Yot d [o] o TP 48
3.6.2 ol Yot To] W AN =T o o F- o Y U 48
3.7 Threatened and ENAangered SPECIES ... uviiieiiee ettt e e e e eccrrre e e e s e e e e s e enaree e e e e e e eanns 48
3.7.1 (0T o T TY=Yo 1Yot d (o] o TP RS 49
3.7.2 NO ACLION ALEINATIVE ..eiiieieee e et e et e e e eate e e e e e ebre e e s sbaeeesanraeeeeanes 49
3.8  CUHUIAl RESOUICES ...cciuvtiieiciiee e ettt e et ee e et e e e e sttt e e e stta e e e s tbeeesaataeee e sssseeesasbeeeeanssaeeessaeeeesseeens 50
3.8.1 o] oTo 1YY 1Yot f (o] o IFS PRSP 50
3.8.2 NO ACLION ALEINATIVE .eeii i et e et e e e eate e e e e s bte e e s sabaeeesantaeeeeanes 51
3.9 KYoTol (o RT=ToloT o] 1 | [l U T TP TP 52
3.9.1 o] oTo 1YY 1Yot f (o] o IFS PRSP 53
3.9.2 NO ACLION ALEINATIVE ..eii et e et e e e st e e e e s ebte e e s eabaeeesantaeeeeanes 55
2 O I =Y VT o a0 1T Y = | B LU o o P 55
200 0 150 R o4 oY o To 1Y =T I Yo o o AP 56
30 0 2 [ 3 Yot oY o I 1 = o g = 4 IS 56
00 I O |0 £ = 56
0 I R o Yo Yo 1Yo 1Yo o o ISR 56

I A \\[o Yot o WY = g T= 1 o 1V SRR 57
N Y | oY AV [ 1o BT <o U o Y2 U USPRS 57
I 7 R 4 T o Yo YT 1Yo o o TSR 57

I 7 [ o Yot o WY (=T T 1 o AV SRR 58
3.13 Hazardous Materials and TOXIC WaSteS.........uuiiiieiiiieeiiiiieiee ettt e e e e e e e earaee e e e e e 58
I G T A 4 o T o Yo YT 1Yo o o TSR 58
I G T \\[o ot o WY = F= 1 o AV RS 63
3.14  Traffic and TranspPOrtation........cceiiiiiiiee e e e e e e e e e e et ree e e e e e e e eanaeeeeeaeeenanns 63
200 0 551 R o4 o T o To 1Y =T I Yo o o AP R 63
30 0 5 [ 3 Yot oY o I 1 = o g = 4 VISR 65
0 I @0 o 0| =Y 1Y [ g o - o1 SRR 66
7 N 0T o To = To I Yo! £ o] o U PSP 66
L N[ I Yo u oY WY 1 =T o o F= Y 41V TSP 69
Lo Y 1 7= 1 o o o TSSOSO PSP POPPPPPPPPPRPPPRE 70
T R CT<Yo] [o =4 V=Y Uo IR Yo 1| £y 70
I & V7o [ o] o4V A-T o To I ol UoTo Yo [ d P11 o[- U 70
oI T V1YL -Y i =T o Vo LSRR 70
I VLV - T o LU =1 11 4V 2T 70
LT T T O [ -1 11 4 SRR 71
5.6  Vegetation and Wildlife ... ettt et e e e e e e e e e e e e anes 71
5.7  Threatened and ENdangered SPECIES ....ccccueuiiiiieee ettt e e e e e e e e e e enrre e e e e e e e 71
T T U1 (U = N 2 =T T U ol TSP USPRS 71
5.9 Yo Yol (o Rt olo s o] o ] ol 72
5.10  ENVIroNMENtal JUSTICE....uuuiiiii ettt ettt e e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e sennaneeeeeeeeenanns 72
00 I R |0 £ = 72
RN Y | oY AV o 1o BT <o U o Y20 U P USSP 72
5.13 Hazardous Materials and TOXIC WaSteS.........uuiiiiiieiiiiiiiiiiiee ettt eerreee e e e e e e enraae e e e e e 72
5.14  Traffic and Transportation........ceuiiiiiiii e e e e e e e e et rae e e e e e e e earre e e e e e e enanns 74
Lo O W] o] 1ol o1V ZoT V=T o o T=T o | PSR PS 75

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Joplin School District Educational facilities
May, 2012



6.1 VAV A=Y o 11 < TUTN 75

6.2 WY o] 1oV =YY ] o =4SP 75

6.3 L L 0T 0 I U T Y PSSR 80
7.0 AgENCIES CONSUILEA ......ceiiiiieee et ecere e e e e e e e re e e e e e e e e e e e e anbsbaeeeeeeeenntaaeeeeassennnrsnnnes 81
2O T I T o) Y T <1 PR 82
9.0 RETEIENCES. ..ttt et ettt st st e e s bt e s be e s be e et s be e sbeeebae e ateesabeeentes 83
Tables

Table 1. Affected Environment and Environmental CONSEQUENCES .......ccccvveeeecieeeeciieeeesiieeee e 35-36

Table 2. National Ambient Air Quality Standards ..........ccoccveriiiiie e 46

Table 3. Threatened and Endangered Species Located in Jasper County, MiSSOUFi.........cccceeevcvveeeennnns 49
Figures

Figure 1. Joplin SChools - Site LOCAtioN IMApP .....ccccuiieiiiiiie ettt et e e e e e ae e e 6

Figure 2. Joplin SChools - Site LOCAtioN IMApP ....ccccuiieiiiiiee ettt e e rae e e e ae e e 7

Figure 3. Joplin Schools - Site LOCAtion IMap ......ccuuiiieeiiiiiiiiiiie ettt e e e e e e e enarre e e e e e e e anneees 8
Appendices

A Review AgeNnCY COrTeSPONUENCE......uuiiii e i cciireeee e e e eecctrre e e e e e e eebrreeeeeeeesatsteeeseeeeeaeesanstaseeeeassasnssrenns 84

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Joplin School District Educational facilities
May, 2012



ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

AMSL
BMP
CFR
DEA
DHS
EA
EDR
FEMA
FINDS
FIRM
FONSI
GIS
LUST
MDC
MDNR
NEPA
NHPA
NPDES
NRCS
NRHP
NWI
RCRA
SHPO
SQG
SWHS
TCP
UFAS
USFS
USGS

Above Mean Sea Level

Best Management Practices

Code of Federal Regulations

Draft Environmental Assessment

U.S. Department of Homeland Security
Environmental Assessment
Environmental Data Resources, Inc.
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Facility Index System

Flood Insurance Rate Map

Finding of No Significant Impact
Geographic Information System

Leaking Underground Storage Tank
Missouri Department of Conservation
Missouri Department of Natural Resources
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
National Historic Preservation Act
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
National Resource Conservation Service
National Register of Historic Places
National Wetland Inventory

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
State Historic Preservation Office
Small-Quantity Generator

State Hazardous Waste Site

Traditional Cultural Properties

Uniform Federal Accessibility Standards
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Geological Survey

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTALASSESSMENT
Joplin School District Educational Facilities

May, 2012



1.0. Introduction

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has determined that many recurring actions
proposed for funding, and for which an Environmental Assessment (EA) is required, can be grouped by
type of action or geographic location. These groups of actions can be evaluated in a Programmatic
Environmental Assessment (PEA) to streamline National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) obligations
and its implementing regulations without the need to develop and produce a standalone EA for each
individual action. In addition, satisfying NEPA compliance through the use of a PEA would also
streamline the process and expedite the placement of displaced residents into replacement schools.

The Joplin School District has requested Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) funding under
the Public Assistance Grant Program. This draft Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA)
documents the results of a study of the proposed action’s potential environmental impacts and has
been prepared in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969; the President’s
Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEPA (Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations {CFR}, Part 1500-1508) ; and the Department of Homeland Security’s Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) regulations implementing NEPA (44 CFR Part 10). The regulations require
the preparation of an Environmental Assessment (EA) that includes an evaluation of alternative means
of addressing the problem and a discussion of the potential environmental impacts of a proposed
Federal action. An EA provides the evidence and analysis to determine whether the proposed Federal
action will have a significant adverse effect on the human environment. An EA, related to a FEMA
program, must be prepared according to the requirements of the 44 CFR Part 10. This section of the
Federal Code requires that FEMA take environmental considerations into account when authorizing
funding or approving actions. This draft PEA was conducted in accordance with both CEQ and FEMA
regulations for implementing NEPA.

FEMA is working with partners at the local and state levels and with other Federal agencies to
coordinate the response to the devastating tornado that struck Joplin, Jasper County, Missouri, on May
22,2011. The tornado was a massive EF5 multiple vortex tornado with winds over 200 mph (peaking at
225 to 250 mph). According to the local branch of the American Red Cross, approximately 25% of the
City of Joplin was destroyed. The Missouri State Emergency Management Agency reported more than
990 injured and death toll from the tornado is 157. In addition to the tornado deaths, a policeman was
struck by lighting and killed while assisting with recovery and cleanup efforts the day after the storm.

Ten Joplin School District facilities in several different locations were damaged or destroyed by the
tornado. Since the tornado occurred on a Sunday, the schools were not in session at the time of the
tornado, however, the 2011 high school senior graduation had just concluded at Missouri Southern
State University just a short time before the storm hit.

The multiple schools and facilities owned and operated by the Joplin School District that were damaged
and/or destroyed, include:

1. Emerson Elementary School, 301 E. 19" Street, Joplin
2. Franklin Technology Center, 20" and Indiana, Joplin

3. Joplin High School, 20" and Indiana, Joplin
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East Middle School, 4594 E. 20" Street, Joplin

Old Irving Elementary School, 311 Gabby Street Boulevard, Joplin
0old South Middle School, 22" and Wall, Joplin

Roi S. Wood Administration Building, 1717 E. 15" Street, Joplin
Kelsey Norman Elementary School, 1323 E. 28" Street, Joplin
Cecil Floyd Elementary School, 2201 W. 24™ Street, Joplin

L R N v bk

In addition to schools that were damaged and/or destroyed by the tornado, the Joplin School District
intends to retrofit undamaged schools using FEMA Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) funding to
include FEMA Tornado Safe Shelters to provide near absolute level of protection to school occupants
and adjacent community population. HMGP is a supplemental program that provides funding to states
to reduce or eliminate threats to future disaster events.

The Joplin School District, in partnership with Federal and State Emergency Management Agencies and
other involved stakeholders, implemented plans immediately to start providing temporary school
facilities so that the school year starting August, 2011, would not be delayed. Debris removal was also
commenced and hiring of professionals for design and repair of the school facilities was put in motion.
A school bond issue was placed on the ballot on April 3, 2012 in order to provide necessary funding to
provide matching funds for Federal Aid and to cover additional expenses determined necessary to
adequately reconstruct facilities. The bond issue passed with 57.68% approval (4,982 yes votes out
8,637 total votes).

1.1 Purpose and Need for Action

Multiple Joplin School District educational facilities were damaged or destroyed as a result of
the May 22 tornado. Some were candidates for immediate repair and others were considered a
total loss. Regardless, the Joplin School District was forced to make decisions in order to provide
its students with educational opportunities by the start of the next school year in August of
2011. Whether those decisions involved repairs to existing facilities or total reconstruction,
emergency financial assistance would be required so that the Joplin School District could
continue to meet the educational needs of the community.

On May 23, 2011, the federal disaster declaration FEMA-1980-DR-MO, which was signed by
President Obama on May 9, 2011, was amended to authorize FEMA to provide federal
assistance to the Joplin Tornado Recovery. This includes Emergency Work Categories A and B
for Public Assistance for Jasper and Newton Counties. FEMA is authorized to provide disaster
assistance funds in accordance with the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency
Assistance Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. Section 5121-5206 (Stafford Act, Public Law 93-288).
One June 1, 2011, FEMA amended major declaration FEMA-1980-DR-MO to include Permanent
Work Categories C through G for Public Assistance for Jasper and Newton Counties.

Joplin School District has requested funding through the Federal Emergency Management
Agency’s (FEMA) Public Assistance Program. FEMA's Public Assistance Program provides
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supplemental Federal disaster grant assistance for the repair, replacement, or restoration of
disaster damaged, publicly owned facilities. Work that is eligible for this grant assistance is
classified as either emergency work or permanent work. The Joplin School District has both
types of projects: emergency (demolitions/debris) as well as permanent proposals. The purpose
of this project is to assist the Joplin residents in their recovery from the natural disaster by using
the FEMA Public Assistance Program to fund the new construction or repair of various Joplin
Schools, as well as the retrofit of undamaged schools to include near absolute protection in
tornado safe rooms.

The need for the proposed project is to replace, repair, relocate, or consolidate elementary,
middle, and high school infrastructures in various Joplin locations in response to the devastating
EF5 tornado that struck Joplin on May 22.

Currently, the Joplin School District operates out of temporary facilities. Students and
administration were re-located to various temporary locations until existing schools can be
repaired or built. Hundreds of staff members and 3,200 students attend temporary schools.
The locations of the temporary facilities are as follows:

1. East Middle School students went to the Chamber of Commerce speculation warehouse
building in the Crossroads Industrial Park, 7501 E. 26" Street in Joplin

2. Joplin High School 11" and 12" grades went to the old Shopko big box store location at
the Joplin Mall, 101 N. Range Line Road, Building D, Joplin

3. High School 9" and 10" grades went to the old Memorial Education Center, 310 W. 8"
Street, Joplin
4. Franklin Technology Center relocated to an old warehouse, 420 S. Grant Street, Joplin

5. Irving Elementary School located to decommissioned Washington School, 1112 East 2™
Street, Joplin

6. Emerson Elementary School students went to Duquesne Elementary School, 1301 S.
Duquesne Road, Joplin

7. Duquesne Elementary School students moved in with Duenweg Elementary School, 202
Molloy Circle in Duenweg, MO

8. Beacon, the Joplin School District’s high risk special needs education program, and Flex,
the Joplin School District’s high risk drop- out prevention program, moved to the Roi S.
Woods Education Center, 1717 E. 15" Street, Joplin. The Roi S. Wood Education Center
was previously the district administration building. Beacon and Flex were moved from
Memorial Education Center to make room for the temporary 9/10 Campus.

9. Joplin Early Childhood went into modular buildings at McKinley Elementary School, 610
S. Forest in Joplin

10. Special Services went to the administration building at 3901 E. 32" Street, Joplin

11. Administration Building to 3901 E. 32" Street, Joplin (previous MoDOT building moved
from Roi S. Wood building)
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12. Copy Center —to 3901 E. 32" Street, Joplin (previous MoDOT building moved from
Memorial Education Center)

The purpose of the proposed project would be to restore permanent school facilities for the
Joplin School District. The need for action will require the consideration of repair, relocation,
consolidation, configuration, or construction of new schools, including elementary, middle, and
high schools.

1.2 Determination of Environmental Significance

The CEQ NEPA Implementing Regulations (40 CFR Part 1508.27) define significance in terms of
context and intensity. For context, FEMA took into account the location and physical setting of
the proposed sites. For intensity, FEMA took into account the following factors from the CEQ
NEPA regulations:

1. Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to historic or cultural
resources;

2. Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but
cumulative significant impacts;

3. The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways,
structures, or objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic
Places or may cause loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical
resources, and;

4. The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to
be highly controversial.

Significance threshold criteria are fully described in Section 3.0 as applied to each natural and
human impact area evaluated in the EA. The purpose of these criteria is to provide an objective
standard that would be clear and transparent to the general public.
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2.0. Proposed Action and Project Alternatives

NEPA requires the investigation and evaluation of reasonable project alternatives as part of the project
environmental review process. Three alternatives are addressed in this environmental assessment:

(1) The No Action Alternative where FEMA would not fund the reconstruction and rehabilitation of
schools

(2) the Restore to Pre-disaster Condition Alternative where FEMA would fund the repair or
reconstruction of the respective Joplin School District facilities at their locations prior to the disaster and

(3) the Meet Existing Needs/Requirements Alternative where FEMA would provide funding to Relocate
or Reconfigure Joplin School District facilities either at new locations or at reconfigured locations near
their existing pre-disaster sites.

The proposed action for the Joplin School District varies for each facility damaged or destroyed by the
May 22, 2011 tornado. Depending on the damage received by the building and its subsequent ability to
continue to function as a viable educational facility, a course of action was outlined for each location.
Although not a factor for FEMA, the Joplin School District also considered the age of the facility in the
process of determining if the building would be repaired versus if the building would be replaced or
relocated. Many older buildings were constructed with dated standards including small kitchens, no
nursing or counseling offices, no special education classrooms and/or inadequate exercise space all of
which are required by state and federal mandates. Some facilities that were not determined to be total
losses, those of which that were more modern in design and able to be placed back into operation
within an acceptable timeframe, were repaired at their existing location. Other facilities that were
considered a total loss are either planned to be reconfigured at their existing location or relocated
entirely to a new site more favorable to redevelopment.

In instances where the facilities have been determined to be total losses and reconfiguration or
relocation is warranted, the site preparation for each will consist of site grading, reconfiguration or
extension of utilities to serve the facility, parking and drive facilities, sidewalks, storm water
management, building pads and other incidental construction activities necessary to complete the new
development. Best Management Practices (BMPs) as required by the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System to prevent the off-site migration of sediment due to erosion will be implemented as
necessary on the following projects. Typical BMPs will include establishment of rock stabilized
construction entrance/exit drives, placement of filter fabric silt fence, placement of straw bale barriers,
construction of sediment basins, and any other BMPs as deemed necessary due to land disturbance
activities.

The activity of restoring existing damaged facilities to pre-disaster conditions as the Proposed Action
was evaluated from a NEPA compliance perspective, and these actions were either Statutorily Excluded
from further NEPA action through a Statutory Exclusion in the Stafford Act for certain categories of
actions that serve to restore to pre-disaster condition, or met a Categorical Exclusion as category of
action not rising to the level of an Environmental Assessment. These actions are included for cumulative
impacts analysis only, and other environmental considerations related to these schools will not be
carried forward in the Environmental Assessment.

There are a number of sites included within this assessment; therefore, depending on the damaged
received by each respective facility, the proposed action will not be the same for each location. Figure
1, 2 and 3 of this report provide the locations of the projects included within this assessment.
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2.1.

East Middle School/New Elementary

2.1.1 Location of Site

4594 E. 20™ Street, Joplin — Latitude 37.06912; Longitude -94.45013 - N-1/2  Section
17, Township 27N, Range 32W

Due to the complete loss of this school in the May 22 EF-5 tornado, it has been
determined that this facility is eligible for replacement per FEMA Policy 9524.4 - Repair
versus Replacement of a Facility under 44 CFR §206.226(f). This policy clarifies the
application of 44 CFR §206.226(f) to determinations of whether a disaster-damaged
facility is eligible for repair or replacement. According to 44 CFR §206.226(f)(1), “A
facility is considered repairable when disaster damages do not exceed 50 percent of the
cost of replacing a facility to its predisaster condition, and it is feasible to repair the
facility so that it can perform the function for which it was being used as well as it did
immediately prior to the disaster.” This regulation is often referred to as “The 50
Percent Rule.” Remains of the existing building will be demolished. The school district
has purchased additional properties around the existing site to expand the East Middle
School Campus boundaries.

2.1.2 Description of Site

The site lies between elevations of approximately 1,075 feet AMSL at the north property
line and 1,095 feet AMSL at the south property line and has already been developed for
the existing building. The site is bounded on the north by 20th Street and residential
neighborhoods to the south, east, and west. Following the tornado, additional property
surrounding the existing site was purchased by the School District and consists primarily
of residential lots. East Middle School will be reconfigured and reconstructed on the
site. In addition to East Middle School, a new elementary school will be constructed on
this site as well. The new building to house both East Middle School and the new
elementary school will be a single connected structure that will also include a tornado
safe room. The site will ultimately consist of approximately 35 acres.

FEMA Project Worksheet (PW) numbers associated with this site are: JS-036, JS-038, JS-
039, JS-040, JS-081, JS-083, JS-051, JS-050 and JS-078.

2.1.3 No Action Alternative

Funding would not be provided by FEMA if the No Action alternative were selected. The
May 22 tornado damaged or destroyed multiple Joplin School District facilities. The
selection of the No Action alternative would require that facilities damaged by the
storm to remain in disrepair and would force the District to find alternative locations or
attempt to educate students in unhealthy and possibly dangerous structures. For
facilities destroyed by the storm, students would remain in temporary facilities which
are designed to meet basic educational needs and are not intended to be used on a
permanent basis. In addition, the school system plays an essential role in the social and
economic development of a community. If permanent facilities were not restored or
reconstructed, this situation would create social and economic hardship for the
community as a whole. The Joplin School District is focused on student and staff suicide
prevention and other mental, physical, and emotional health issues. As such, the return
to normalcy is important to the Joplin School District in terms of getting their students,
staff, families and community back to whole. Staying in temporary facilities prolongs
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the angst and memory of the Joplin School District losses to those most impacted by the
storm. Additionally, numerous reports at Joplin High School indicate a loss of school
spirit which further adds to the depressive state of the student body and staff morale.
Further, on-going operational expenditures related to the increased costs associated
with transportation and staffing due to the scattered nature of temporary facilities. At
the community level, the impact of a No Action approach would result in severe
economic damage as a consequence of stifled housing starts and business opportunities,
job creation, and workforce stability.

2.1.4 Alternatives considered and dismissed

Immediately after the storm event, Joplin School District Administration and the Board
of Education began evaluating each respective site and its ability to be a viable option
for being utilized by the District. This facility sustained damage from the EF5 tornado on
May 22. The damage was to such an extent that it is unfeasible to repair and the
structure determined to be a total loss. A cost/benefit analysis was conducted and
determined that the facility was not salvageable. Repair of this structure would
essentially mean reconstruction of a majority of the exterior, windows, heating and air
units, duct work, lighting, wiring, electrical supply components, contents, wall coverings,
flooring, parking areas and structural support components. The financial outlay and
other construction concerns associated with repair of an aging structure to such an
extent would be cost prohibitive. As a result, repair and restoration of the structure
was not a viable option. As a result of the storm, an opportunity was made available by
the Joplin School District to purchase additional property to the East of the existing East
Middle School campus. This additional property was obtained because of the recent
investment in the property for initial purchase and the general acceptability of its
location. The purchase of these additional properties will allow East Middle School to
be reconfigured at its existing site and allow for the construction of a new elementary
school as well at that location. After analyzing the human and natural environment
factors the school district chose to remain at this site because the District already
owned the property, utilities were readily available at the site, combined with the fact
that the land area of the campus was recently expanded, the Joplin School District
intends on reusing this existing site for facility reconstruction. Due to these variables
and the fact that the Joplin School District was focused on expediting the reconstruction
process to provide permanent facility solutions, no other sites were actively pursued.

2.1.5 PROPOSED ACTION Alternative — Relocate or Reconfigure to Meet Existing
Needs/Requirements

East Middle School was originally constructed in 2009 on a 20 acre site. Prior to the
storm, the Joplin School District held numerous focus group meetings and discussed
specifically the need for elementary school construction in this same general area. Two
aging elementary schools, Duquesne Elementary and Duenweg Elementary, were
located in nearby communities surrounding the East Middle School site. The consensus
was that the District should either build two new elementary schools, one in the
community of Duenweg and one in the community of Duquesne or the second option to
build one new elementary school somewhere between the two communities. Based on
parent/community feedback, the Joplin School District chose the option to build one
new elementary school between the two communities. Prior to the storm, discussions
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2.2,

were held at the Joplin School District Board of Education meetings in relation to the
approval of these facility considerations where the public had opportunity to comment.

In order to effectively utilize available funds and the available land, it will be necessary
to reconfigure the existing East Middle School facilities on the site. Construction of a
new community Elementary School will also be part of the reconstruction at this
location.

The proposed action would involve the complete redevelopment of the site to include
construction of a new combination Middle School and Elementary School designed to
house approximately 750 middle school students and 450 elementary students. The
new building will be approximately 220,000 square feet and will consist of a
combination one and two story structure. Work will generally include the construction
of the appropriate parking, drives, walkways, play-scape areas, and utilities to serve the
new facility. Key features of the new facility will include:

e A FEMA Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (Section 404) Community safe room

e FEMA Section 406 safe rooms for students and staff

e 18 classrooms are planned for the elementary students, Kindergarten to 5" Grade

® 6 neighborhoods with 6-7 classrooms each are planned for the middle school
students, 6™ Grade to 8" Grade

® Included in the neighborhoods will be smaller work areas, a large collaborative area,
storage areas, teacher work areas, and restrooms

e A centrally located Auditorium that will be shared between the elementary and
middle school students

e A central kitchen and mechanical area

e Aretention pond on the northwest corner

The proposed action allows the Joplin School District to relocate and reconfigure these

existing facilities, minimize the financial impact of the reconstruction and allow the
Joplin School District to adequately to meet the educational needs of the community.

Old Irving Elementary

2.2.1 Location of Site
311 Gabby Street Blvd., Joplin — NE-1/4, Section 15, Township 27N, Range 33W

The remains of the building have been demolished. There are no current plans for
future construction at this location. The Old Irving Elementary School students will be
relocated to another site within the Joplin School District.

2.2.2 Description of Site

The existing site lies between elevations of approximately 1,030 feet AMSL at the north
property line and 1,020 feet AMSL at the south property line and was previously
developed for the old school building. Included on the site were the school building,
playground area, parking, and sidewalks. The site is bounded on all four sides by Gabby
Street to the South, Wall Street to the east, 25" Street to the north and Pearl Street to
the West and consists of approximately 2 acres. The existing building has been
demolished and no new construction is planned for the site at this time.
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FEMA Project Worksheet (PW) numbers associated with this site are: JS-027, JS-039, JS-
042, 15-074, JS-078, JS-079, JS-080, JS-081 and JS-83.

2.2.3 No Action Alternative

Funding would not be provided by FEMA if the No Action alternative were selected. The
May 22 tornado damaged or destroyed multiple Joplin School District facilities. The
selection of the No Action alternative would require that facilities damaged by the
storm to remain in disrepair and would force the District to find alternative locations or
attempt to educate students in unhealthy and possibly dangerous structures. For
facilities destroyed by the storm, students would remain in temporary facilities which
are designed to meet basic educational needs and are not intended to be used on a
permanent basis. In addition, the school system plays an essential role in the social and
economic development of a community. If permanent facilities were not restored or
reconstructed, this situation would create social and economic hardship for the
community as a whole. The Joplin School District is focused on student and staff suicide
prevention and other mental, physical, and emotional health issues. As such, the return
to normalcy is important to the Joplin School District in terms of getting their students,
staff, families and community back to whole. Staying in temporary facilities prolongs
the angst and memory of the Joplin School District losses to those most impacted by the
storm. Additionally, numerous reports at Joplin High School indicate a loss of school
spirit which further adds to the depressive state of the student body and staff morale.
Further, on-going operational expenditures related to the increased costs associated
with transportation and staffing due to the scattered nature of temporary facilities. At
the community level, the impact of a No Action approach would result in severe
economic damage as a consequence of stifled housing starts and business opportunities,
job creation, and workforce stability.

2.2.4 Alternatives considered and dismissed

Immediately after the storm event, Joplin School District Administration and the Board
of Education began evaluating each respective site and its ability to be a viable option
for being utilized by the District. This facility sustained damage from the EF5 tornado on
May 22. The damage was to such an extent that it is unfeasible to repair and the
structure determined to be a total loss. A cost/benefit analysis was conducted and
determined that the facility was not salvageable. Repair of this structure would
essentially mean reconstruction of a majority of the exterior, windows, heating and air
units, duct work, lighting, wiring, electrical supply components, contents, wall coverings,
flooring, parking areas and structural support components. The financial outlay and
other construction concerns associated with repair of an aging structure to such an
extent would be cost prohibitive. Consequently, repair and restoration of the structure
was not a viable option.

A concern of the District prior to the storm was that elementary schools, such as Irving
Elementary, were situated on sites that were not of adequate land size to properly
accommodate the student population and/or expansion. The existing Irving Elementary
site is approximately 2.1 acres in size and is bounded on all four sides by City streets. A
Schools Facility Report was completed just prior to the storm and recommended that
Irving Elementary be renovated, expanded or reconstructed entirely due to its age and
inadequate space to accommodate existing programs and events. The main entrance to
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2.3

Irving Elementary was along Gabby Street, which is a four-lane roadway with high traffic
volumes. To the East of the site is Wall Avenue, a two- lane, one-way roadway that is
considered a major north/south thoroughfare through the City. With the site
constrained on all four sides by city roadways and the limited availability of land at that
location, it is difficult to situate the building in a safe manner. Purchase of additional
properties is not a feasible option to alleviate these expansion and safety concerns, as
to the west of the site just across Pearl Avenue is a major electric substation, and the
roadways to the south and east are major city thoroughfares that would have little or no
realistic chance at vacation or reroute. Due to these variables and the fact that they
District was focused on expediting the reconstruction process to provide permanent
facility solutions, no other sites were actively pursued.

2.2.5 PROPOSED ACTION Alternative — Relocate or Reconfigure to Meet Existing
Needs/Requirements

As described above, Irving Elementary was considered over 50% damaged by FEMA and
eligible for replacement assistance in lieu of repair assistance. If a building was
considered destroyed, the Joplin School District then decided to evaluate their future
location based upon constraints of the existing site and if that particular site would be
able to meet the needs of the new facility or contain other features that would affect
reconstruction.

The School District felt that sites such as the property donated by Mercy Health or the
newly expanded East Middle School campus would provide more suitable alternatives to
reconstruction of its destroyed facilities rather than the reuse of the existing Irving
Elementary property. It was determined by the Board of Education and Joplin School
District administration that, considering the extent of damage, the age of the building
and the available land area; it would not be prudent to use funds to repair Irving
Elementary at its existing location. As a result, the proposed action for Irving
Elementary was that it would be demolished and the site cleared. There are no current
plans for future construction at this location and the future use of this property by the
Joplin School District is uncertain at this time. Site work consisted of the removal of the
existing structure and its remaining contents as well as the excavation and removal of
foundations, pavement, utilities and playground areas. Best Management Practices
(BMPs) to prevent the off-site migration of sediment due to erosion are to be
implemented as necessary on the project. Typical BMPs will include establishment of
rock stabilized construction entrance/exit drives, placement of filter fabric silt fence,
placement of straw bale barriers, establishment of natural surface cover, and any other
BMPs as deemed necessary due to land disturbance activities. As a safety precaution,
fencing was installed around the perimeter of the site.

Roi S. Wood Administration Building

2.3.1 Location of Site

1717 E. 15™ Street, Joplin — NE-1/4 Section 11, Township 27N, Range 33W Latitude 37
deg. 4”31”N Longitude 94 deg. 29'41"W

The Roi S. Wood Administration building received damage from the EF-5 tornado on
May 22. This building has been repaired.
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2.3.2 Description of Site

The existing site lies between elevations 995 feet AMSL at the north property line and
1,025 feet AMSL at the south property line and has already been developed for the
existing building. The site is bounded on the north by Murphy Boulevard, the south by
15th Street, the east by Connecticut Avenue and by a residential neighborhood on the
west. The limits of the property consist of approximately 6.5 acres, of which,
approximately 1.5 acres is building, parking, and drives. The remaining 5 acres consists
of good grass cover with a few trees. The building has been repaired and no additional
site development is anticipated at this time.

FEMA Project Worksheet (PW) numbers associated with this site are: JS-011, JS-012, JS-
015, JS-078, JS-081 and JS-082.

2.3.3 No Action Alternative

Funding would not be provided by FEMA if the No Action alternative were selected. The
May 22 tornado damaged or destroyed multiple Joplin School District facilities. The
selection of the No Action alternative would require that facilities damaged by the
storm to remain in disrepair and would force the District to find alternative locations or
attempt to educate students in unhealthy and possibly dangerous structures. For
facilities destroyed by the storm, students would remain in temporary facilities which
are designed to meet basic educational needs and are not intended to be used on a
permanent basis. In addition, the school system plays an essential role in the social and
economic development of a community. If permanent facilities were not restored or
reconstructed, this situation would create social and economic hardship for the
community as a whole. The Joplin School District is focused on student and staff suicide
prevention and other mental, physical, and emotional health issues. As such, the return
to normalcy is important to the Joplin School District in terms of getting their students,
staff, families and community back to whole. Staying in temporary facilities prolongs
the angst and memory of the Joplin School District losses to those most impacted by the
storm. Additionally, numerous reports at Joplin High School indicate a loss of school
spirit which further adds to the depressive state of the student body and staff morale.
Further, on-going operational expenditures related to the increased costs associated
with transportation and staffing due to the scattered nature of temporary facilities. At
the community level, the impact of a No Action approach would result in severe
economic damage as a consequence of stifled housing starts and business opportunities,
job creation, and workforce stability.

2.3.4 Alternatives Considered and Dismissed

Immediately after the storm event, Joplin School District Administration and the Board
of Education began evaluating each respective site and its ability to be a viable option
for being utilized by the District. While this location sustained damage from the EF5
tornado on May 22, it was not determined to be a total loss. In considering the various
options for this building, it was determined that the most cost and time effective
solution would be to repair the facility rather than to demolish and rebuild. Being able
to provide students with acceptable educational facilities by the start of the next school
year in August 2011 was of upmost importance to the Joplin School District. While there
was damage to these structures, it was determined that it was not feasible or prudent to
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abandon the facility in total and that it would be possible to make necessary repairs
within the required timeframe to start the next school year. Adequate repairs could be
completed to these structures in order to restore them to fully functional educational
and operational facilities, therefore relocation or reconstruction would not be
warranted.

2.3.5 PROPOSED ACTION Alternative — Restore to Pre-Disaster Condition

The proposed action would include the repair of the existing facility at its existing site
location. This facility sustained damage from the EF5 tornado on May 22, 2011. In
considering the various options for this structure, it was determined that the most cost
and time effective solution would be to repair this facility rather than to demolish and
rebuild. While this building sustained damage, it was determined that it was not
feasible or prudent to abandon the facility in total. This structure was of an age that
repair was a viable option without the concern that funds were being directed to a
facility with a limited amount or remaining useful life. The School District was forced to
evaluate in a short period of time the damaged facilities that could be repaired and
utilized in order to provide locations that could be placed back in operation by the start
of the next school year that began August, 2011. It was determined that adequate
repairs could be completed to this structure at its current location in order to restore it
to a fully functional and operational educational facility. Beacon, the Joplin School
District’s high risk special needs education program, and Flex, the Joplin Community
School District’s high risk drop-out prevention program, moved into the Roi S. Wood
Education Center after its repair. Joplin School District administrative offices were
relocated to other office space in order to make room for these programs, thus allowing
Beacon and Flex to be moved from the Memorial Education Center to make room for
the temporary 9/10 Campus. The proposed action allows The Joplin School District to
repair the existing facility, minimize the financial impact of the restoration and allows
the Joplin School District to continue to meet the educational needs of the community.
No additional site development is anticipated at this time.

Old South Middle School

2.4.1 Location of Site

22"° and Wall, Joplin —=NE-1/4 Section 15, Township 27N, Range 33W Latitude 37 deg.4”
0”N Longitude 94 deg.3172"W

The remains of the building have been demolished. There are no current plans for
future construction at this location. The Old South Middle School will be relocated to
another site within the Joplin School District.

2.4.2 Description of Site

The existing site is located at approximately 1,055 feet AMSL and was previously
developed for the old school building. Included on the site were the school building,
parking, and sidewalks. The site is bounded on all four sides by 23rd Street to the South,
Wall Street to the east, 22" Street to the north, Pearl Street to the West and consists of
approximately 2 acres. The existing building has been demolished and no new
construction is planned for the site at this time.
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FEMA Project Worksheet (PW) numbers associated with this site are: JS-022, JS-023 and
JS-078.

2.4.3 No Action Alternative

Funding would not be provided by FEMA if the No Action alternative were selected. The
May 22 tornado damaged or destroyed multiple Joplin School District facilities. The
selection of the No Action alternative would require that facilities damaged by the
storm to remain in disrepair and would force the District to find alternative locations or
attempt to educate students in unhealthy and possibly dangerous structures. For
facilities destroyed by the storm, students would remain in temporary facilities which
are designed to meet basic educational needs and are not intended to be used on a
permanent basis. In addition, the school system plays an essential role in the social and
economic development of a community. If permanent facilities were not restored or
reconstructed, this situation would create social and economic hardship for the
community as a whole. The Joplin School District is focused on student and staff suicide
prevention and other mental, physical, and emotional health issues. As such, the return
to normalcy is important to the Joplin School District in terms of getting their students,
staff, families and community back to whole. Staying in temporary facilities prolongs
the angst and memory of the Joplin School District losses to those most impacted by the
storm. Additionally, numerous reports at Joplin High School indicate a loss of school
spirit which further adds to the depressive state of the student body and staff morale.
Further, on-going operational expenditures related to the increased costs associated
with transportation and staffing due to the scattered nature of temporary facilities. At
the community level, the impact of a No Action approach would result in severe
economic damage as a consequence of stifled housing starts and business opportunities,
job creation, and workforce stability.

2.4.4 Alternatives Considered and Dismissed

Immediately after the storm event, Joplin School District Administration and the Board
of Education began evaluating each respective site and its ability to be a viable option
for being utilized by the District. This facility sustained damage from the EF5 tornado on
May 22. The damage was to such an extent that it is unfeasible to repair and the
structure determined to be a total loss. A cost/benefit analysis was conducted and
determined that the facility was not salvageable. Repair of this structure would
essentially mean reconstruction of a majority of the exterior, windows, heating and air
units, duct work, lighting, wiring, electrical supply components, contents, wall coverings,
flooring, parking areas and structural support components. The financial outlay and
other construction concerns associated with repair of an aging structure to such an
extent would be cost prohibitive. Consequently, repair and restoration of the structure
was not a viable option.

As with Irving Elementary, the existing Old South Middle School site is approximately 2
acres in size and is bounded on all four sides by City streets. The Joplin School District
was concerned about the age of the facility and its ability to provide necessary
governmental mandated amenities in a cost-effective manner. At 2 acres, the existing
site offered numerous obstacles concerning space needs for a Middle School facility.
With the site constrained on all four sides by city roadways and the limited availability of
land at that location, it is difficult to situate the building in a safe manner. Purchase of
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additional properties is not a feasible option to alleviate these expansion and safety
concerns related to nearby roadways bordering the property as the purchase of
numerous residential properties that surround the site was not thought to be financially
feasible. If additional properties were purchased, existing roadways would be located
within any new campus boundaries and would need to be rerouted or modified in some
fashion to continue to provide access to the surrounding residential areas. This may be
an option for campuses consisting of larger property areas but would be proportionately
unfeasible considering overall development costs for such a small property. Due to
these variables and the fact that they District was focused on expediting the
reconstruction process to provide permanent facility solutions, no other sites were
actively pursued.

2.4.5 PROPOSED ACTION Alternative — Relocate or Reconfigure to Meet Existing
Needs/Requirements

The proposed action for Old South Middle school is for the facility to be demolished and
the site cleared. Old South Middle School was considered over 50% damaged by FEMA
and eligible for replacement assistance in lieu of repair assistance. If a building was
considered destroyed, the Joplin School District then decided to evaluate their future
location based upon constraints of the existing site and if that particular site would be
able to meet the needs of the new facility or contain other features that would affect
reconstruction.

Given the constraints of the existing location, the School District felt that sites such as
the property donated by Mercy Health or the newly expanded East Middle School
campus would provide more suitable alternatives to reconstruction of its destroyed
facilities rather than the reuse of the existing Old South Middle School property. It was
determined by the Board of Education and Joplin School District administration that,
considering the extent of damage, the age of the building and the available land area; it
would not be prudent to use funds to repair Old South Middle School at its existing
location. There are no current plans for future construction at this location and the
future use of this property by the Joplin School District is uncertain at this time. Site
work for demolition of the facility consisted of the removal of the existing structure and
its remaining contents as well as the excavation and removal of foundations, pavement,
utilities and playground areas. Best Management Practices (BMPs) to prevent the off-
site migration of sediment due to erosion are to be implemented as necessary on the
project. Typical BMPs will include establishment of rock stabilized construction
entrance/exit drives, placement of filter fabric silt fence, placement of straw bale
barriers, establishment of natural surface cover, and any other BMPs as deemed
necessary due to land disturbance activities. As a safety precaution, fencing was
installed around the perimeter of the site.

Kelsey Norman Elementary

2.5.1 Location of Site

1323 E. 28" Street, Joplin — SE-1/4 Section 14, Township 27N, Range 33W Latitude 37
deg. 3'35”N Longitude 94 deg. 30" 1” W
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Kelsey Norman Elementary received damage from the EF-5 tornado on May 22. This
building has been repaired.

2.5.2 Description of Site

The existing site is located at approximately 1,050 feet AMSL and has already been
developed for the existing building. Included on the site are the school building,
playground area, parking, and sidewalks. The 4 acre site is bounded by 27" street on
the north, 28" street on the south, New Hampshire Avenue to the east and a residential
neighborhood to the west. The building has been repaired and a FEMA Hazard
Mitigation Grant Program (Section 404) Community safe room is planned to be added to
the existing building.

2.5.3 No Action Alternative

Funding would not be provided by FEMA if the No Action alternative were selected. The
May 22 tornado damaged or destroyed multiple Joplin School District facilities. The
selection of the No Action alternative would require that facilities damaged by the
storm to remain in disrepair and would force the District to find alternative locations or
attempt to educate students in unhealthy and possibly dangerous structures. For
facilities destroyed by the storm, students would remain in temporary facilities which
are designed to meet basic educational needs and are not intended to be used on a
permanent basis. In addition, the school system plays an essential role in the social and
economic development of a community. If permanent facilities were not restored or
reconstructed, this situation would create social and economic hardship for the
community as a whole. The Joplin School District is focused on student and staff suicide
prevention and other mental, physical, and emotional health issues. As such, the return
to normalcy is important to the Joplin School District in terms of getting their students,
staff, families and community back to whole. Staying in temporary facilities prolongs
the angst and memory of the Joplin School District losses to those most impacted by the
storm. Additionally, numerous reports at Joplin High School indicate a loss of school
spirit which further adds to the depressive state of the student body and staff morale.
Further, on-going operational expenditures related to the increased costs associated
with transportation and staffing due to the scattered nature of temporary facilities. At
the community level, the impact of a No Action approach would result in severe
economic damage as a consequence of stifled housing starts and business opportunities,
job creation, and workforce stability.

2.5.4 Alternatives Considered and Dismissed

Immediately after the storm event, Joplin School District Administration and the Board
of Education began evaluating each respective site and its ability to be a viable option
for being utilized by the District. While this location sustained damage from the EF5
tornado on May 22, it was not determined to be a total loss. In considering the various
options for this building, it was determined that the most cost and time effective
solution would be to repair the facility rather than to demolish and rebuild. Being able
to provide students with acceptable educational facilities by the start of the next school
year in August 2011 was of upmost importance to the Joplin School District. While there
was damage to these structures, it was determined that it was not feasible or prudent to
abandon the facility in total and that it would be possible to make necessary repairs
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2.6.

within the required timeframe to start the next school year. Adequate repairs could be
completed to these structures in order to restore them to fully functional educational
and operational facilities, therefore relocation or reconstruction would not be
warranted. As a result, the Joplin School District did not actively seek other sites for
relocation.

2.5.5 PROPOSED ACTION Alternative — Restore to Pre-Disaster Condition

The proposed action would include the repair of the existing facility at its existing site
location. This facility sustained damage from the EF5 tornado on May 22, 2011. In
considering the various options for this structure, it was determined that the most cost
and time effective solution would be to repair this facility rather than to demolish and
rebuild. While this building sustained damage, it was determined that it was not
feasible or prudent to abandon the facility in total. This structure was of an age that
repair was a viable option without the concern that funds were being directed to a
facility with a limited amount or remaining useful life. The Joplin School District was
forced to evaluate in a short period of time the damaged facilities that could be repaired
and utilized in order to provide locations that could be placed back in operation by the
start of the next school year that began August, 2011. It was determined that adequate
repairs could be completed to this structure at its current location in order to restore it
to a fully functional and operational educational facility. The proposed action allows the
Joplin School District to repair the existing facility, minimize the financial impact of the
restoration and allows the Joplin School District to continue to meet the educational
needs of the community. In addition to the repair of the building, a FEMA Hazard
Mitigation Grant Program (Section 404) Community safe room will be added to the
existing facility. No additional site development is anticipated at this time.

Old St. John’s/New Elementary

2.6.1 Location of Site

Old 32" Street & McClelland Blvd., Joplin — SW-1/4 Section 15, Township 27N, Range
33W Latitude 37 deg.3’25”N Longitude 94 deg.31'51"W

This new school facility will include a new elementary school as a replacement for
facilities destroyed by the tornado. This is a new site that has been donated to the
Joplin School District by Mercy Health (formerly St. John’s) and was part of the old St.
John’s medical complex that has relocated. Because of multiple mine tunnels and/or
vertical mine shafts, it was determined that the northern part of this property was not
suitable for construction. Mercy (St. John’s) made a policy directive that they would not
build on top of any known mine features. Mercy (St. John’s) leadership had planned to
preserve the southern end of the campus for health care buildings, but realizing the
difficulties with the northern end, they made the south end available to the School
District. Mercy (St. John’s) with adjacent support buildings with large physical footprints
were not able to be suitably located on this campus due to the many mine features on
the north half. The new school’s building footprint is much smaller in scale than those
that would be required for Mercy (St. John’s) and will be comfortably located to avoid
the mine features and other restrictive elements.

2.6.2 Description of Site
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The existing site lies between elevations of approximately 960 feet AMSL at the south
property line and approximately 980 feet AMSL at the north property line and was
previously developed for Mercy (St. John’s) healthcare facilities. While much of Mercy’s
(St. John’s) property to north consists of a vast amount of mining features, the southern
portion in which the New Elementary School building will be located does not. In
addition, an existing drainage way and FEMA designated floodway exists that runs from
north to south through the east side of the property. The total property for the school
will consist of approximately 16.3 acres and will be developed in phases. The first phase
will consist of construction for the building and parking and will disturb approximately
8.5 acres. The second phase will disturb approximately 7.8 acres for the construction of
playgrounds. The site is bounded by St. John’s Boulevard to the east, Old 32™ Street to
the south and McClelland Boulevard to the west. The northern part of the site will be
bounded by open ground following the demolition of the Mercy (St. John’s) facilities.

FEMA Project Worksheet (PW) numbers associated with this site are: JS-022, JS-027, JS-
045, JS-056, JS-061 and JS-078.

2.6.3 No Action Alternative

Funding would not be provided by FEMA if the No Action alternative were selected. The
May 22 tornado damaged or destroyed multiple Joplin School District facilities. The
selection of the No Action alternative would require that facilities damaged by the
storm to remain in disrepair and would force the District to find alternative locations or
attempt to educate students in unhealthy and possibly dangerous structures. For
facilities destroyed by the storm, students would remain in temporary facilities which
are designed to meet basic educational needs and are not intended to be used on a
permanent basis. In addition, the school system plays an essential role in the social and
economic development of a community. If permanent facilities were not restored or
reconstructed, this situation would create social and economic hardship for the
community as a whole. The Joplin School District is focused on student and staff suicide
prevention and other mental, physical, and emotional health issues. As such, the return
to normalcy is important to the Joplin School District in terms of getting their students,
staff, families and community back to whole. Staying in temporary facilities prolongs
the angst and memory of the Joplin School District losses to those most impacted by the
storm. Additionally, numerous reports at Joplin High School indicate a loss of school
spirit which further adds to the depressive state of the student body and staff morale.
Further, on-going operational expenditures related to the increased costs associated
with transportation and staffing due to the scattered nature of temporary facilities. At
the community level, the impact of a No Action approach would result in severe
economic damage as a consequence of stifled housing starts and business opportunities,
job creation, and workforce stability.

2.6.4 Alternatives considered and dismissed

The process of selecting a site for the New Elementary School at Old St. John’s was a
challenge. The initial design programming showed a need for 14 acres minimum to
construct a new elementary school. The School District considered various sites at and
near the Old Irving Elementary Site and the Old South Middle School Site. Neither of
these locations provided the required 14 acres to accommodate the new school. Mercy
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Health (St. John’s) offered to donate property to the School District that was part of the
old St. John’s hospital medical campus prior to the May 22, 2011 tornado. The School
District worked with Mercy Health to evaluate different locations on the existing
hospital campus in which a school could be located. Four different locations on the
campus were considered and dismissed. The project Architect researched placement of
the proposed structure at multiple locations on the old St. John’s campus to determine
pro’s and con’s for each. These locations were discussed publicly at multiple Joplin
School District Board of Education meetings and through the Joplin School District
website and Facebook page specifically established for planning and construction
updates and a source for subsequent comment. Placement of the new building location
and subsequent willingness of Mercy Health to donate a portion of property to the
Joplin School District was also covered in local print media by the Joplin Globe. One of
the sites offered sufficient space but access to the site from 26th Street and McClelland
Boulevard was a safety concern and other programming ideas planned by Mercy Health
for the remainder of the property did not fit well with the proposed school. The second
site that was considered also did not fit well with Mercy Health programming ideas and
underground mine locations limited structure location. The third site that was
considered did not offer sufficient space for school programming and would require the
vacation of Picher Avenue and the acquisition of several residential and commercial
properties. Acquisition of the properties was investigated, but several property owners
had no interest in selling. The fourth site that was considered was underlain with mines
in such a way that prohibited the proposed building from being located to avoid the
mines. Ultimately, a location at the southern portion of the existing Mercy Health
campus offered just over the required acreage at 16.3 acres and allowed the building to
be located such that it will not be on top of any mapped mines.

2.6.5 PROPOSED ACTION Alternative — Relocate or Reconfigure to Meet Existing
Needs/Requirements

The proposed action would involve the complete redevelopment of the southern
portion of the Old St. John's site to accommodate the construction of a New Elementary
School facility to house up to 600 students, Kindergarten to 5" Grade. The site provides
good access and the location fits well with future programming of the remaining
property. This development will include parking for 150 to 170 vehicles along with
adequate entrances, drives, play-scape areas, and utilities to serve the facility. The
building will be approximately 85,000 square feet and will primarily be on one level with
the south classroom wing being a two story “split level”. Key building features will
include:

* A FEMA Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (Section 404) Community safe room with
a dual function as a Gymnasium, approximately 5,600 square feet in size

® A FEMA Section 406 safe room designated for students and staff with a dual
function as a Special Education Classroom Suite, approximately 3,500 square feet in
size

e A Multi-Purpose Room for dining, assemblies, and Physical Education Classes,
including a stage for events and presentations

e 24 standard classrooms

e AScience Lab for 4™ and 5" grade
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2.7

e Reading Labs

e Media Center/Library

¢ Music Room, Art Room, and Computer Lab
e Administration and support areas

The proposed action allows the Joplin School District to relocate and reconfigure
existing facilities to this site, minimize the financial impact of the reconstruction and
allow the Joplin School District to adequately to meet the educational needs of the
community.

Cecil Floyd Elementary

2.7.1 Location of Site

2201 W. 24" Street, Joplin — NW-1/4, Section 16, Township 27N, Range 33W Latitude
37 deg. 3’ 56”N Longitude 95 deg. 32’ 33"W

Cecil Floyd Elementary received damage from the EF-5 tornado on May 22. This
building has been repaired.

2.7.2 Description of Site

The existing site is located at approximately 1,060 feet AMSL and has already been
developed for the existing building. Included on the site are the school building,
playground area, parking, and sidewalks. The 13.7 acre site is bounded on the south by
West 24" street and residential neighborhoods on the north, east, and west. The
western part of the property consists of a dense stand of timber. The building has been
repaired and a FEMA Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (Section 404) Community safe
room is planned to be added to the existing building.

FEMA Project Worksheet (PW) numbers associated with this site are: JS-008, JS-027, JS-
062, J5-078 and JS-083.

2.7.3 No Action Alternative

Funding would not be provided by FEMA if the No Action alternative were selected. The
May 22 tornado damaged or destroyed multiple Joplin School District facilities. The
selection of the No Action alternative would require that facilities damaged by the
storm to remain in disrepair and would force the District to find alternative locations or
attempt to educate students in unhealthy and possibly dangerous structures. For
facilities destroyed by the storm, students would remain in temporary facilities which
are designed to meet basic educational needs and are not intended to be used on a
permanent basis. In addition, the school system plays an essential role in the social and
economic development of a community. If permanent facilities were not restored or
reconstructed, this situation would create social and economic hardship for the
community as a whole. The Joplin School District is focused on student and staff suicide
prevention and other mental, physical, and emotional health issues. As such, the return
to normalcy is important to the Joplin School District in terms of getting their students,
staff, families and community back to whole. Staying in temporary facilities prolongs
the angst and memory of the Joplin School District losses to those most impacted by the
storm. Additionally, numerous reports at Joplin High School indicate a loss of school
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spirit which further adds to the depressive state of the student body and staff morale.
Further, on-going operational expenditures related to the increased costs associated
with transportation and staffing due to the scattered nature of temporary facilities. At
the community level, the impact of a No Action approach would result in severe
economic damage as a consequence of stifled housing starts and business opportunities,
job creation, and workforce stability.

2.7.4 Alternatives Considered and Dismissed

Immediately after the storm event, Joplin School District Administration and the Board
of Education began evaluating each respective site and its ability to be a viable option
for being utilized by the District. While this location sustained damage from the EF5
tornado on May 22, it was not determined to be a total loss. In considering the various
options for this building, it was determined that the most cost and time effective
solution would be to repair the facility rather than to demolish and rebuild. Being able
to provide students with acceptable educational facilities by the start of the next school
year in August 2011 was of upmost importance to the Joplin School District. While there
was damage to these structures, it was determined that it was not feasible or prudent to
abandon the facility in total and that it would be possible to make necessary repairs
within the required timeframe to start the next school year. Adequate repairs could be
completed to these structures in order to restore them to fully functional educational
and operational facilities, therefore relocation or reconstruction would not be
warranted. As a result, the Joplin School District did not actively seek other sites for
relocation.

2.7.5 PROPOSED ACTION Alternative — Restore to Pre-Disaster Condition

The proposed action would include the repair of the existing facility at its existing site
location. This facility sustained damage from the EF5 tornado on May 22, 2011. In
considering the various options for this structure, it was determined that the most cost
and time effective solution would be to repair this facility rather than to demolish and
rebuild. While this building sustained damage, it was determined that it was not
feasible or prudent to abandon the facility in total. This structure was of an age that
repair was a viable option without the concern that funds were being directed to a
facility with a limited amount or remaining useful life. The Joplin School District was
forced to evaluate in a short period of time the damaged facilities that could be repaired
and utilized in order to provide locations that could be placed back in operation by the
start of the next school year that began August, 2011. It was determined that adequate
repairs could be completed to this structure at its current location in order to restore it
to a fully functional and operational educational facility. The proposed action allows
The Joplin School District to repair the existing facility, minimize the financial impact of
the restoration and allows the Joplin School District to continue to meet the educational
needs of the community. In addition to the repair of the building, a FEMA Hazard
Mitigation Grant Program (Section 404) Community safe room will be added to the
existing facility. No additional site development is anticipated at this time.

Emerson Elementary

2.8.1 Location of Site
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301 E. 19™ Street, Joplin — SW-1/4 Section 11, Township 27N, Range 33W — Latitude
37.07079; Longitude -94.51138

This school was damaged from the EF-5 tornado on May 22. The Joplin School District
has elected not to repair this school, and the plans are for the school to be demolished.

2.8.2 Description of Site

The existing site is located at an elevation of approximately 1,030 feet AMSL and was
previously developed for the old school building. Included on the site were the school
building, playground area, parking, and sidewalks. Prior to the storm, the site was
bounded Pennsylvania Avenue to the west, 19" Street to the south, Kentucky Avenue to
the east and 18" Street to the north and consisted of approximately 2.3 acres. Since the
storm, residential structures damaged by the site became available and the Joplin
School District expanded the site by additional property purchase to the south of 19"
Street. Nineteenth Street between Pennsylvania Avenue and Kentucky Avenue will be
located completely within the site and could be closed in the future to facilitate future
construction with little, if any, impact to traffic patterns in the area.

FEMA Project Worksheet (PW) numbers associated with this site are: JS-007, JS-044, JS-
045, J5-056, JS-061, JS-078 and JS-083.

2.8.3 No Action Alternative

Funding would not be provided by FEMA if the No Action alternative were selected. The
May 22 tornado damaged or destroyed multiple Joplin School District facilities. The
selection of the No Action alternative would require that facilities damaged by the
storm to remain in disrepair and would force the District to find alternative locations or
attempt to educate students in unhealthy and possibly dangerous structures. For
facilities destroyed by the storm, students would remain in temporary facilities which
are designed to meet basic educational needs and are not intended to be used on a
permanent basis. In addition, the school system plays an essential role in the social and
economic development of a community. If permanent facilities were not restored or
reconstructed, this situation would create social and economic hardship for the
community as a whole. The Joplin School District is focused on student and staff suicide
prevention and other mental, physical, and emotional health issues. As such, the return
to normalcy is important to the Joplin School District in terms of getting their students,
staff, families and community back to whole. Staying in temporary facilities prolongs
the angst and memory of the Joplin School District losses to those most impacted by the
storm. Additionally, numerous reports at Joplin High School indicate a loss of school
spirit which further adds to the depressive state of the student body and staff morale.
Further, on-going operational expenditures related to the increased costs associated
with transportation and staffing due to the scattered nature of temporary facilities. At
the community level, the impact of a No Action approach would result in severe
economic damage as a consequence of stifled housing starts and business opportunities,
job creation, and workforce stability.

2.8.4 Alternatives Considered and Dismissed

At this time, the Joplin School District has intentions of demolishing the existing
damaged Emerson Elementary building and rebuilding an early childhood center or an
elementary school that would contain a FEMA Hazard Mitigation Grant Program
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(Section 404) Community safe room. After the May 22 tornado, additional properties
were purchased to the south of the existing site. Prior to the storm, the site was
situated on approximately 2.3 acres and surrounded on four sides by city streets. In
contrast to the old Irving site, these surrounding streets were low volume residential
streets. Vacation of these roadways to accommodate future site expansion may be a
possibility; however, the relative small land area of the site limits construction potential.
Given the additional property purchase to expand the Emerson Elementary campus, the
site would be adequate for either an early childhood center or an elementary school
facility. The location of the existing site is centrally located within the community and
the Joplin School District has recently made a financial investment into expanding the
site. Current plans are for this property to be retained by the District for other possible
educational opportunities that have smaller land area requirements and no other sites
have been considered.

2.8.5 PROPOSED ACTION Alternative — Relocate or Reconfigure to Meet Existing
Needs/Requirements

The proposed action is for Emerson Elementary to be demolished and the site cleared.
While the structure was not considered over 50% damaged by FEMA, it was determined
by the Joplin School District Board of Education and administration that, considering the
extent of damage, the age of the buildings and the available land area at those
locations, it would not be prudent to use funds to repair Emerson Elementary at its
existing location. The position of the Joplin School District is that the financial outlay
and other construction concerns associated with repair of an aging structure to such an
extent would be cost prohibitive and not a good use of insurance proceeds or taxpayers
dollars. Consequently, repair and restoration of the structure is not a viable option in
the opinion of the Joplin School District. The Joplin School District has intentions
construct an early childhood center or an elementary school that would contain a FEMA
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (Section 404) Community safe room once the existing
building has been demolished. A timeline for such construction of new facilities has not
yet been established.

In October of 2011, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) made a determination
that Emerson Elementary is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places
for criteria A and C (education and architecture). It was SHPQ’s opinion that in addition
to that finding and in accordance with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s
regulation 36 CFR Part 800, section 800.5, the proposed project would have an Adverse
Effect on the National Register eligible building. The Joplin School District will be
required to resolve these outstanding issues with SHPO prior to beginning the Proposed
Action. This may mean the development and execution of a Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) or formulation of some other method of resolution between SHPO
and the Joplin School District to resolve this matter.

Site work for demolition of the facility would consist of the removal of the existing
structure and its remaining contents as well as the excavation and removal of
foundations, pavement, utilities and playground areas. Best Management Practices
(BMPs) to prevent the off-site migration of sediment due to erosion are to be
implemented as necessary on the project. Typical BMPs will include establishment of
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rock stabilized construction entrance/exit drives, placement of filter fabric silt fence,
placement of straw bale barriers, establishment of natural surface cover, and any other
BMPs as deemed necessary due to land disturbance activities.

Joplin High School/Franklin Technology Center
2.9.1 Location of Site

20" and Indiana, Joplin — N-1/2 of Section 14, Township 27N, Range 33W Latitude 37
deg. 4’ 3”N Longitude 94 deg. 30’ 22"W

Prior to the storm, Joplin High School and Franklin Technology were located separately
on the same campus. Joplin High School was determined a total loss and will be
demolished. The existing Franklin Technology Center building was also considered a
total loss and will be demolished as well. The new Joplin High School will be a combined
building with Franklin Technology Center, relocated within the existing campus.

2.9.2 Description of Site

The site lies between elevations of approximately 1,005 feet AMSL at the northeast
corner of the property and 1,045 feet AMSL at the west property line. Following the
tornado, additional property surrounding the existing site was purchased by the School
District that consisted primarily of residential lots. The newly expanded site is bounded
on the north by 20th street, east by Indiana Street, and west by Grand Avenue and by a
residential neighborhood south of 24th Street on the south end of the campus. An
existing drainage way exists that runs from south to north through the middle of the site
along vacated lowa Avenue. In addition to this drainage way, a FEMA designated
floodway exists in the northeast corner of the site. There is also an existing sanitary
sewer line that follows the existing drainage way along vacated lowa Avenue that may
need to be relocated. Other various utilities exist either within the site or surrounding
the perimeter of the site. The Joplin High School/Franklin Technology Center campus
now consists of approximately 66 acres (41.2 acres of existing and 24.8 acres newly
acquired property). The entire site will be completely re-developed to accommodate
the proposed action of a new combined facility and its necessary appurtenances.

FEMA Project Worksheet (PW) numbers associated with this site are: JS-018, JS-030, JS-
032, J5-033, JS-035, JS-039, JS-046, JS-048, JS-076, JS-078, JS-081, JS-083, JS-084, JS-085
and JS-086.

2.9.3 No Action Alternative

Funding would not be provided by FEMA if the No Action alternative were selected. The
May 22 tornado damaged or destroyed multiple Joplin School District facilities. The
selection of the No Action alternative would require that facilities damaged by the
storm to remain in disrepair and would force the District to find alternative locations or
attempt to educate students in unhealthy and possibly dangerous structures. For
facilities destroyed by the storm, students would remain in temporary facilities which
are designed to meet basic educational needs and are not intended to be used on a
permanent basis. In addition, the school system plays an essential role in the social and
economic development of a community. If permanent facilities were not restored or
reconstructed, this situation would create social and economic hardship for the
community as a whole. The Joplin School District is focused on student and staff suicide
prevention and other mental, physical, and emotional health issues. As such, the return
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to normalcy is important to the Joplin School District in terms of getting their students,
staff, families and community back to whole. Staying in temporary facilities prolongs
the angst and memory of the Joplin School District losses to those most impacted by the
storm. Additionally, numerous reports at Joplin High School indicate a loss of school
spirit which further adds to the depressive state of the student body and staff morale.
Further, on-going operational expenditures related to the increased costs associated
with transportation and staffing due to the scattered nature of temporary facilities. At
the community level, the impact of a No Action approach would result in severe
economic damage as a consequence of stifled housing starts and business opportunities,
job creation, and workforce stability.

2.9.4 Alternatives considered and dismissed

Immediately after the storm event, Joplin School District Administration and the Board
of Education began evaluating each respective site and its ability to be a viable option
for being utilized by the District. Both the Joplin High School and Franklin Technology
Center buildings sustained damage from the EF5 tornado on May 22. The damage was
to such an extent that it is unfeasible to repair either and the structures were
determined to be a total loss. A cost/benefit analysis was conducted and determined
that the facility was not salvageable. After it was determined that the existing facilities
would not be able to be repaired, the Joplin School District officials began exploring
other alternatives for the reconstruction of these facilities.

Prior to the storm, the Joplin School District developed a long-term facilities plan. That
plan identified the following key factors in regard to the Joplin High School facility:

e Qvercrowding at Joplin High School is attributed to increases in student enrollment
and an improving graduation rate.

e A 9" grade center concept is also strongly supported; however, more information is
needed for clarification. Is it that a 9™ grade center is supported, or are patrons just
concerned with the size of the high school and would they accept alternatives that
would reduce the number of students on the Joplin High School campus? Initial
reoccurring cost estimates associated with the development of a 9" grade center
range in the $500,000 to $750,000 range. This would put additional strain on an
already tight operating budget.

® Franklin Technology Center is slated for a $6 million expansion utilizing matching
state funds set aside for career education construction projects. However, to date
no appropriation has been made by the state legislature for this project.

e Joplin High School enroliment is a concern. In addition to the ot grade center
concept, grade level configurations considered to alleviate this concern included a
K-6 elementary, 7-9 middle school, and a 10-12 High School configurations.
Concerns exist about 7% graders sharing space with ot grade students.

These concerns regarding Joplin High School were already being discussed prior to the
storm and so they were utilized in order to consider options for redevelopment of this
campus. Various options were considered and dismissed in regard to alternative sites
for the new Joplin High School and Franklin Technology Center facility.

2.9.4.1 Relocating the Joplin High School/Franklin Technology Center Campus
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The Joplin School District understood that the new facility needed to be moved
from its existing location within a FEMA designated floodplain. The District was
also concerned about overcrowding at the existing Joplin High School building
and the space available for construction of a new facility adequately sized to
accommodate the current and anticipated future student population. One
option was to relocate the campus to an entirely new location. The existing
campus location with the newly acquired properties offered many benefits to
expediting the reconstruction process and minimizing relocation expenses.
Consideration of relocation of the campus entirely offered many challenges and
obstacles that the Joplin School District felt were undesirable. The first concern
was the time that would be associated with locating and purchasing an
acceptable piece of property within a compressed amount of time necessary to
minimize the time students would be required to remain in temporary facilities.
The other concern was finding a suitable piece of property of the necessary land
size that was available for purchase. This site would need to be established in a
central location to minimize operational expenses and to maximize access to the
community. It would also need to be situated near adequate roadways to
handle traffic that would be generated from such a development as well as have
access to city infrastructure and other utilities such as water, sanitary sewer,
communications, natural gas, and electric in order to minimize development
costs. The School District went through such a process in an attempt to locate
new sites for its Middle Schools within the last several years and found it
extremely difficult to find such a piece of land with all these characteristics that
was available at a reasonable price.

Upon consideration of alternatives it was felt that the current Joplin High School
campus had all the desired attributes for redevelopment without the need to
seek alternative sites. The existing campus is centrally located, has all necessary
utilities and infrastructure available, is served by adequate roadways, and has
sufficient land area already owned by the District to construct the new facility
outside of the floodplain.

2.9.4.2 Reuse of Existing Site Locations

The existing Joplin High School site includes a FEMA designated floodplain. At
its location prior to the storm, the High School structure itself was located
within the FEMA designated floodplain. This situation was of concern to the
Joplin School District and it was reluctant to allocate funds for a new facility that
was located within the floodplain. In December of 2011, a site assessment was
prepared for the existing Joplin High School site which evaluated the feasibility
for reconstruction in the existing location.

The conclusions of that assessment are as follows:

“Construction of a new facility at the existing Joplin High School location would
contain many sizable obstacles and safety hazards. Necessary expansion of the
facility and raising the finished floor elevation of the building two feet above the
Base Flood Elevation would require fill to be placed within a FEMA designated
floodway, which is not allowed or recommended. Natural drainage patterns of
the surrounding area would isolate the building during high water events
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placing the public and the building itself in harm’s way during such occurrences.
Soils conditions in this area also warrant special foundation design
considerations and techniques in order to adequately support a new structure.
The presence of a high ground water table poses ongoing construction and
maintenance issues that would need to be addressed.

It is the opinion of this assessment that construction of a new facility at the
existing High School location would not be recommended and, in fact, be
strongly discouraged. Reconstruction of a facility in such an area would not be a
prudent use of public funds and would potentially endanger the health, safety
and welfare of the students, faculty and visitors of the High School. There are
other areas of the entire overall property owned by the Joplin School District at
this location that would be significantly more conducive to construction of a
new facility. It is recommended that the Joplin School District investigate
reconstruction of the High School facility at other locations within this overall
site.”

It was decided by the Joplin School District that the new facility would be
relocated to an area outside of the floodplain. Properties obtained by the Joplin
School District after the storm offered the opportunity to expand the existing
campus such that a new facility could be constructed in this same location but
outside of the floodplain.

2.9.4.3 Two High School Alternative

Splitting the existing single high school into two separate high schools was
discussed and considered. If the Joplin School District was starting essentially at
ground zero and it was known that there was an overcrowding problem prior to
the storm, some in the community felt that this was an option worth exploring.
This alternative would allow the Joplin School District to possibly construct one
smaller facility at the existing location outside of the floodplain and then
construct a second facility at a new location elsewhere in the community. This
would allow for two smaller facilities and would be able to address the
overcrowding problem. There are opinions within the community that two high
schools with reduced student populations would be a more favorable learning
environment. This situation would also potentially make the two high school
facilities more readily accessible to its patrons by spreading the buildings out
within the community and would potentially offer more students access to
extracurricular activities with the thought that there may be twice as many
opportunities with two high schools in lieu of one. Such a scenario would also
provide some level of relief in the future from total devastation from natural
disasters, fire or other catastrophe type circumstances that could affect a single
high school serving the entire Joplin School District.

After the storm, the Joplin Citizens Advisory Recovery Team (CART) was formed
to aid in the planning of recovery for the community and to provide a voice for
Joplin area citizens. CART focused on four recovery sector groups: Economic
Development (recovery, resources, sustainability), Schools & Community
Facilities (future for schools, needs of various age groups, what other
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2.9.5

community facilities will Joplin need, etc.), Housing & Neighborhoods (single
family, multi family, affordability, trails & sidewalks, parks, creation of stable
neighborhoods), Infrastructure & Environment (floodplains, mine issues,
utilities, new development, trees, streets). This organization held numerous
public input meetings and also has a Facebook page that has both been sources
for public comment and information. The Joplin School District determined that
there was far more support during the CART process for retaining the single high
school configuration and reference to that effect was made in the report
developed by CART that focused on community reconstruction
recommendations as a result of these meetings and public comment
opportunities.

After consideration, the Joplin School District felt that the two high school
configuration was not a viable solution. District administrators felt that, while
an option worth consideration, the possibility going to a two high school system
was not economically feasible, did not have the support of the community and
provided more obstacles in getting permanent facilities back into operation.
Joplin School District officials concluded that two high schools would result in
higher operating costs including staff, transportation, building maintenance,
utilities, supplies, and would require the purchase of additional property. With
separate high schools, the District would either need a separate technical school
as well or incorporate technical schools into each high school which would also
result in added construction, operation and maintenance costs. Due to
associated costs and available resources, a two high school system would either
require programming opportunities to be cut or to have equity disparity
between the two facilities if some programs are able to be offered at one facility
and not the other, such as the television station or advanced courses.

Finally, a two high school system would require the Joplin School District to
purchase an additional parcel of property to construct the second high school.
This would offer the same obstacles associated with property purchase as
outlined in section 2.9.4.1 above for the relocating of the Joplin High School
campus entirely.

The Joplin School District has made the decision to combine Joplin High School
with Franklin Technology Center to enhance the educational experience and
opportunities for all students. This is planned to include an early introduction to
career pathways, collaborative learning, and joint programming with area
colleges and universities, businesses, and organizations.

PROPOSED ACTION Alternative — Relocate or Reconfigure to Meet Existing

Needs/Requirements

Each of these facilities, Joplin High School and Franklin Technology Center, sustained
damage from the EF5 tornado on May 22, 2011. These existing facilities were damaged
to such an extent that it is unfeasible to repair with each determined to be a total loss.
As a result, repair and restoration of each structure was not a viable option. The
existing Joplin High School building was located within a floodplain which also makes
reconstruction at that particular location unsuitable. As a result of the storm, an
opportunity was made available by the Joplin School District to purchase additional
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property around the existing Joplin High School and Franklin Technology Center campus.
The purchase of these additional properties will allow Joplin High School and Franklin
Technology Center to be combined into a single facility and built outside of the
floodplain while remaining at essentially the same general location.

The Joplin High School/Franklin Technology Center relocation is primarily due to the
floodplain issue on the site and the available space necessary for a combined Joplin
High/Franklin Technology Center facility. Joplin High School and Franklin Technology
Center were both all well over 50 percent destroyed and it was determined by the Joplin
School District that an investment in such aging facilities was not a prudent use of
taxpayer or insurance funds.

The proposed action would involve the complete redevelopment of the site to
accommodate the new combination Joplin High School and Franklin Technology Center.
The new facility will accommodate up to 2,500 students. The building is projected to be
approximately 450,000 square feet and will consist of 3 floors. The facility will be
geared toward 5 career pathways and will allow for a filtering through the building of all
students. The primary reason for these career pathways is to give students a deeper
understanding of the career options and choices that they have when entering the
world of work. The five career pathways will include business/information technology,
technical sciences, human services, arts/communication, and health sciences. Each
pathway will include studios, workshops, labs, resource rooms, open boxes, think tanks,
info links, and interdisciplinary rooms. Other key building features will include:

e A FEMA Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (Section 404) Community safe room with
a dual function as a Gymnasium

®  Multiple FEMA Section 406 safe rooms for students and staff
e A Performing Arts Center

The site will include student parking areas of about 800 spaces and staff/visitor parking
areas of about 300 spaces. The site will also include the necessary entrances, drives,
walkways and utilities to serve the facility. Other key features of the site include:

e Athletic fields for football, track, soccer, baseball, softball, and tennis
e  Future Practice fields for football, soccer, and band
e Athletic concessions/restroom/storage facilities

® An existing drainage way that will be designed to convey storm water and
complement educational programming by providing a naturalistic setting in which to
potentially conduct various classroom activities

e  Future space for additional parking

The proposed action allows The Joplin School District to relocate and reconfigure these
existing facilities, minimize the financial impact of the reconstruction and allows the
Joplin School District to adequately to meet the educational needs of the community.
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2.10

FEMA Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (Section 404)

In addition to those mentioned above, the Joplin School District intends to add FEMA
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (Section 404) community safe rooms at the following
sites:

¢ Duenweg Elementary

¢ Duquesne Elementary

® Columbia Elementary

e Eastmorland Elementary

e Jefferson Elementary

® Junge Stadium

®  McKinley Elementary

e Stapleton Elementary

e West Central Elementary
® Royal Heights Elementary

FEMA has developed a Programmatic Environmental Assessment for Hazard Mitigation
Safe Room Construction and issued a Finding of No Significant Impact in June 2011. All
HMGP Safe Rooms have been evaluated in accordance with the PEA and FONSI and no
further environmental analysis of these sites are warranted. This information is
provided to support cumulative effects analysis under NEPA.

On March 31, 2012, the Joplin Globe printed an article that focused on the safe room
construction proposed for the Joplin School District in the event the April bond issue
passed.

According to the article, Joplin Schools’ officials state that safe rooms would be able to
hold in excess of 20,000 people, in addition to all of the District’s more than 7,100
students and staff. Given the trauma seen by residents of the community, it is thought
that the safe rooms would provide more comfort to the students and staff while at the
schools as well as give parents relief and peace of mind. Safe rooms were identified in
the district’s long-range plan prior to the May 22 tornado but after the storm, school
officials want to go beyond protecting students and staff and provide a similar type of
safe location to the community as well. The safe rooms are proposed to be
multipurpose gymnasiums that will include restrooms, concessions, storage and a
janitor’s closet. The shelters will have natural gas backup generators and each will be
able to house between 1,500 and 2,000 people. Joplin School District officials are
working on safe room procedures and how to coordinate a plan that would stretch
across town simultaneously in the event of severe weather. District officials are working
with city and county emergency managers and they have also toured other schools in
the state to learn about their procedures and policies.
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The subsections below discuss the applicable regulatory parameters and the existing conditions for the
following resource areas in Missouri that may be impacted by the proposed action alternative and the
no action alternative considered:

Geology and Soils

e  Hydrology and Floodplains
e  Wetlands

e Water Quality

e Air Quality

e Vegetation and Wildlife

e  Threatened and Endangered Species

®  Cultural Resources

Socio-economic

Environmental justice

Noise

Safety and Security

e Hazardous Materials and Toxic Wastes
e  Traffic and Transportation

This discussion is broad and regional in nature. It does not include a complete inventory of each
resource, but does provide information to characterize those resources. This section also describes the
potential impacts that each alternative could have on the identified resources. In order to meet the
proposed purpose and need of permanent educational facilities, an environmental review process was
conducted to analyze all natural and human environmental issues associated with the proposed sites.
The environmental review process included field visits at the sites, background research, and agency
consultations. The field visits were conducted on February 1, 2012, March 2, 2012 and March 6, 2012.
Background research consisted of a review of census statistics, wetland maps, FEMA floodplain maps,
hazardous materials databases, archaeological and historic structures databases, threatened and
endangered species information, soil surveys, and other available information. Agency consultation
through written communications was conducted with the Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS), U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Missouri Department of
Conservation (MDC), Missouri Department of Natural Resources (MDNR), Missouri State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Jasper County Health
Department and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).

The following table (Table 1) summarizes the results of the environmental review process for the various
resource areas (e.g., water quality, air quality, etc.). Definitions of the impact intensity are described
below:

Negligible: The resource area would not be affected, or changes would be either non-detectable or if
detected, would have effects that would be slight and local. Impacts would be well below regulatory
standards, as applicable.
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Minor: Changes to the resource would be measurable, although the changes would be small and
localized. Impacts would be within or below regulatory standards, as applicable. Mitigation measures
would negate any potential adverse effects.

Moderate: Changes to the resource would be measurable and have both localized and regional scale
impacts. Impacts would be within or below regulatory standards, but historical conditions are being
altered on a short-term basis. Mitigation measures would be necessary and would reduce any potential
adverse effects.

Major: Changes would be readily measurable and have substantial consequences on a local and regional
level. Impacts would exceed regulatory standards. Mitigation measures to offset the adverse effects
would be required to reduce impacts, though long-term changes to the resource would be expected.
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TABLE 1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Impact
Affected Environment/ Agency
) [}
Resource Area = 5 © 5 Coordination/
() K=
= | £ |3 ® MITIGATION Permits Comments
()]
» = <) =
2 =
EPA Health The implementation of construction BMPs will
Geology & Soils X BMPs, lead abatement ! reduce sedimentation. Soil testing will be
Department S
necessary for determination of presence of lead.
New sites will be constructed outside designated
FEMA 100 floodplain. BMPs impl ted
. BMPs, Construct facilities such that floodplains | Floodplain L year 00. plain s Implemen ,e
Hydrology & Floodplains X . . . to minimize runoff impacts. The old St. John’s
will not be impacted. administrator . L .
site and Joplin High school site are both located
on properties that contain a floodplain.
Wetlands X None The sites do not contain Jurisdictional wetlands
MDNR land Stormwater plans/drainage system will be
Implement construction BMPs. Install silt Disturbance Permits | required to meet State and local
fences/straw bales to reduce soil erosion and to be obtained, requirements/BMPs will be implemented.
Water Quality X sedimentation. Construction contractor to where required,
implement requirements of NPDES stormwater | and SWPPP
discharge permit and SWPPP, if required. prepared for sites
over 1 acre.
. . Periodic wetting during construction would County air shed is in attainment for criteria
Air Quality X o .
reduce fugitive dust. pollutants per the Clean Air Act.
Vegetation & Wildlife X None Disturbed areas_to k_)e stabilized and seeded
when construction is complete.
USFWS (3/16/12) No State of Federally Listed Endangered Species
Threatened & Endangered X None and MDC (3/27/12) | at these sites.
determinations
There are no historic or archaeological issues SHPO (Section 106 Projects will not affect known historic or
associated with the Proposed action, therefore | Review) archeological sites with the exception of
mitigation measures are not required. In Determination Emerson Elementary. The Joplin School District
. accordance with the NHPA, if unanticipated will need to coordinate proposed action on
Cultural Resources (National S . . . .
S . X historic or cultural materials are discovered Emerson Elementary with SHPO as it has been
Historic Preservation Act) . . . o . . . . .
during construction, all construction activities determined eligible for National Register listing.
shall immediately cease until an appropriate
plan of action is determined by applicable
agencies.
Socioeconomic X None
] ) FEMA Schools benefit entire community and do not
Environmental Justice X None result in disproportionate adverse effects to
minority populations and/or low income
populations.
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Table 1 Continued

Impact
Affected Environment/ Agency
()] (]
Resource Area ) 5 ‘é 5 Coordination/
) K=
= § g | £ MITIGATION Permits Comments
2 s
If possible, construction activities should be Contractor shall
Noise X limited to daylight hours during the work week. coordinate with
construction
management company.
Implement BMPs for construction. Appropriate The contractor will All activities will be conducted in a safe
construction fencing and signage. coordinate with city, manner in accordance with applicable
Safety & Security X county and state OSHA regulations.
governments to obtain
required permits.
. S No potential environmental hazards were
Site soils will need to be tested for presence of . . . .
. observed during the field visit. The entire
lead and, if elevated lead levels are found, . . L
. o . . community is in a superfund site. District
Hazardous Materials X remediation will be necessary. Joplin School . .
o . will work with County Health Department
District should implement formal long term . .
. L and USEPA when any issues arise where
stewardship plan or something similar. .
high lead levels occur.
Improvements will be made to mitigate
traffic impacts at Joplin High
. School/Franklin Technology Center
. . . The construction .
Improvements will be made in accordance with contractor will campus and at East Middle School/New
Traffic & Transportation X the recommendations of any applicable Traffic . . Elementary School site. Traffic impact
. coordinate with .
Impact Studies. apbrobriate city staff studies have been completed for Old
pprop ¥ ’ St.John’s/New Elementary Site and the
Joplin High School/Franklin Technology
Center campus.
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31 Geology and Soils

Jasper County lies on the northwest slope portion of the Ozark Uplift. The Ozark Uplift is
structurally, as well as topographically, a broad, low dome of elliptical outline. This portion of
the Ozark Uplift is not located far from its margin, and is included in the more plateaulike, less
dissected portion of the region. Throughout the district the physical features are closely related
to the geology. The rocks are wholly sedimentary and those outcropping at the surface belong
(with few and relatively unimportant exceptions) to two formations the Boone and the
Cherokee. The Boone, composed of limestone and interbedded chert, is the more resistant of
the two and covers the larger part of the district. The Cherokee, stratigraphically higher than the
Boone, consists of shale and sandstone and is confined largely to the western and northwestern
portions, though small patches are abundant all over the district and there are a few larger
isolated areas. These scattered outcrops are outliers of the main area on the west, having been
left as remnants in the erosion of this formation, which formerly covered the entire district.
Both these formations have been important factors in the development of the topography of
the district. Bedrock units in the Ozark Plateau have been tilted and faulted by multiple cycles
of uplift and erosion since the Precambrian era (before 542 million years ago). The rocks of the
region are in the main of sedimentary origin. Both Mississippian and Pennsylvanian rocks
outcrop in the Joplin region. The project sites are situated on the Springfield Plateau of the
Ozark Uplift. The Springfield Plateau is underlain by limestone and chert, a flint-like rock. Since
limestone is easily dissolved by water, cave and solution, or karst features are prominent.
Surface water may drain directly into channels in limestone, where it can move rapidly and
without filtration to the surface as a spring, at a location that is unpredictable without extensive
testing.

Stream flow is locally controlled by fracture systems in the rock. Rock fracturing not only affects
the direction of flow of streams, but is of major importance in the movement of ground water.
The courses which ground water first follows are determined by beddingplane openings,
lithologic variations, and tectonic features such as fractures, faults, and minor folds. In the
mining area at Joplin much of the rock fracturing and brecciation is a result of solution and
collapse of limestone and chert beds; the effect on the availability and movement of water is
considerable. Important aquifers in the area occur in rocks of Cambrian, Ordovician, and
Mississippian age.

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) was consulted to initiate a soils review of
each of the sites listed within this assessment. A determination was made by the NRCS that all
project locations are located within the city limits of Joplin and Duquesne, Missouri and that no
prime farmland or farmland of statewide importance will be converted as part of the proposed
action. It was also determined that no hydric soils or known wetlands will be impacted as part
these projects. A copy of their findings has been included within Appendix A of this assessment.

3.1.1 Past Mining Activity
Lead was discovered in Joplin before the Civil War, it was after the war however, when
significant development took place. Numerous mining camps had developed in the
valley by 1871. The city was named after Reverend Harris G. Joplin who founded the
first Methodist congregation in the area in mid-century. Joplin started to grow and
develop due to the lead, but it was zinc, that put its mark on the map. Many railroads
began to sprout up in the area and Joplin began to grow dramatically. By the turn of the
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century, Joplin became a regional metropolis, trolley and rail lines made Joplin the hub
of southwest Missouri and the center of what was the Tri-state district, and it soon
became the lead and zinc capital of the world.

The Orongo-Duenweg Mining Belt Site, as the EPA refers to Joplin as, is the inactive lead
and zinc mining and smelting area in the southwestern portion of Jasper County, MO.
The mining operations began in the mid-1800s and included hundreds of mines and 17
smelters. One of the smelters operated in Joplin until the 1970s, which produced air
emission and fugitive dust contaminating a large soil area. Also contaminated were
about 7,000 acres with over 10 million tons of surface mining wastes, which are
uncovered and unstable. Leachate and run-off from these piles enter ground and
surface water streams. Samples show that soil, groundwater, and surface water are
contaminated with lead, zinc and cadmium (hazardous substances) from the mining and
smelting operations. Ingestion of the contaminated ground water, soil or mine waste
present a risk. There were 2,600 residential homes within the smelter and mine waste
areas that had yard soil above the established site action level for lead. EPA identified
approximately 200 homes that were supplied bottled water due to contaminated
private wells. A 1994 human health exposure study by the Missouri Department of
Health (MDOH - and now known as MDHSS) showed that 14 percent of the children
under seven years old had blood-lead concentrations exceeding the health-based
standard of ten micrograms per deciliter. The risk assessment for the residual mine
waste areas identified a current risk for people living on or near mine wastes and a
future risk for people building new homes on mining waste areas where surface soil or
the mining wastes contain contaminants that exceed the action levels. Contaminant
concentrations in surface water exceed the Federal Ambient Water Quality Criteria, and
the concentrations in some stream sediments exceed severe effect sediment toxicity
criteria, indicating significant aquatic risk at the Site. Risks to terrestrial vertebrate
populations and communities were evaluated by comparing the average daily dose to
selected toxicity reference values and concluded that terrestrial vertebrates that
consume earthworms in soils with elevated contaminant of concern concentrations may
experience adverse chronic effects.

Record of Decision, which identifies sub-aqueous disposal as the primary approach for
cleanup of mine wastes, was completed in September 2004. The EPA completed the
cleanup of the mine waste piles and mine waste contaminated lands on 75 acres in
Carterville in 2008 and began work on an additional 800 acres in an adjacent area.
Cleanup of the entire 7,000 acre area is expected to take 10 years.

Installation of public water supplies is complete. Approximately 500 homes have been
connected to public water supplies, and no longer rely on contaminated private water
wells. Residential yards soils contaminated with lead have been cleaned up. yard soil
cleanup activities have resulted in a 78 percent reduction in the number of children with
elevated blood-lead levels. A decision on cleanup of the mining wastes was made in
2004. Remedial action for cleanup of the mining wastes in high priority areas is
underway on the first 900 acres and is expected to be completed in 2010. A County
building ordinance has been implemented to prevent improper construction of
residences in contaminated areas until the cleanup is completed and a state ground
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water well drilling rule has been passed to prevent the use of shallow ground water in
contaminated areas of Jasper and Newton counties.

On May, 22, 2011, a tornado struck Joplin destroying 25% of the city, including a
hospital and several of Joplin’s schools. Several of the schools were destroyed, some
severely damaged, and some only suffered minor damage. As such, the Joplin school
board has decided to rebuild and relocate the damaged schools.

The city passed a new ordinance after the tornado mandating that prior to issuance of a
building permit that:

In the area of the city designated as the expedited debris removal (EDR) area, no
building permit shall be issued for any property to be used for a residential dwelling or
dwelling unit, child occupied facility including, but not limited to, day care centers,
preschools or kindergartens, or recreational areas such as parks or ball fields where
children are likely to congregate, until after testing of soil has been conducted and
results indicate less than 400 parts per million (ppm) lead and 75 parts per million
(ppm) cadmium if such property is more than 50 percent destroyed or when the
construction costs exceed 50 percent of the value of the structure at the time of
destruction or if additions to any structure are going to be made that require soil
excavation.

Due to the extensive soil contamination, the Joplin School District has limited options
for siting a school on a property that does not have lead contamination. The EPA has
guidelines for school siting that outline procedures to follow and identifies resources
available when you have to site a school on property that has soil contamination.
Existing Joplin School District sites were tested for lead in the late 1990’s and
remediated if determined necessary. The Joplin School District plans to test each new
or reconfigured facility location for lead levels and if found to be elevated, will
remediate as necessary.

As a result of the community’s past mining history, research and reconnaissance was
conducted relative to mining activities at the following locations where new buildings
will be constructed and is described as follows:

3.1.2 Joplin High School/Franklin Technology Center:

As part of the geotechnical site evaluation completed in December of 2011 and
Geotechnical Engineering Report that was completed in February of 2012, research of
reasonably available historic documents of past mining activities on the 66 acre site was
reviewed. Several underground mine workings were mapped within the general vicinity
of the project site as well as numerous prospect holes and several vertical mine shafts.
Based on the review of available mine maps, onsite boring efforts were geared toward
discovering those mapped areas. One mapped underground working is located at the
intersection of vacated Missouri and 22" Street and was discovered during boring
operations. Wood timber was discovered at 18.8 feet below the existing ground
surface, and very soft and wet material was encountered when extended through the
timber to a depth of 29 feet where the boring was discontinued. Fourteen (14)
additional probe borings were drilled within the general vicinity to better define and
determine the shallow horizontal extent of the feature. With the exception of one
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probe boring, no apparent signs of the mine feature were discovered within the
additional probe borings. The one additional probe boring that revealed the mine
feature was about 5 feet away from the initial bore that encountered the possible mine
working. This bore resulted in a similar discovery of wood timber at about 19 feet and
similar soil conditions. If the feature is exposed or encountered during construction,
corrective measures will need to be taken and evaluated on a case by case basis.
Additionally, this site will be tested for the presence of lead. Remediation of lead will
occur if elevated levels are found to be present on the site.

3.1.3 0ld St. John’s/New Elementary School:

According to the geotechnical investigation that was completed in March 2012,
extensive mining research has been performed in the past on the Old St. John’s campus
and was utilized to evaluate the site in which the New Elementary School will be
located. Based upon research, several mining related features such as underground
mine workings, prospect areas and mine tailings, as well as reported collapses from
previous St. John’s maintenance personnel are present on the project site. Careful
consideration has been given to the design and placement of the new facility to avoid
any mapped mining features where possible.

A second phase of Geotechnical investigations was conducted on this site in April of
2012. This work consisted of searching for existing surface mine features, such as
shafts, prospect holes, pits, etc., at the project site using geophysical methods. A
feasibility study was also included as part of Phase 2 of this project to assess if the
methods used provide useful data in locating possible mine features prior to performing
a full scale study. Geophysical methods utilized included Ground Penetrating Radar
(GPR) and the frequency-domain electromagnetic method (EM). Using a plan indicating
the location of mapped mine features located at the project site, four (4) areas were
marked in the field for investigation using the above geophysical methods. A grid was
laid out over the area to be analyzed, making the search grid as large as practically
possible to account for differences in the mapped mine feature location, as compared to
the actual location in the field. Data was obtained and taken back to the office to be
analyzed. These methods proved unsuccessful in locating possible mine features at the
site. The GPR method was most likely unsuccessful due to the limited vertical extent in
which data could be gathered using this method. Thicker deposits of fill material or
other materials overlying a mine feature can block the signal from reaching the shaft
backfill, making detection difficult.

If any mining features are discovered or exposed during construction corrective
measures may be required and will need to be evaluated on a case by case basis.
Additionally, this site will be tested for the presence of lead. Necessary remediation of
lead will occur if elevated levels are found to be present on the site.

3.1.4 East Middle School:

According to the geotechnical investigation that was completed in March 2012, research
of reasonably available historic documents of past mining activities on or near the site
was reviewed. Specifically Plate 1-A: Underground Mines and Shafts, Joplin East
Quadrangle, Missouri, by Michael C McFarland, 1982, Plate 2-A: Open Shafts, Pits &
Subsidences, Joplin West Quadrangle, Missouri, by Michael C McFarland, 1982, and
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Plate 3-A: Mine and Mill Waste (Piles & Ponds), Joplin West Quadrangle, Missouri, by
Michael C McFarland, 1982, as published by the Missouri Department of Natural
Resources, Division of Geology and Land Survey , Rolla Missouri was reviewed. Review
of Plate 1-A did not show the presence of a mine prospect hole on the building site.

One (1) prospect hole was found to be located approximately 100 feet outside the south
property boundary and six (6) more were found to be located approximately 1,000 feet
or more from any building areas on the site. Review of Plate 2-A did not show the
presence of open shafts, pits and subsidences on the site. Finally review of Plate 3-A did
not show the presence of previous mine waste piles on the building site. In addition, no
mine and mill waste piles and ponds are shown to have been present within % mile of
the site development.

This site will be tested for the presence of lead. Necessary remediation of lead will
occur if elevated levels are found to be present on the site.

3.1.5 Proposed Action
The proposed action should have no adverse impact on site geologic features or soils.

It is determined that no impacts to geology would be anticipated due to the minimal
depth of disturbance from excavation activities necessary to repair, relocate or
reconstruct facilities. Project sites soils would be disturbed, and there is a potential for
localized increase in soil erosion during construction. There is also the potential during
construction for the uncovering soil containing elevated levels of lead or the transport
of fill material, with increased lead levels, into the site from other surrounding areas. In
the event elevated lead levels are found, remediation would be required, as necessary.
If there are any mining features that are exposed during construction, corrective
measures will need to be evaluated on a case by case basis.

3.1.6 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative does not have the potential to affect geology, soils, or prime
or unique farmland. This alternative would have no repair, construction, or other
actions, and therefore, would also result in no adverse impacts to site geology and soils.

3.2 Hydrology and Floodplains

Flooding is a result of heavy or continuous rainfall exceeding the absorptive capacity of soil and
the flow capacity of rivers, streams, and coastal areas. This causes a watercourse to overflow its
banks onto adjacent lands. Floodplains are, in general, those lands most subject to recurring
floods, situated adjacent to rivers and streams. Floodplains are therefore "flood-prone" and are
hazardous to development activities if the vulnerability of those activities exceeds an acceptable
level. Executive Order 11988 requires federal agencies to avoid to the extent possible the long
and short-term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of flood plains
and to avoid direct and indirect support of floodplain development wherever there is a
practicable alternative.

As a topographic category, a floodplain is quite flat and lies adjacent to a stream or waterway;
geomorphologically, it is a landform composed primarily of unconsolidated depositional
material derived from sediments being transported by the related stream; hydrologically, it is
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best defined as a landform subject to periodic flooding by a parent stream. Most simply, a flood-
plain can be defined as a strip of relatively smooth, low-lying land bordering a stream and is
inundated at a time of high water.

Floods are usually described in terms of their statistical frequency. A "100-year flood" or "100-
year floodplain" describes an event or an area subject to a 1% probability of a certain size flood
occurring in any given year. This concept does not mean such a flood will occur only once in one
hundred years. Whether or not it occurs in a given year has no bearing on the fact that there is
still a 1% chance of a similar occurrence in the following year. Since floodplains can be mapped,
the boundary of the 100-year flood is commonly used in floodplain mitigation programs to
identify areas where the risk of flooding is significant. Any other statistical frequency of a flood
event may be chosen depending on the degree of risk that is selected for evaluation, e.g., 5-
year, 20-year, 50-year, 500-year floodplain. Frequency of inundation depends on the climate,
the material that makes up the banks of the stream, and the channel slope.

Hydrology is the scientific study of the properties, distribution, and effects of water on the
earth's surface, in the soil and underlying rocks, and in the atmosphere. Evaluating the
hydrologic characteristics of a site is valuable in determining the potential impacts of
development to the nearby waterways, wildlife, soils, vegetation and human inhabitants.

3.2.1 Proposed Action
3.2.1.1 Joplin High School/Franklin Technology Center

The West Joplin US Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle map of the proposed
site for the new Joplin High School/ Franklin Technology Center shows the site
elevation is approximately 1,005 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) at the
northeast corner of the property and 1,045 feet AMSL at the west property line.
An existing drainage way exists that runs from south to north through the
middle of the site along vacated lowa Avenue. In addition to this drainage way,
examination of the FEMA floodplain map shows that the northeast corner of the
site is located within a floodplain. Additional property has been purchased
surrounding the existing site to expand the current campus such that the new
structure can be constructed outside of the established floodplain. The
reconfigured campus will be designed with a major north/south running
drainageway to convey stormwater and complement educational programming
by providing a naturalistic setting in which to potentially conduct various
classroom activities. A detailed hydrologic analysis will be completed for the
new high school campus development. The proposed permanent structures for
the High School facility will be constructed outside of the floodplain. Since the
new building is proposed to house critical structures, specifically tornado safe
rooms, the structure will be located above the 0.2% annual chance of flood
elevation (500-year floodplain).

3.2.1.2 Old St. John’s/New Elementary School

The West Joplin US Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle map of the proposed
site for the new elementary school (Old St. John’s) shows the site lies between
elevations of approximately 960 feet AMSL at the south property line and
approximately 980 feet AMSL at the north property line. Examination of the
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3.3

FEMA floodplain map for this site indicates that the floodplain and an existing
drainageway runs north to south through the east side of the property. A
detailed hydrologic analysis has been completed for the Old St. John’s/New
Elementary school development. In summary, the hydraulics and hydrology
analysis indicates that no fill will be placed in the floodway and that the
proposed construction of the building and improvements/additions to the
parking lot will require modifications to the floodplain. It was concluded that
these modifications to the floodplain will result in zero rise for the 100-year
flood elevation at any location beyond the property limits. The proposed
permanent structures for the new elementary school at this location will be
constructed a minimum of 2 feet above the established 100-year floodplain
elevation so that no floodplains will be adversely impacted by the Proposed
Action. Since the new building is proposed to house critical structures,
specifically tornado safe rooms, the structure will be located above the 0.2%
annual chance of flood elevation (500-year floodplain).

3.2.1.3 East middle School/New Elementary

The East Joplin US Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle map of the site for the
new East Middle School shows the site lies between elevations of approximately
1,075 feet AMSL at the north property line and 1,095 feet AMSL at the south
property line. Examination of the FEMA floodplain map for this site indicates
the proposed building location will not be in a designated floodplain.

All of the remaining sites included within this assessment are being repaired at
their current locations where floodplains were not present. Floodplains will not
be impacted by their construction activities.

Stormwater runoff may be increased by the activities of the Proposed Action
due to increased impervious areas. Efforts should be made to minimize the
affects of increased stormwater runoff such as the construction of detention
facilities and water quality basins. Best Management Practices should be
implemented at each construction location to reduce the impacts of erosion on
surrounding area soils and waterways.

3.2.2 No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative would result in no construction on the proposed projects. This
alternative would have no adverse impact on hydrology or floodplains.

Wetlands

The Clean Water Act (CWA) established the basic framework for regulating discharges of
pollutants into the waters of the United States (WUS). The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
regulates the discharge of dredged or filled material into WUS, including wetlands, pursuant to
Section 404 of the CWA (USACE 1998). Wetlands consist of lands where saturation with water is
the dominant factor determining the nature of soil development and the types of plant and
animal inhabitants. For regulatory purposes under the CWA, the term wetland is defined as
“those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and
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duration sufficient to support, and under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of
vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands generally include
swamps, marshes, bogs and similar areas”. Wetlands vary widely because of regional and local
differences in soils, topography, climate, hydrology, water chemistry, vegetation, and other
factors, including human disturbance. Wetlands are valuable biological resources that perform
many functions, including groundwater recharge, flood flow attenuation, erosion control, and
water quality improvement. Habitat for many plants and animals, including threatened and
endangered species are provided by wetlands. Executive Order (EO) 11990 “Protection of
Wetlands” directs all federal agencies to “minimize the destruction, loss or degradation of
wetlands”. In addition, EO 11990 (Protection of Wetlands) requires Federal agencies to follow
avoidance, mitigation, and preservation procedures with public input before proposing new
construction in wetlands. A permit from the USACE may be required if an action has the
potential to affect wetlands.

3.3.1 Proposed Action

Under the Proposed Action, permanent Joplin School District facilities would be
repaired, reconstructed or reconfigured on previously developed land, therefore not
anticipated to impact wetlands or WUS. U.S. Fish and Wildlife (USFWS) National
Inventory Maps (NWI) did not identify any wetlands within the proposed sites. A
number of field visits from December 2011 to March 2012 also resulted in no
observations of the appearance of wetlands on the included sites. There is an existing
drainage way running from south to north through the middle of the proposed Joplin
High School/Franklin Technology Center along vacated lowa Avenue. The New
Elementary/Old St. John's site also has an existing drainageway running north to south
through the east side of the property. All remaining sites covered under this assessment
contain no known drainageways or jurisdictional streams. Construction of school
facilities on the subject properties would result in no impacts to jurisdictional wetlands.

3.3.2 No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative would result in no construction on the proposed projects. This
alternative would have no adverse impact on any jurisdictional wetlands.

34 Water Quality

The Clean Water Act (The Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 as amended in 1977)
grants the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) authority to regulate surface and
groundwater quality. The EPA is responsible for developing national standards for clean water.
The Clean Water Act (CWA) establishes the basic structure for regulating pollutant discharges to
navigable waters of the United States. It sets forth procedures for effluent limitations, water
quality standards and implementation plans, national performance standards, and point source
programs such as municipal wastewater discharges and nonpoint source programs such as
stormwater. The CWA also establishes the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) under Section 402 and permits for dredged or fill material under Section 404 (USEPA
2008b). In addition, the USACE regulates the discharge of dredged or filled material into waters
of the United States, including wetlands, pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA (USACE 1998).

An abundant supply of good, clean water must support a variety of beneficial uses. These
include drinking water for domestic use and stock watering; industrial, commercial, agricultural,
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irrigation, and mining use; fish and wildlife maintenance and enhancement; recreation;
generation of electrical power; and preservation of environmental and aesthetic values. Water
quality is a term used to describe the chemical, physical, and biological characteristics of water,
usually in respect to its suitability for a particular purpose. The development of property and
the associated construction activities may impact various surrounding water resources which
may require special protective measures.

3.5

3.4.1 Proposed Action

Existing drainageways runs through the proposed Joplin High School/Franklin
Technology Center site and also the Old St. John’s/New Elementary site. These
drainage areas, as well as other drainage channels near the sites, will be affected by
altered hydrological and topographical components of the proposed projects, as
described in the Hydrology and Floodplain section of this report. Detailed hydrologic
studies will be completed for each of these sites.

Minor, short-term impacts to the downstream surface waters may occur during the
construction activities due to soil erosion. However project activities under this
alternative are not anticipated to impact waters of the United States. Existing
stormwater drains and ditches located within or adjacent to the proposed Joplin High
School/Franklin Tech, New Elementary/Old St. John’s and East Middle School project
sites would be removed and reconfigured to provide improved drainage and
accommodate reconstruction. Sites included as part of this assessment where repairs
were being made to existing structures would have little, if any, soil disturbance and
would not impact waters of the United States. Finally, the remaining sites where
structures were destroyed and were to be demolished would also have existing
stormwater drains removed and backfill material placed such that runoff could be
accomplished by the use of natural grade. Any construction activity that disturbs more
than one (1) acre on a given site would be required to obtain a Land Disturbance permit
from the Missouri Department of Natural Resources and be required to draft a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) as part of the project. Best
Management Practices will be implemented at each location in order to reduce the
negative impacts to the water quality of the surrounding area.

Even though protective measures will be implemented, the Proposed Action will likely
result in increases to the particles and sediment in stormwater runoff from the
proposed project locations that will adversely affect water quality. Water Quality
impairment may occur as a result of oil and greases, metals, soil sediment, salts, trash or
other pollutants once the Proposed Action is complete. All of these locations contained
development prior to the Proposed Action, which, therefore, would result in only minor
increases in levels of water quality impairment from levels that existed prior to the
storm event. It is anticipated that minor water quality impacts will occur with the
Proposed Action.

3.4.2 No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative will result in no construction of the proposed project which,
in turn, would result in no adverse impacts to water quality.

Air Quality
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This section discusses the potential effects of the proposed action and no action alternatives on
air quality. The National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) established by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) define the allowable concentrations of pollutants that
may be reached but not exceeded in a given time period to protect human health and welfare
with a reasonable margin of safety. Air quality is regulated by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) under jurisdiction of the Federal Clean Air Act of 1970 and its amendments. The
NAAQS standards are classified as either "primary" or "secondary" standards. The major
pollutants of concern, or criteria pollutants, are carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide(S02),
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (03), particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM-10), particulate
matter less than 2.5 microns (PM-2.5), and lead (Pb). Three sets of air pollutants would be of
concern with regards to the alternatives: Criteria pollutants regulated under the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards, Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs), and general carbon emissions
from motor vehicles. The NAAQS were formulated to protect public health, safety, and welfare
from known or anticipated air pollutants. Areas that do not meet these NAAQS standards are
called non-attainment areas or maintenance areas; areas that meet both primary and secondary
standards are known as attainment areas. These locations are categorized separately as to their
ability to meet these standards for each pollutant. See Table2 below for a listing of the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards.

Table 2. National Ambient Air Quality Standards

POLLUTANT | STANDARD VALUE | STANDARD TYPE
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
8-hour average 9ppm (10mg/m3) P
1-hour average 35ppm (40mg/m3) P
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO;)
Annual arithmetic mean | 0.053ppm (100y,/m3) | PandS
0Ozone (03)
8-hour average 0.08ppm (157pug/ms3) PandS$S
1-hour average 0.12ppm (235ug/m3) PandS
Lead (Pb)
Quarterly average | 1.5ug/m3 | Pand$S
Particulate<10 micrometers (PM-10)
Annual arithmetic mean 50ug/ms3 PandS
24-hour average 150pug/m3 PandS
Particulate<2.5 micrometers (PM-2.5)
Annual arithmetic mean 15ug/m?3 PandS
24-hour average 65ug/m3 PandS

Sulfur Dioxide (S0:)

Annual arithmetic mean 0.03ppm (80ug/m3) P
24-hour average 0.14ppm (365ug/m3) P
3-hour average 0.50ppm (1300pg/ms3) S

Legend: P = Primary
Source: USEPA 2006.
ppm= Parts per million
mg/m3 =  Milligrams per cubic meter of air g/ m3 = micrograms per cubic meter of air
* Parenthetical value is an approximate equivalent concentration

S -= Secondary
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The Federal Conformity Final Rule (40 CFR Parts 51 and 93) specifies criteria or requirements for
conformity determinations for Federal projects. Following the passage of Amendments to the
Clean Air Act (CAA) in 1990, the Federal Conformity Rule was first initiated in 1993 by the
USEPA. The rule mandates that a conformity analysis must be performed when a Federal action
generates air pollutants in a region that has been designated a non-attainment or maintenance
area for one or more NAAQS. Amendments to the Clean Air Act have established time
schedules for the states to reduce pollutant levels to comply with the NAAQS in nonattainment
areas. Region VIl of the USEPA and MDNR coordinate air quality programs within the area of the
facilities included within this assessment. According to the EPA Green Book, Nonattainment
Status for Each County By Year for Missouri

(http://www.epa.gov/airquality/greenbk/anayo _mo.html). Jasper County is considered an
attainment area for all criteria air pollutants.

3.5.1 Proposed Action

Due to the Proposed Action, temporary and minor increases in air pollution would occur
from the use of construction equipment and the disturbance of soils during
construction. Construction equipment would be required for site preparation.
Construction workers would temporarily increase the combustible emissions in the
atmosphere during their commute to and from the project area. Construction activity
associated with the Proposed Action would produce pollutant emissions. Heavy
equipment would produce small amounts of hydrocarbons and exhaust fumes while
emissions from delivery trucks would also contribute to the overall air emissions
discharged. Material delivery vehicles as well as employee transportation would
increase traffic during construction and subsequently increase local air emissions.
Equipment utilized to complete construction and other vehicular traffic would
temporarily increase emissions; however, no long-term air quality impacts are
anticipated. Federal or state air quality standards are not anticipated to be exceeded
due to the Proposed Action. It would be expected that some air pollutants would
increase in the project areas; however, it is not anticipated that the concentrations of
these pollutants would not cause the region to reach nonattainment status. During the
construction of the proposed projects, proper and routine maintenance of all vehicles
and other construction equipment would be implemented to ensure that emissions are
within the design standards for each item. Dust suppression measures, such as by the
use of wetting solutions should be applied to the construction area in order to minimize
the emissions. By using these Best Management Practices, air emissions from the
Proposed Action are anticipated to be short term during construction only and should
not significantly impair air quality in the region.

3.5.2 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would allow air quality to remain unchanged at its current
levels. This action would result in fewer emissions overall and less impact to air quality.
It is expected that there would be no localized or regional affects to air quality.

3.6 Vegetation and Wildlife

Site locations included within this assessment were developed prior to the May 22 tornado. Of
the locations where educational facilities will be repaired or reconstructed, there are not
proposed to be any sites that were previously undisturbed or undeveloped. These sites all
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included structures, parking areas, drive surfaces, lawn areas and public utilities prior to the
storm event.
3.6.1 Proposed Action
The Proposed Action areas are located within the city limits of Joplin and City of
Duquesne and are surrounded by residential areas, roadways, parking areas,
commercial establishments and public utilities. Most of the sites proposed for total
reconstruction or reconfiguration have been devastated by the May 22 tornado and
have been cleared of most vegetation or other structures. Sites that include facilities
that will be repaired are in developed areas and will not require any additional clearing
of land. These areas do not serve as a conduit for wildlife travel or would not be
considered wildlife habitats. Wildlife and/or vegetation would not be impacted by this
action.

3.6.2 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would entail no construction or preparation of sites for school
facilities; therefore, there would be no impacts to vegetation or wildlife.

3.7 Threatened and Endangered Species

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 assigned the Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Service (USFWS) to establish a Federal program to conserve, protect, and restore
threatened and endangered plants and animals and their habitats. The ESA mandates that all
federal agencies must ensure that any action authorized, funded, or implemented by that
particular agency is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species
or threatened species or result in the destruction or negatively impact critical habitat of these
species. In the State of Missouri, the Missouri Department of Conservation (MDC) oversees
determinations of the appropriate level of protection for wildlife and plants. The MDC and the
Missouri Conservation Commission were created by Article IV Sections 40-42 of the Missouri
Constitution, which were adopted by the voters of the state in 1936 as Amendment 4 to the
constitution. Hundreds of parcels of land in all counties of the state are administered by the
MDC. Most areas are owned by the department, but some are leased to the department, and
some areas are leased by the department to other entities for management. The department
only acquires land from willing sellers and compensates local taxing authorities for the loss of
property taxes. In 1972, the Missouri General Assembly passed an Act (Section 252.240 RSMo.)
charging the MDC with establishing a list of endangered species and providing for their
protection. The Missouri Natural Heritage Program (MONHP) was created in 1981 through a
joint effort of the Nature Conservancy, Missouri Department of Natural Resources and Missouri
Department of Conservation. This program was created to identify species and natural
communities of conservation concern in Missouri.

The MDC maintains a Natural Heritage Database for occurrences of natural heritage resources
that includes habitats of rare, threatened, or endangered plant and animal species, and unique
or exemplary natural communities. Several threatened and endangered species have been
identified for Jasper County in Missouri.
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Table 3 - Threatened and Endangered Species Located in Jasper County, Missouri

Threatened and Endangered (T&E) species located in Jasper County Missouri.

(related to resources found on project site)

Species Jasper County State T&E Federal T&E
Listing Listing
E= E)ftant.Populatio.ns (seen withirll 25 years) T = Threatened R = Rare
H = Historic Populations (not seen in 25 years) E = Endangered NL = Not Listed
NP = No Populations Present
Insect
American Burying Beetle NP E E
Fish
Ozark Cave Fish E E T
Birds
Greater Prairie-chicken E E NL
Mammals
Grey Bat E E E
Plains Spotted Skunk E E NL
Black Tailed Jackrabbit E E NL
Swamp Rabbit H NL NL

Source: Missouri Natural Heritage Program, 2012. Missouri species and communities of
conservation concern checklist. Missouri Department of Conservation, Jefferson City,
Missouri, pp. 51 and the Missouri Department of Conservation, 2000, Missouri Animals
of Conservation Concern.

3.7.1 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action of repair and reconstruction of educational facilities on previously
developed land has minimal impact on threatened or endangered species. Both the
USFWS and MDC were consulted regarding federally listed or state listed threatened
and/or endangered species with potential to occur in Jasper County. The USFWS
responded on March 16, 2012, by stating that “they reviewed the proposed action and
determined that no federally listed species, candidate species, or designated critical
habitat occurs within the project area and they determined that this action will have
negligible impacts on wetlands, migratory birds, and other priority fish and wildlife
resources.” A response was issued by the MDC on March 27, 2012, stating that
“heritage records identify no wildlife preserves, no designated wilderness areas, or
critical habitats, no state or federal endangered-list species records within one mile of
the site, or in the public land survey section listed or sections adjacent.”

3.7.2 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would entail no construction or preparation of sites for school
facilities. This alternative does not have the potential to impact threatened or
endangered species.
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3.8 Cultural Resources

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and implementing regulations (36
CFR Part 800) outline the procedures to be followed in the documentation, evaluation, and
mitigation of impacts on historic properties. The Section 106 process applies to any Federally
funded project that may potentially affect historic properties. The Purpose of Section 106
review is that the National Historic Preservation Act requires Federal agencies to take into
account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties and afford the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation a reasonable opportunity to comment on such undertakings.
Procedures are defined in regard to how Federal agencies meet these statutory responsibilities.
The Section 106 process seeks to accommodate historic preservation concerns with the needs of
Federal undertakings through consultation among the agency official and other parties with an
interest in the effects of the undertaking on historic properties, commencing at the early stages
of project planning. The goal of consultation is to identify historic properties potentially
affected by the undertaking, assess its effects and seek ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate any
adverse effects on historic properties.

This section discusses whether proposed actions will potentially impact historic properties that
are currently listed or may be eligible to be listed on the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). The NRHP is the official list of the Nation's historic places worthy of preservation.
Authorized by the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, the National Park Service's
National Register of Historic Places is part of a national program to coordinate and support
public and private efforts to identify, evaluate, and protect America's historic and archeological
resources. Sites included on this register can be any building, structure, object, district or
landscape that is deemed significant based upon established criteria. More than 80,000
properties listed in the National Register represent 1.4 million individual resources such as
buildings, sites, districts, structures, and objects. Almost every county in the United States has
at least one place listed in the National Register. Archaeological sites may include ruins and
foundations of historic-era buildings and structures where past peoples left evidence of their
existence and culture which has been preserved in some fashion. Traditionally, archeological
sites are distinguished by the presence of both artifacts and features. Common features include
the remains of hearths and houses or ecofacts, which are biological materials such as bones or
scales which are the result of human activity but are not deliberately modified.

3.8. 1 Proposed Action

This alternative includes some ground disturbing activities, therefore, there is the
potential to affect subsurface historic properties. This alternative also involves the
demolition of existing structures which raises concern that historic properties or historic
districts may potentially be impacted by this action. During the NHPA process,
consideration must be given to the impacts to historic properties. Prior to the
implementation of a Proposed Action, potential impacts to historic properties must be
reviewed.

Consultation was initiated with the Missouri State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) in
March, 2012 regarding the sites included within this assessment. A section 106 review
was completed by the SHPO which included the structures located at these sites along
with the Area of Potential Effects (APE) surrounding each of these sites. A response was
issued by the Missouri SHPO on March 7, 2012 for the Old St. John’s/New Elementary,
East Middle School, Joplin High School/Franklin Technology Center, Cecil Floyd
Elementary and Kelsey Norman Elementary sites. Old South Middle School and Old
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3.8.2

Irving Elementary were addressed in an email from Rebecca Rost, Historian, SHPO on
April 26, 2012. Roi S. Wood Administration Building was issued a response on April 26,
2012. There are no known National Register Districts, National Register listed
properties, archeological sites or any past archeological investigations or survey work in
the APE for each of these properties. All of these responses provided written
documentation that there are no historic properties affected within the project
locations. A listing of these sites along with their section 106 review number and
applicable review dates are listed below:

® |rving Elementary School, 2727 McClelland Blvd., Joplin: #126-JP-12 — March 7,
2012. (This site is referred to within this Programmatic Environmental
Assessment as New Elementary/Old St. John’s site)

e East Middle School, 4594 East 20™, Joplin: #127-JP-12 — March 7, 2012.

e Joplin High —Franklin Tech School, 2104 Indiana, Joplin: #128-JP-12 — March 7,
2012.

e  Cecil Floyd Elementary School, 2201 West 24" Street, Joplin: #129-JP-12 —
March 7, 2012.

e Kelsey Norman Elementary School — 1323 East 28" Street, Joplin: #135-JP-12 —
March 7, 2012.

e Old Irving Elementary School, 311 Gabby Street Boulevard, Joplin: No formal
SHPO review number, Email confirmation from the SHPO on April 26, 2012.

e Old South Middle School, 22nd and Wall, Joplin: No formal SHPO review
number, Email confirmation from the SHPO on April 26, 2012.

® RoiS. Wood Administration Building, 1717 E. 15th Street, Joplin:#252-JP-11-
April 26, 2012.

Given these review responses by the Missouri SHPO, it is determined that there will be
No Adverse Effect by the proposed action on historic properties for these locations
listed above.

A Section 106 review resolution has not yet been made between the Joplin School
District and the SHPO on the following location:

® Emerson Elementary School, 301 E. 19" Joplin: #252-JP-11. Consultation for
this project with the SHPO has been conducted.

In a letter from SHPO on October 27, 2011, the SHPO determined that Emerson
Elementary is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places under criteria
A and C (education and architecture) and the SHPO asked the school district to provide
documentation that other alternatives to demolition be explored. For the purpose of
this PEA, Emerson Elementary is only being evaluated for the safe room project. Any
other work at this site will be resolved in a Memorandum of Agreement or other
document and the Section 106 review will be completed at that time.

No Action Alternative

It is possible that historic properties would be considered for temporary educational
facilities in a No Action Alternative. Since FEMA would not participate in a No Action
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Alternative, it does not need to consider actions of the School District under such an
alternative. Given the No Action alternative, FEMA would not need to consider such
impacts to any known National Register listed or eligible listed historic properties.

3.9 Socio-economic

Social impacts due to the Proposed Action on minorities, elderly, handicapped and other special
groups are evaluated in regard to potential changes in access, travel patterns, affordable
housing, neighborhood or public safety. Economic impacts of the Proposed Action on such
things as consideration of costs, employment opportunities, economic development trends,
business development and tax revenues will also be evaluated. Executive Order 12898 (Federal
Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income Populations) requires
Federal lead agencies to ensure rights established under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
when analyzing environmental effects. FEMA and most Federal lead agencies determine
impacts on low-income and minority communities as part of the NEPA compliance process.
Agencies are required to identify and correct programs, policies, and activities that have
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority or low-
income populations. Executive Order 12898 also tasks Federal agencies with ensuring that
public notifications regarding environmental issues are concise, understandable, and readily
accessible. Executive Order 13045 (Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and
Safety Risks) requires Federal agencies to identify and assess health risks and safety risks that
may disproportionately affect children. As with Executive Order 12898, FEMA and most Federal
lead agencies determine impacts on children as part of the NEPA compliance process.

In April of 1997, President Clinton issued Executive Order 13045 - Protecting Children from
Environmental and Health Risks. This EO directs each federal agency to make it a high priority to
identify, assess, and address those risks that expose children to environmental health and safety
risks. Out of this order, a task force was created to strategize recommendations for protecting
children’s health and safety. A task force of Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to
Children workgroups was created; one of the goals of the work group was to develop a set of
recommendations to eliminate childhood lead poisoning in the US by 2010. Out of this strategy,
a report was created to expand efforts to correct lead paint hazards, especially in low income
housing, as a major source of lead exposure to children. Children are exposed to lead from
paint either directly by eating paint chips or indirectly by ingesting lead-contaminated house
dust or soil through normal hand-to-mouth contact. Unless proper precautions are followed,
lead paint can contaminate dust or soil when it deteriorates or is disturbed during maintenance,
repainting, remodeling, demolition, or lead paint removal. In fact, it has been determined that
dust and soil contaminated from lead paint are now the main sources of lead exposure for
children. Residences with exterior lead paint are more than three times as likely to have higher
levels of lead in the surrounding soil (exceeding 500 parts per million) than are dwellings
without exterior lead paint (21%versus 6%). For buildings with deteriorating exterior lead paint,
soil contamination is eight times more common (48%) than at residences without exterior lead
paint. Without measures to prevent children's exposure to contaminated dust and debris,
extensive removal of lead paint from homes of poisoned children has been shown to cause
increases in children's blood lead levels. Consequently, federal, state, and local regulations and
guidelines have prohibited certain hazardous paint removal methods and required safe-work
practices, cleaning, and lead dust testing ("clearance") prior to re-occupancy. Recent long-term
studies of lead hazard controls have evaluated strategies that combined measures to repair
deteriorated lead paint with other measures to reduce and prevent re-accumulation of lead
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dust. The studies showed that these treatments resulted in substantial, sustained reductions in
interior lead dust and children's blood lead levels.

Hazard control techniques should be developed for evaluating exterior urban lead contaminated
soil and dust. Research has shown that soil and dust from a number of sources of lead, including
fallout from leaded gasoline, paint, and hazardous waste sites are important contributors to
children’s exposure. Even though lead in gasoline was banned in the late 1970s, the soil in
urban settings (especially near roadways) that have not been disturbed for long periods may still
contain elevated levels of lead. Although not tested for their effectiveness, specific actions
might reduce exposure to lead in some situations. For example, soil with a thin layer of
contaminated lead may be tilled to reduce lead concentration to acceptable levels. These and
other methods require further study.

For lead contamination already in place, the critical public health question concerns the best
methods for remediation. Limited data indicate that building demolition and deterioration or
removal of leaded paint from buildings and other large structures such as bridges may also
contribute to ongoing contamination. Additionally, efforts to reduce exposure to existing
contamination may be ineffective if neighborhoods are recontaminated by uncontrolled
emissions from paint deterioration, paint removal, or demolition of buildings and structures.
Thus, additional research is needed to determine the amount of contamination associated with
these activities and to achieve effective controls. The entire Joplin community is contained
within a superfund site for lead contamination in soils. Given this fact, the Joplin School District
does not have many options for siting educational facilities to avoid the risk of elevated lead
levels in soils.

3.9.1 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action is located within the City of Joplin and City of Duquesne city limits.
Both of these Cities are located in, Jasper County, Missouri. According to the 2010
Census, the City of Joplin had a population of 50,150, experiencing a growth rate of 10.2
percent from the previous 2000 Census population figure indicated at 45,504. 2000
Census data indicated that the City of Duquesne had a population of 1,640 people, with
672 households, and 475 families residing in the City. U.S. Census 2010 data indicated
that there were 114,756 persons, 43,625 households, and 28,982 families residing in
Jasper county. Data indicates that approximately 62% of the available labor pool in the
area has at least some college experience and almost 93% of potential employees have
a high school diploma. Prior to the storm, the population density was 179 persons per
square mile. The racial makeup of the county was 92.1 percent white, 1.7 percent black
or African American, 1.3 percent Native American, 0.9 percent Asian, 1.7 percent from
other races, and 2.3 percent from two or more races. Hispanic or Latino, of any race,
comprised 3.2 percent of the population. There were 28,982 households, out of which
32.4 percent had children under the age of 18 living with them, 49.5 percent were
married couples living together, 13.0 percent had a female householder with no
husband present, and 33.6 percent were non-families. The average household size was
2.57 and the average family size was 3.13. Of the households, 27.3 percent were made
up of individuals and 11.0 percent had someone living alone who was 65 years of age or
older. The median income for a household in the county was $37,294, and the median
income for a family was $43,710. The per capita income for the county was $19,513.
About 14.6 percent of families and 18.4 percent of the population were below the
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poverty line, including 25.1 percent of those under age 18 and 10.2 percent of those
aged 65 or older. The median age was 34.4 years. The labor force in Jasper County
totaled approximately 57,069 in 2010, which represents a decline of 6.2 percent from
2005.

Management, professional, and related occupations was the employment industry that
provided the largest percentage of workers for Jasper County at 26.1 percent. Sales and
office occupations was next at 25.7 percent and production, transportation, and
material moving occupations make up 19.3 percent of the jobs in the county. According
to the 2010 Census, the unemployment rate in Jasper County was 8.0 percent.

The Joplin School District provided educational opportunities to 7,785 students in 2011.
After the May 22 storm, the Joplin School District still maintained an enrollment of over
7,700 students. During the time period of 2004-2009, the Joplin School District received
the state of Missouri’s annual Distinction in Performance award. This award is a
reflection of Joplin School’s increased student achievement and level of academic
performance. The Joplin School District has received the Commissioner’s Award of
Excellence for Professional Development — an award recognizing the high quality
professional development programs available to Joplin teachers.

The Joplin School District maintains 13 elementary schools, 3 Middle Schools, 1 High
School, 1 Technical School and 1 early Childhood Center. The District maintains a staff
of 665 Certified Staff (teachers, counselors, etc.) and has a classified staff (custodians,
bus drivers, secretaries, etc.) of 497.

The ethnic diversity breakdown for the Joplin School District as of 2010 was as follows:
Asian 1.8%, Black 5.9%, Hispanic 6.0%, Native American 1.8%, White 84.5%. It was
indicated that in 2011, 58.1%, or 4,451 students were eligible for the free or reduced
lunch program. The state average during that same time period was 47.8 percent.

The Joplin School District offers a well-rounded curriculum to students at all levels
including fine arts programs, and extensive range of co-curricular activities. Joplin High
School also offers a selection of Advanced placement (AP) and Dual Credit (DC) courses.
The following is a listing of the programs offered by the Joplin School District:

e  Technology Integration Courses

. Honors Courses (Advanced Placement / Dual Credit) —

e  Foreign Language Studies (German, French, Spanish)

. Music and Drama (Orchestra, Band, Vocals) —

. Gifted Education Program (K-12)

e Comprehensive Reading Program

e TV Production Classes (JET-14 TV)

. Vocational/Technical Courses

e  All-Day Kindergarten

. Early Childhood Services — Parents as Teachers, Early Childhood Preschool program
. Intervention Programs to help students reach graduation

e Summer School: JumpsStart introduces incoming Kindergartners to school;
summer learning opportunities are offered to elementary students; 6th Grade
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Academy introduces incoming 6th graders to middle school life; credit recovery
options are offered to high school students.

The Proposed Action would result in substantial social and economic benefits to the
community. Educational opportunities resulting from the Proposed Action would be
offered to families and individuals regardless of their race or economic background.

The proposed action would have a positive impact on the quality of life, personal
development, economic development, safety, community pride, and employment in the
area. The negative impacts from the loss of the school facilities would be significantly
lessened by the construction of the permanent replacement school facilities.
Construction activities would also add to the economic prosperity of the community by
the creation of jobs, purchasing of materials, increased sales tax revenue, sales of
petroleum, food purchases and other ancillary purchasing such as food and clothing that
would be seen within the area due to an increased work force. Opening the temporary
schools in a timely fashion and the rebuilding of the schools will help to keep families in
the community. Short-term negative impacts would likely occur such as an increase in
noise levels, traffic volume and air emissions.

3.9.2 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would likely result in reduced social and economic
opportunities for low-income, handicapped and minority populations. These individuals
would be the most likely to be affected by the lack of adequate public educational
facilities. This alternative would allow no repair, reconstruction or redevelopment of
the sites existing educational facilities damaged or destroyed by the May 22 storm. The
residents and the City of Joplin would not have the benefit of the permanent school
facilities. Temporary educational facilities would be considered undesirable by many.
Individuals with the ability to relocate or seek private educational opportunities would
most likely consider doing so under this scenario.

3.10 Environmental Justice

Environmental Justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless
of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies. Fair treatment is defined by the
US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) as stating that no group of people should bear a
disproportionate share of the negative environmental consequences resulting from industrial,
governmental and commercial operations or policies. Meaningful involvement is defined by the
USEPA that: (1) people have an opportunity to participate in decisions about activities that may
affect their environment and/or health; (2) the public contribution can influence the regulatory
agency's decision; (3) their concerns will be considered in the decision making process; and (4)
the decision makers seek out and facilitate the involvement of those potentially affected. The
USEPA has this goal for all communities and persons across this Nation. It is stated that it will be
achieved when everyone enjoys the same degree of protection from environmental and health
hazards and equal access to the decision-making process to have a healthy environment in
which to live, learn, and work. With its roots dating back the the 1960’s Civil Rights Movement,
Environmental Justice Regulations were established to address disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental effects that projects funded by the federal government
may have on minority and low-income populations. The Environmental Justice requirements
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were established by Executive order 12898 entitled “Federal Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations” in 1994. This mandates that
federal agencies identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse
human health or environmental effects of proposed project on minority and low-income
populations.

3.11

3.10.1 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action will allow for the construction of new school facilities built to
current code requirements and in accordance with American with Disabilities Act (ADA)
standards. These new facilities will provide more modern facilities with added
amenities for persons with disabilities. Facilities where repairs were made will comply
with current ADA standards on all rebuilt or repaired portions of the structure. The
Proposed Action would not have disproportionately high and adverse impacts on
minority or low-income populations. In fact, this action provides benefit to all income
populations. The new locations will provide better access, more modern facilities,
expanded educational opportunities and convenience for every student. Equally
equipped facilities will be provided by the Joplin School District to each student
regardless of race, mental or physical ability, income or social status.

3.10.2 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would entail no construction or preparation of sites for school
facilities; however, failure to permanently repair, reconstruct or relocate the school
facilities would have negative impacts on the community as a whole, regardless of race,
mental or physical ability, income, or social status. Hundreds of staff members and
3,200 students attend temporary schools at this time.

Noise

Noise is generally described as unwanted or undesirable sound, which can be based either on
objective effects, such as hearing loss or damage to structures or on subjective determinations
such as community annoyance or interference with communication. Sound is usually
represented on a logarithmic scale with a unit called the decibel (dB) and can vary in level,
range, time and duration. Sound on the decibel scale is referred to as sound level.

Pain or discomfort occurs around the 120 dB level and a human is generally capable of hearing
in the 0 dB range. It is commonly accepted that noise levels occurring at night generally produce
a greater annoyance than do the same levels occurring during the day.

3.11.1 Proposed Action

Some of the construction activities anticipated in the Proposed Action have the
potential to convey noise emissions to surrounding areas. To minimize this impact,
whenever possible, construction activities should be limited to daylight hours during the
work week when most of the residents are at school or at work. Efforts should be made
to reduce noise impacts associated with construction to the maximum extent possible.
Noise buffer areas should be included within the design of each of the sites, if possible,
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3.12

in order to minimize noise impact to neighboring property owners. None of the
Proposed Action sites were previously undeveloped, therefore, additional noise after
the completion of these projects is not anticipated.

3.11.2 No Action Alternative

A No Action Alternative would result in no repairs, reconfiguration, relocation or
reconstruction of the Joplin School District facilities. As a result, there would be no
construction activity or increase in vehicular traffic to increase the level of noise in and
around each of these sites.

Safety and Security

Efforts shall be undertaken such that operations conducted at each location are undertaken in a
manner that will provide safe working conditions for all employees and the protection for the
public and all others who may be affected by construction activities. Safety and security must
be an integral part of the work site and the work performed at each project location. Full
participation, cooperation, and support are necessary to ensure the safety, security, and health
of all persons and property involved in the project as well as the safety of those who will occupy
the buildings or live in close proximity to these sites. Hazardous areas and materials should be
clearly identified to prevent unauthorized incursions into the area by personnel, vehicles,
equipment, or community members during construction.

3.12.1 Proposed Action

For the Proposed Action, project contractors shall evaluate the work to be completed
and the proposed work area for areas that offer potential safety hazards or concerns.
Workers are entitled to working conditions that do not pose a risk of serious harm.
Safety during construction is a high priority for both the personnel constructing the
sites, and residents associated with the Proposed Action. In addition, security is of
paramount importance for the school when it is operating. Local fire departments and
law enforcement will provide police and fire protection to each site. Contractors shall
provide first aid supplies and be committed to training personnel in applicable first aid
application techniques. Fencing of construction sites may be considered where large
equipment, deep excavations, tall open structures or other significant hazards are
present and accessible to the public. Sites involving reconstructed or reconfigured
facilities will be designed to meet the guidelines established by the Uniform Federal
Accessibility Standards (UFAS) standards.

With the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970, Congress created the
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) to assure safe and healthful
working conditions for working men and women by setting and enforcing standards and
by providing training, outreach, education and assistance. All construction shall be
required to be in accordance with applicable OSHA requirements and workers shall
receive all necessary OSHA training and certifications required for the work in which
they are involved.

The permanent replacement school facilities will be secured by both electronic and
conventional means. Points of entry on new facilities will be minimized to control
access to the facilities, staff and students. Security cameras will be located throughout
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3.13

the interior and exterior of the repaired, reconstructed or reconfigured facilities.
Outdoor lighting will be present to provide safe passage while entering and exiting the
facilities and for parking areas and walkways. Security officers will be assigned to be
present at each location and personnel will be trained on how to efficiently contact
emergency services when necessary. The proposed action would have little or no
impact on safety and security issues surrounding these projects.

3.12.2 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would result in no construction on the proposed projects.
This alternative would have no adverse impact on safety or security.

Hazardous Materials and Toxic Wastes

Hazardous waste is defined by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as waste that is
dangerous or potentially harmful to our health or the environment. Hazardous wastes can be
liquids, solids, gases, or sludges. They can be discarded commercial products, like cleaning fluids
or pesticides, or the by-products of manufacturing processes. Hazardous materials and wastes
are regulated in the U.S. under a variety of Federal and state laws which govern the assessment,
transportation, and disposal of hazardous materials and wastes. The Missouri Department of
Natural Resources (MDNR) has established a Hazardous Waste Program. The goal of the MDNR
Hazardous Waste Program is to protect human health and the environment from threats posed
by hazardous waste. The program does the following to accomplish this goal:

Encourages the reduction of hazardous waste generation.
Regulates the management of hazardous waste.
Oversees the cleanup of contamination

Promotes property reuse.

Removal and cleanup of petroleum storage tanks in the state.

In order for a waste to be considered hazardous, it must exhibit at least one of the four
characteristics of hazardous waste; ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity, or toxicity. If the waste
exhibits just one of these characteristics, it is given the title of hazardous waste.

3.13.1 Proposed Action

A review of potential hazardous and toxic materials has been made for each of the
respective sites included within this assessment. Each site will be tested for the
presence of lead. Jasper County and the City of Joplin both have ordinances regarding
testing of lead. Remediation of lead will occur if elevated levels are found to be
present. Visual site observations were conducted at each location in an attempt to
identify any hazardous or toxic materials. During the site observations, no apparent
visual signs of hazardous or toxic materials were identified. MDNR has been contacted
and will provide written documentation from Federal and State resources on hazardous
and toxic wastes that may be located on or near the sites included within this
Assessment. This documentation includes information on superfund sites, underground
storage tanks, hazardous waste or resource recovery facilities, brownfields and
voluntary clean-up sites. All of these locations have been previously developed by
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either educational facilities, or commercial, medical or residential development. Based
upon the documentation provided by visual site observations, as well as information to
be provided by MDNR and the EPA, it was concluded that no hazardous sites exist in the
vicinity of the sites that comprise this assessment.

Schools can be safely located on sites where all waste and contaminated media have
been removed, as well as those with residual contamination, provided that the location
is carefully managed over time to ensure that no exposure to the contamination can
occur. In cases where complete removal of contamination is not feasible, exposures can
be prevented through the use of engineering controls and/or institutional controls. For
example, vapor intrusion from soil or ground water contaminated with certain
chemicals can pose a risk to the people who use buildings that are located above the
contamination. Engineering controls can be used to alter the flow of contaminated air
or restrict land use in a specific area so that contaminated air does not enter the
building’s indoor air. The use of engineering and institutional controls can prevent
exposures, but only if effective systems are in place to maintain and enforce them, such
as periodic monitoring to ensure their continued protectiveness and safe operation.
Nationwide, brownfields and other formerly contaminated lands, including those with
residual contamination, now safely support housing, schools, clinics, hospitals and other
reuses that meet community needs.

Criteria for establishing the degree of cleanup needed should be based on state or local
cleanup rules or guidance, where they exist. The environmental standards used for
determining the appropriate level of cleanup should be based on either 1) standards
developed for schools or residential use, or 2) risk-based levels set for residential use. If
the site will have residual contamination at concentrations above these levels after the
cleanup has been completed, engineering and/or institutional controls will be needed to
ensure no exposure occurs. As part of their review of the cleanup plan, state and local
regulatory agencies should consider the ability of the Local Education Agency (LEA) and
other governmental bodies to effectively maintain those controls. In the event that
there is concern that these controls cannot be effectively and reliably managed, then
the LEA may need to clean the site to residential levels, or select another location.

Before a school or portion of a school is occupied, all contamination that could pose a
risk of harmful exposure to students and staff should be removed. In cases where there
is residual contamination, any necessary engineering and institutional controls should
be in place and the site certified by the state or local regulatory agency as suitable for
occupancy.

Selecting sites where environmental reviews have recently been conducted and
documented (within the past six months) or performing an environmental review on
candidate locations is the only means of determining if there are any onsite or offsite
environmental hazards that may pose a health risk to students and staff. If there are
potential hazards associated with the preferred location, in addition to identifying the
potential hazards, the LEA and/or the school siting committee (SSC) with meaningful
public involvement can use the environmental review process to determine what
cleanup, mitigation and long-term stewardship should be implemented to ensure the
safety and health of all school occupants. A thorough and transparent environmental
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review process will help reduce the likelihood that natural hazards (e.g., flooding) or
environmental hazards (e.g., site contamination) will be discovered after the school is
located and operating, thus reducing potential adverse environmental and public health
effects on children, legal and financial liability and/or public backlash. The rationale for
choosing one location over another should be clearly articulated based on a robust
review of candidate locations, especially if the environmental review is a deciding factor.
Moreover, all engineering and scientific reporting must comply with applicable federal,
state, and local regulations. Stakeholder groups such as parents, teachers and other
school personnel, and nearby residents are most directly impacted by school siting
decisions and should be fully engaged in the review and decision-making process. The
USEPA has guidelines that provide important information and links throughout,
especially in the Quick Guide to Environmental Issues and on the Resources page of the
guidelines website, to address the need for technical assistance and training to enable
meaningful participation by parents and nearby residents, including minority and low-
income populations. State and local environmental regulatory agencies may play a
central role in oversight and approval of the environmental review where contaminated
sites are being considered. Their involvement is critical in any site remediation and site
management plans as well as ensuring the integrity of long term stewardship plans
including any institutional and engineering controls are in place to prevent exposures, so
they can be relied upon over the long term.

Obtaining meaningful public comment is an integral step throughout the school siting
decision- making process. Before the siting process begins, a long range facilities plan
should be developed by the LEA. This document will take into account the specific
needs of the LEA and consider such things as population trends of the community,
system wide LEA school enrollment trends including enrollment trends for individual
facilities, age of facilities, amenities at individual facilities, facility locations, and desired
programs and facility amenities desired by the LEA. The Joplin School District recently
completed a long-term facilities plan prior to the tornado in January of 2011. A citizens
committee was formed and worked with Joplin School District administrators and
representatives over a 14-month period to develop the plan. Once it is determined that
new facilities or relocated facilities are necessary in such a facilities plan, environmental
siting considerations should be investigated for potential locations. Desireable school
location attributes such as locations that do not increase environmental health or safety
risks, proximity to population and infrastructure, implications of facility location
regarding transportation options, the ability to provide safe routes to school programs
that can be supported by alternative modes of transportation, potential uses of the
facility as an emergency shelter, potential onsite and nearby hazards and screening
locations for potential environmental hazards should be evaluated. After potential sites
are narrowed down, an environmental review process should be undertaken to identify
any potential envioronmental concerns and, if any are determinined to be present,
initiate evaluation of site specific mitigation/remediation measures that may be
required. In the case of the Joplin School District, after the storm, numerous public
meetings were held to discuss the future plans of the District to get its facilities back in
operation. A Citizens Advisory Recovery Team (CART) was also formed within the
community to address area-wide recovery alternatives and one focus of this committee
was on the rebuilding of local schools. In addition to the public meetings and creation
of the CART, Facebook pages were created and the Joplin School District website and
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television station, as well as local radio, print and network television media, were
utilized as tools to provide information and solicit comments on the rebuilding process.
Documentation of the public meetings, lines of communication with patrons and
avenues for the receipt of public comment have been provided in Section 6 of this
assessment. Design professionals were hired by the Joplin School District to assist in the
school siting process. As part of that process, geotechnical investigations and research
were conducted regarding past mining activity for the various locations where facilities
were being considered. The Joplin School District will also test soils at facility locations
for the presence of lead. In the event it is found that elevated levels of lead are present,
remediation and mitigation measures will be evaluated in accordance with local, state
and federal guidelines. Potential variables such as type of contamination, extent of
contamination, concentration of contamination, depth of contamination, potential
transport (e.g., runoff or migration to ground water, air transport) of contamination,
geology and soil characteristics, water table, access or exposure potential (e.g., dermal
contact/ingestion), and barriers (e.g., plants, grass, ground cover, pavement) should be
considered by the Joplin School District as factors influencing exposures and potential
hazards and risks if it is determined that elevated levels of lead or other contaminants
are present on a given site. Based upon these factors and the levels of contaminents
found, potential mitigation options such as site cleanup and removal, on-site treatment,
Engineering controls (e.g., cap, venting systems, vapor barriers), and/or Institutional
controls should be evaluated.

Criteria for establishing the degree of cleanup needed should be based on state or local
cleanup rules or guidance. Currently, the Jasper County Health Department has
adopted an Environmental Contamination Ordinance and the contents are available on
its website. The City of Joplin, Code of Ordinances, Part Il Code of Ordinances, Chapter
26-Buildings and Building Regulations, Article IIl - Building Code, Section 26-76: Soil
Testing for Lead and Cadmium Prior to Building Permit Issuance in Designated Areas also
addresses soil contamination and testing. Compliance with both the county and City
ordinances will be verified by the Joplin School District by completing applicable testing
for each site. The environmental standards used for determining the appropriate level
of cleanup should be based on either 1) standards developed for schools or residential
use, or 2) risk-based levels set for residential use. If the site will have residual
contamination at concentrations above these levels after the cleanup has been
completed, engineering and/or institutional controls will be needed to ensure no
exposure occurs. As part of their review of the cleanup plan, state and local regulatory
agencies should consider the ability of the LEA and other governmental bodies to
effectively maintain those controls. In the event that there is concern that these
controls cannot be effectively and reliably managed, then the LEA may need to clean the
site to residential levels, or select another location.

The environmental review process for candidate school sites is designed to answer the
following questions:
® Are site surface soils, subsurface soils, soil gases, ground water or surface water
contaminated with hazardous materials and substances to a degree that the site
should be remediated before use or should not be used for school purposes
(i.e., onsite contamination);
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Are there offsite sources of pollution, contaminants or other environmental
hazards affecting the site such that the hazards should be mitigated before use
of the site or the location should not be used for school purposes (i.e., offsite
environmental impacts); and

Are there environmental and public health impacts associated with putting a
school on the site that should be mitigated or that are so significant that the site
cannot safely be used for school purposes (i.e., impacts of the project on the
environment)?

If the remedial action workplan includes partial cleanup in conjunction with the use of
institutional and engineering controls to prevent potentially harmful exposures to
contaminants, the LEA should develop a preliminary long-term stewardship plan as part
of the remedial action plan to ensure full consideration of long-term feasibility and cost.
A preliminary long-term stewardship plan should include:

Identification of contaminants of concern and, if possible, maps showing the
location of contamination, property boundaries, and institutional and
engineering controls;

Proposed plans to contain contaminants, including any engineering and
institutional controls to be used;

Long-term maintenance and monitoring measures necessary to ensure the long-
term integrity of engineering and institutional controls;

A detailed evaluation of the resources and expertise necessary to implement
the plan and a discussion of alternative measures considered and the basis for
their rejection;

A demonstrated commitment of funding sufficient to ensure the
implementation and maintenance of all plan components over the long term
(i.e., the life of the school);

A remedial action workplan that addresses cleanup of the entire contaminated
site when a school is proposed for only a portion of a known contaminated site.
In this case, the long-term stewardship plan should outline the ongoing security
measures which will ensure that only authorized persons can gain access to the
unremediated portion of the contaminated site;

Plans for monitoring institutional and engineering controls should include
timeframes for monitoring (annual monitoring reviews should be adopted at
least for the first few years when institutional controls/engineering controls are
employed), recordkeeping and reporting;

Conditions and procedures for modification and termination of institutional
controls; and

Recommendations for the final site sampling to be done after the cleanup has
been completed to ensure that all residual contamination is less than the
cleanup goals defined for the site. Such sampling recommendations should be
designed to discover the highest possible concentrations of contamination at
the candidate site.

Due to the extensive soil contamination and the fact that the community is located
within an EPA superfund site, the Joplin School District has limited options for siting a
school on a property that does not have lead level concerns. In the event that testing
indicates a given site contains elevated lead levels and depending on the extent of the
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actual test results; the Joplin School District will either remove the contaminated soil
and replace, cover the contaminated soil with a cap of acceptable soil, relocate areas
where children will be present such that they will not be in contact with the
contaminated soil or other means as determined necessary to complete the
remediation required for compliance with applicable local, county, state and federal
regulations.

There are a number of resources that document types of remediation, costs and
effectiveness for a range of contaminants, engineering controls and institutional
controls that can be effective in managing contaminants, including EPA’s Office of Solid
Waste and Emergency Response onsite cleanup (www.epa.gov/oswer/cleanup/index)
and EPA’s Clu-In (www.clu-in.org/) websites, which are listed on the Resources
(www.epa.gov/ schools/siting/resources) page of the guidelines website. While these
websites provide extensive materials, the cost, effectiveness and variety of methods will
vary with the site and need to be properly monitored and maintained to remain
protective.

3.13.2 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would result in no construction on the proposed projects. No
evidence of hazardous materials or toxic wastes were present at any of the sites. This
alternative would have no adverse impact in regard to hazardous materials or toxic
wastes.

Traffic and Transportation

The Missouri Department of Transportation (MoDOT) has jurisdiction over the planning, design,
construction and maintenance of all state highways in the State of Missouri. The City of Joplin
and the City of Duquesne are responsible for local roadways in and around the community for
which the Joplin School system is located. Traffic impacts should be considered on each location
where usage or configuration of the property will be significantly altered. Traffic volumes,
patterns and access points can have significant impacts on the users of the facilities on a given
property as well as the community as a whole if not properly addressed.

3.14.1 Proposed Action

Short-term increased traffic volumes associated with facility repairs and reconstruction
may occur as a result of these projects. Increased traffic volumes stemming from
material delivery and worker transport will increase throughout the duration of these
projects. Traffic patterns may also be altered for periods of time due to truck traffic or
construction activities that affect the normal flow of traffic in these areas. Although lane
or road closures are not anticipated for most of the Proposed Action work, adjacent
residential neighborhoods and commercial/industrial areas would be notified in
advance of any such construction activities and/or rerouting of local traffic. In such
circumstances, traffic control measures that meet all applicable regulatory guidelines
shall be required. Such impacts to traffic should be limited to the duration of the
project construction.
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There is not anticipated to be any permanent increase in traffic volumes or
modifications to traffic flow at the Kelsey Norman Elementary, Cecil Floyd Elementary
and Roi S. Wood Administration building sites where the existing facility is being
repaired. All of the remaining sites included within this assessment were developed
prior to the storm, however, some locations have changed the use of the site while
other locations have been reconfigured to add additional facilities compared to that
which existed prior to the storm.

Joplin High School/Franklin Technical Center will be located on the same site as prior to
the storm event. As part of the redevelopment of the Joplin High School campus,
additional properties were purchased surrounding the site. This was done to allow the
new facility to be constructed outside of the floodplain located in the northeast corner
of the property. In purchasing the additional property, several existing roadways would
now be found within the Joplin High School campus property boundary and would need
to be vacated to accommodate reconstruction of the new facility. These roadways to be
vacated are lowa Avenue lowa Street from 20™ to 3 lots south of 24" Street, Missouri
Avenue from 1 lot south of 24" street to 22" street, 24" street from Ohio Avenue to
Grand Street, Minnesota Avenue 3 lots south of 24™ street and Ohio Avenue 3 lots
south of 24" street. Vacation of these streets has already been formally approved by
the City of Joplin. The student and staff population at Joplin High School will remain as
it was previously with no additional students attending as a result of redistricting or
transport from other locations or facilities and there are no staff increases proposed.
Traffic volume should remain as it was in this area once the new facility is complete,
however, the reconfiguration of the facilities on the site will alter traffic patterns in the
area. Due to the changes in traffic pattern and the vacation of the existing roadways, a
traffic impact study (TIS) has been completed for the area surrounding the Joplin High
School campus. The TIS includes an investigation of the roadway system surrounding
the proposed development such as intersection geometrics, intersection and driveway
spacing, existing traffic control and site distance at existing and proposed drives. Trip
generation figures will be developed so that traffic can be distributed and assigned to
the adjacent roadway networks. Capacity and queuing analysis for the access points to
the property and nearby intersections will be conducted. The TIS recommended that
Grand Street to the west of the campus should be widened and turn lanes installed to
the east of the campus along Indiana Street in order to accommodate the new
configuration of the site.
The New Elementary/Old St. John’s location will also be located at a site that was
previously developed. The use of the site was for medical offices and a day care facility,
so the intended use of the property will be altered from that prior to the storm. Given
these changes in use and occupancy levels of the new educational facility, it is assumed
that traffic patterns, flow and volumes will be altered. A TIS was completed for this
location as well. The study determined that the existing roadways are sufficient to
accommodate the traffic generated by the Proposed Action without the need for further
improvements.
Reconfiguration of the site at the East Middle School/New Elementary school location
will also alter traffic in this area. East Middle school alone occupied this site prior to the
storm. After the tornado, the District had opportunity to purchase additional properties
surrounding the site. These properties were purchased the Joplin School District and
will allow for the reconfiguration of the facility to include both East Middle school and a
new elementary school within a common structure. The new combination Middle
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School and Elementary School is designed to house approximately 750 middle school
students and 450 elementary students. The student population for East Middle school
will be nearly the same as that which existed prior to the storm, however, the 450
elementary students along with appropriate staff will be new to this location. To
accommodate the traffic volume that will be added to this location, a roundabout is
proposed to be constructed on the north side of the site, at the main entrance, as well
as the widening of a portion of 20" street which is the main road accessing the site to
the North. Additionally, property was obtained for a back entrance to the site if it is
needed in the future. This would allow access to the site from 24™ street which is
located to the south of the site in a residential neighborhood.

Old Irving Elementary, Old South Middle School and Emerson Elementary have either
been demolished or do not have any future plans at this time. Traffic flow and patterns
would not be adversely affected for these locations.

3.14.2 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would result in no construction on the proposed projects.
This alternative would have no adverse impact on traffic or transportation.
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4.0 Cumulative Impacts

“Cumulative Impact” is the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what
agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result
from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time (CEQ
regulations 40 CFR 1507).

This section analyzes cumulative impacts, including direct and indirect effects that may be associated
with the Proposed Action and the No Action alternative. The analysis involves identifying resources with
the potential to experience cumulative impacts, and establishing a geographic scope and time frame.

The affected environment includes those human and natural environmental resources subject to a
potential impact analysis in Section 3.0. In reviewing these, socioeconomic resources were identified as
having the most potential to experience significant cumulative effects. The geographic scope includes
Joplin and surrounding area that are in the Joplin School District. Repairs and new construction planned
for the Joplin School District is projected to be complete by June, 2015.

4.1 Proposed Action

Along with destroying a portion of the City of Joplin, Missouri, the May 22 tornado destroyed
the Joplin High School, Old Irving Elementary School, and Old South Middle School. Students
and school personnel have been placed in temporary quarters in various locations in the City of
Joplin. The school district proposes to build a new high school and technical school at the Joplin
High School campus, construct a new elementary school at the old St. John's site that has been
donated to the school by Mercy (Old St. John's), and construct a new middle school and
elementary school at the old East Middle School campus. These facilities will replace structures
destroyed by the storm. Other Joplin School District facilities damaged by the storm have been
repaired in an effort to get those back into service as expeditiously as possible while reducing
the need for additional temporary facilities. The Joplin School District also intends to construct
safe rooms at facilities that were damaged and/or destroyed by the tornado as well as to
upgrade existing undamaged schools to include Tornado Safe Shelters to provide near absolute
level of protection to school occupants and adjacent community population.

The Joplin School District has been very active in getting public input on these plans to repair,
restore to predisaster condition, consolidate, reconstruct and reconfigure some schools to
obtain the most favorable long term plan for the school district. Joplin School District facilities
were discussed as part of the Citizen’s Advisory Recovery Team (CART) efforts in which this
committee conducted public hearings and prepared a summarizing report for its recommended
improvements. A Facebook page was also created by the Joplin School District in an effort
provide an outlet for public comment and updates on the reconstruction process. Additionally,
numerous public hearings were held were patrons were able to comment on planned projects
as well as articles run in the local print media recapping the various meetings and detailing
reconstruction plans. The Joplin School District also provided information regarding proposed
plans and decision making on its website. All of these efforts to keep the public informed are
contained in Section 6.0 of this assessment. The $62 million bond issue that was passed by
voters on April 3, 2012, allows an increased tax levy for new schools suitable for 21st century
needs.

The rebuilding of the Joplin School District is the first major step to recovery for the community.
Quality schools and the availability of wide-ranging public educational opportunities benefit all
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persons regardless of all race, income level or physical ability. Education is a focal point to the
community. The Joplin School District is ranked in the top 6 percent of Missouri school districts
in terms of progress. The prospect of not repairing or reconstructing damaged buildings and
continuing to educate at temporary facilities is not seen as acceptable to the current
administration, business community or citizens. This is evident in that the proposed bond issue
was passed by voters with over 57% approval given the poor economic climate of the country.
Currently, approximately 3,400 students attend school in temporary buildings, leased to the
school district at an annual cost of $2.4 million. Trailers at several of these facilities now serve
as classrooms, gyms and kitchens. Costs to maintain the lease of temporary space will take a
financial toll on the School District if allowed to extend out over a prolonged period of time. The
ability to construct more energy efficient structures would provide cost savings to taxpayers
over the long term. Innovative approaches were taken by Joplin School District administration
in order to utilize the temporary spaces such that each student in the school system was
provided a place to learn by the opening of the next school year, but that is an undesirable long
term solution for the community.

Under a scenario where education is carried out by the use of temporary facilities, minorities,
those with mental and physical challenges and the financially disadvantaged are affected the
most. Temporary facilities are acceptable for short-term, disaster period solutions, however,
they are not able to meet the needs of 21* century learning and provide the services and
facilities for the disadvantaged. Persons of more favorable income status may use financial
means or other career alternatives to attend private institutions or relocate where more
modern facilities are available. If allowed to continue and if the school facilities were not
repaired, opportunities for all citizens of the community would be decreased with the likely
increase of crime and poverty in the community. Under current curriculum direction for the
Joplin School District, Joplin High School students, if rebuilt, would have the opportunity to earn
specialized certifications and even an associate’s degree while attending High School. Prior to
the storm, citizens collaborated with District staff in laying out a vision to learning environments
that focused on career pathways. This group included area business leaders, from all sectors,
who have studied the concepts, and provided input and strongly supported the school’s
direction. The career path approach would offer students the opportunity to explore options
that will help them make better decisions about their futures, while giving them real job-related
skills. Advanced learning environments in each of the schools, if repaired or reconstructed, will
challenge students to not only think in terms of scoring well on a test, but to be successful in
life. Whether a student wants to go on to college and needs part-time work or head straight to
a full-time job, he or she will have better-paying career options as a result of quality, permanent
school facilities. These opportunities would be available to all Joplin School District patrons, and
would especially benefit those of disadvantaged backgrounds. Arne Duncan, U.S. secretary of
Education, recently stated that, “School leaders in Joplin continue to think creatively about how
to best serve students as they rebuild their classrooms and the ideas are phenomenal — from
establishing high school career paths to rethinking course schedules and classroom dynamics.
Although devastating, the recent storm allows the Joplin community to build a better
educational system available to all its citizens by the repair and reconstruction of its school
facilities. Not many communities are afforded that opportunity.

Currently, the Joplin metropolitan area unemployment is 6.5 percent and has nearly 82,000
people employed. As the population continues to grow, many people will continue to look for
work. Although well-paid jobs are available, local business sectors such as manufacturing,
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trucking, technology and medical care rely of quality public schools to recruit potential
employees with the right skills. A large concern for employers is that many of the available jobs
don’t require a four-year college degree, but they do require a solid high school education and
some level of job training. Providing education through the use of temporary facilities would
hinder the ability of Joplin area citizens to meet those requirements. Local companies would be
forced to look outside the area or relocate entirely if the school system was not equipped to
meet the needs of the business community. This in turn would limit the quantity and quality of
professional opportunities available to the citizens and also hurt the local economy. Business’s
would also find it difficult to attract potential employees from outside the area if the public
schools available were being carried out in temporary facilities. In the same light, the Joplin
area would be at a disadvantage to attracting new companies or industries if the community
lacked acceptable public educational facilities. A school district that is delivering a solid basic
education, plus the opportunity for students to get career skills, is something the best
companies with the best job opportunities seek. Not only would the reconstruction and repair
of the facilities provide public educational opportunities to all its citizens, it would allow the
community to continue to grow and prosper economically.

The Joplin School District plans to construct FEMA Section 404 Tornado Safe Shelters to provide
near absolute level of protection to school occupants and adjacent community population using
funding available through FEMA’s Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) at all facilities that
are repaired or reconstructed, with the exception of the Roi S. Wood Administration building.
The District also plans on constructing Section 406 student and faculty safe rooms in each of the
totally reconstructed facilities. In addition to schools that were damaged and/or destroyed by
the tornado, Joplin Public Schools intends to upgrade existing undamaged schools to include the
FEMA Section 404 community safe rooms as well. These safe rooms would provide citizens of
the community safe and secure structures to take refuge during future threatening storm events
or other disaster situations that are currently not available. Given the devastation of the past
storm event, this scenario would provide considerable peace of mind and act to enhance the
overall safety and welfare of the community. The Proposed Action will provide near absolute
protection for an estimated 20,000 citizens within 5-minute access to the planned safe room
location s in addition to staff and students at the schools themselves. This will positively impact
the human environment.

The CEQ regulations implementing NEPA define cumulative impacts as the “impact on the
environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency (federal or
nonfederal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time” (40CFR
1508.7). Section 203 (Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) grants) and 404 (Hazard Mitigation Grant
Program [HMGP]) of the Robert T. Stafford Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, 42 U.S.C. §
5121 et seq., authorize FEMA to provide funding to eligible grant applicants for cost effective
activities that have the purpose of reducing or eliminating risks to life and property from
hazards and their effects. Mitigation grant program regulations and guidance that implement
these authorities identify various types of hazard mitigation projects or activities that meet this
purpose and may be eligible for funding. These projects represent a range of activities that
protect structures, the contents within those structures, and/or the lives of their occupants.
There is a need throughout the nation for structures that provide “near absolute protection”
during extreme wind events. In order to provide this acceptable level of hazard mitigation
protection during extreme wind events, a structure has to meet design criteria intended for a
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specific purpose, which exceed the design criteria for structure and building envelope protection
only.

According to FEMA, it is their experience that safe room projects would have minimal adverse
cumulative impacts given the relatively small amount of land that will be physically affected by
the proposed projects. These facilities constructed in localized areas near the population at risk,
and the construction impacts are typically short-term and temporary. However, site and
project-specific information will be needed for all projects to appropriately take into
consideration the potential for cumulative impacts on the various resource areas discussed in
this PEA. FEMA will take cumulative impacts into account when evaluating whether the
particular action fits within this PEA. FEMA will prepare Records of Environmental
Considerations (REC) for each individual or group of actions and will take into account the
unique project and site conditions. In doing this evaluation, FEMA will take a hard look at
cumulative impacts when the safe room project is likely to produce moderate effects on a
particular resource or area of concern.

4.2 No-Action Alternative

Under the No-Action Alternative, the permanent school facilities would not be constructed.
Direct effects would include the fact that the students and staff would continue in temporary
facilities for schools that were destroyed by the tornado, repairs would not be made to existing
schools damaged by the tornado, and the planned tornado safe rooms would not be
constructed. Several sites would remain undeveloped, creating opportunities for erosion,
unsafe and unsanitary conditions.

In the event that the damaged facilities were not repaired or reconstructed, temporary facilities
would be relied upon to meet the public educational needs of the community for an
undetermined period of time. Minorities, the financially disadvantaged, and individuals with
physical and mental challenges would be impacted substantially from such a lack of educational
opportunities. In addition, the local economy would suffer as well. The area would offer a less
attractive work force to area employers. The community would be a less desirable location for
companies looking to relocate and would present more obstacles for the recruitment of
prospective employees if the Joplin School District did not provide permanent, fully functioning
options for educational facilities.

The no action alternative could have moderate cumulative effects on human health and safety
and disproportionate adverse effects on minority and low-income populations. Under this
alternative, FEMA would not provide grant funding for the installation or construction of safe
rooms that would protect lives during an extreme wind event (hurricane, tornado, etc.).
Therefore, residents of communities susceptible to these hazard risks would remain vulnerable.
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5.0

Mitigation

51 Geology and Soils

Most site locations were previously graded and contoured during previous development, it is
anticipated that any soil loss would be minimal. Short-term impacts to soils would occur during
any additional ground clearing or site preparation. Any soil loss would be directly from ground
disturbing activities or indirectly via wind or water. Site preparation for construction of the
proposed project would require stripping and grading of existing soils. Best Management
Practices (BMP), such as the development and implementation of an erosion and sedimentation
control plan, the use of silt fences or hay bales, revegetation of disturbed soils, and maintenance
of site soil stockpiles, would be utilized to prevent soils from eroding and dispersing off-site. For
areas that disturb more than one acre, it is required that a Site Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan be prepared and an MDNR land disturbance permit shall be obtained.

5.2 Hydrology and Floodplains

Floodplains exist on two of the sites included within this assessment. Those sites are the Joplin
High School/Franklin Tech Campus and the new elementary (Old St. John’s) site. Permanent
structures will not be constructed within the 100-year floodplain in either of these locations. A
detailed hydrologic analysis will be prepared for each of these sites. The new Joplin High
School/Franklin Technology Center will be relocated on its existing campus outside of the
floodplain. A detailed hydrologic analysis has been completed for the Old St. John’s/New
Elementary school development. In summary, the hydraulics and hydrology analysis for that site
indicates that no fill will be placed in the floodway and that the proposed construction of the
building and improvements/additions to the parking lot will require modifications to the
floodplain. It was concluded that these modifications to the floodplain will result in zero rise for
the 100-year flood elevation at any location beyond the property limits. The proposed
permanent structures for the new elementary school at this location will be constructed a
minimum of 2 feet above the established 100-year floodplain elevation, as required by the local
floodplain manager, so that no floodplains will be adversely impacted by the Proposed Action.

All other site locations included within this assessment are not located near areas where
hydrology or floodplain impacts are anticipated. Changes to site conditions in any of the
construction areas may result in increased hydrologic impacts to nearby drainage channels and
streams. Best Management practices should be implemented to minimize the impacts of such
potential construction runoff. These Best Management Practices may include the installation of
silt fences, straw bale protection, protective site entrance drives, water quality basins or
bioswale areas, detention facilities, native grasses or constructed wetlands. These measures
can assist in reducing erosion while protecting nearby streams and drainageways.

5.3 Wetlands

No wetlands appear to exist on any of the sites included within this assessment. No mitigiation
measures for wetland areas will be required.

5.4 Water Quality
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To reduce or eliminate runoff impacts to the downstream surfacewaters during construction,
appropriate Best Management Practices will be utilized, such as installing silt fences, straw bale
barriers, stone construction drives and revegetating bare soils. A Missouri Department of
Natural Resources Land Disturbance Permit and the preparation of a Site Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan will be required for all sites where one of more acres of land is anticipated to be
disturbed. Sewage would be transported by a conventional wastewater collection system for
ultimate treatment at a licensed Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). In addition,
stormwater would be conveyed to the local municipal stormwater system or treated on-site by
water quality basins, detention ponds or other methods. Stormwater control measures in
accordance with State of Missouri and local requirements will be required that result in no
adverse impact to water quality.

5.5 Air Quality

Temporary and minor increases in air pollution are anticipated to occur from the use of
construction equipment and the disturbance of soils during construction. During the
construction of the proposed projects, proper and routine maintenance of all vehicles and other
construction equipment would be implemented to ensure that emissions are within the design
standards of each. Dust suppression measures, such as by the use of wetting solutions, should
be applied to the construction area in order to minimize the emissions. These measures would
help reduce air quality impacts on the surrounding area and its inhabitants.

5.6 Vegetation and Wildlife

Construction of the Proposed Action would not impact wildlife or vegetation. Areas disturbed
during construction will be replanted and landscaped to provide wildlife habitat and vegetative
growth opportunities for these areas.

5.7 Threatened and Endangered Species

There are negligible impacts to threatened and endangered species due to the Proposed Action.
Mitigation measures are not required.

5.8 Cultural Resources

With the exception of Emerson Elementary, there are no historic or archaeological issues
associated with the Proposed Action for facilities listed in section 3.8.1 that have received
Section 106 reviews, therefore mitigation measures are not required. The State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) determined that Emerson Elementary is eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places under criteria A and C (education and architecture) and the
SHPO asked the Joplin School District to provide documentation that other alternatives to
demolition be explored. For the purpose of this PEA, Emerson Elementary is only being
evaluated for the safe room project. Any other work at this site will be resolved in a
Memorandum of Agreement or other document and the Section 106 review will be completed
at that time.

If during the course of work, archaeological artifacts or human remains are discovered,
construction activity shall stop in the vicinity of the discovery and all reasonable measures shall
be taken to avoid or minimize harm to the finds. Consultation shall be made with FEMA, the
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Missouri SHPO, SEMA, FEMA PA, and the FEMA Environmental and Historic Preservation Advisor
prior to resuming construction in order to formulate a course of action regarding the find.

5.9 Socio-economic

It is anticipated that the Proposed Action would have positive impacts on the Socio-Economic
aspects of the community. Mitigation measures are not required.

5.10 Environmental Justice

It is anticipated that the Proposed Action would have no impacts to minority, disadvantaged or
low-income populations within the community. Mitigation measures are not required.

5.11 Noise

To minimize this impact, whenever possible, construction activities should be limited to daylight
hours during the work week when most of the residents are at school or at work. Efforts should
be made to reduce noise impacts associated with construction to the maximum extent possible.
Noise buffer areas should be included within the design of each of the sites, if possible, in order
to minimize the permanent noise impact to neighboring property owners.

5.12 Safety and Security

All construction shall be required to be in accordance with applicable OSHA requirements and
workers shall receive all necessary OSHA training and certifications required for the work in
which they are involved. Contractors shall provide first aid supplies and be committed to
training personnel in applicable first aid application techniques. Fencing of construction sites
may be considered where large equipment, deep excavations, tall open structures or other
significant hazards are present and accessible to the public. Sites involving reconstructed or
reconfigured facilities will be designed to meet the guidelines established by the Uniform
Federal Accessibility Standards (UFAS) standards. Best Management Practices for construction
shall be observed with the implementation of approved safety and management plans for
applicable work zones. Proper signage shall be installed at each location to identify hazardous
areas, equipment or materials for workers as well as site visitors, regulatory inspectors and the
community at large. Given the history of the area, past mining activity may be uncovered during
construction activity. In the event that areas of past mine workings are uncovered, work shall
be stopped in that area until an appropriate plan of action can be formulated for the condition
discovered. The plan of action will be determined on a case by case basis depending on the
extent of the underground activity that was discovered. Proper planning, communication,
techniques, procedures and notification are all essential to maintaining safe and secure working
environments.

5.13 Hazardous Materials and Toxic Wastes

Project activities are not anticipated to impact hazardous materials or wastes. Some
excavations or other activities that involve ground disturbance could potentially expose or
otherwise affect unknown subsurface hazardous wastes or materials. Should contractors on any
of these projects encounter any materials determined to be hazardous or toxic during site
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clearing, excavation and/or demolition, construction activities should cease in that area and
appropriate regulatory agency guidelines followed to minimize any potential harm to human
health or the natural environment. All debris, material and waste associated with these projects
shall be required to be removed and disposed of in accordance with all Federal, state, and local
regulations.

Given the Joplin community is located in an EPA Superfund site, there is the potential during
construction for the uncovering soil containing elevated levels of lead or the transport of fill
material, with increased lead levels, into the site from other surrounding areas. Soils at Joplin
School District sites will be tested for the presence of lead and in the event elevated lead levels
are found, remediation would be required, as necessary.

If the remedial action workplan includes partial cleanup in conjunction with the use of
institutional and engineering controls to prevent potentially harmful exposures to contaminants,
the Joplin School District should develop a preliminary long-term stewardship plan as part of the
remedial action plan to ensure full consideration of long-term feasibility and cost. A preliminary
long-term stewardship plan should include:

e |dentification of contaminants of concern and, if possible, maps showing the
location of contamination, property boundaries, and institutional and engineering
controls;

® Proposed plans to contain contaminants, including any engineering and institutional
controls to be used;

® Long-term maintenance and monitoring measures necessary to ensure the long-
term integrity of engineering and institutional controls;

* A detailed evaluation of the resources and expertise necessary to implement the
plan and a discussion of alternative measures considered and the basis for their
rejection;

¢ A demonstrated commitment of funding sufficient to ensure the implementation
and maintenance of all plan components over the long term (i.e., the life of the
school);

* Aremedial action workplan that addresses cleanup of the entire contaminated site
when a school is proposed for only a portion of a known contaminated site. In this
case, the long-term stewardship plan should outline the ongoing security measures
which will ensure that only authorized persons can gain access to the unremediated
portion of the contaminated site;

® Plans for monitoring institutional and engineering controls should include
timeframes for monitoring (annual monitoring reviews should be adopted at least
for the first few years when institutional controls/engineering controls are
employed), recordkeeping and reporting;

e Conditions and procedures for modification and termination of institutional
controls; and

e Recommendations for the final site sampling to be done after the cleanup has been
completed to ensure that all residual contamination is less than the cleanup goals
defined for the site. Such sampling recommendations should be designed to
discover the highest possible concentrations of contamination at the candidate site.
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5.14 Traffic and Transportation

Traffic and Transportation are not anticipated to be adversely affected as sites where existing
structures are being repaired or have been demolished. These locations include Kelsey Norman
Elementary, Cecil Floyd Elementary, Roi S. Wood Administration Building, Old Irving Elementary,
Old South Middle School and Emerson Elementary. The School District intends on demolishing
Emerson Elementary in the near future and has no current set plans for that site. The buildings
in these locations will either provide the same services as prior to the storm, have been
demolished or will be demolished, therefore, traffic and transportation mitigation will not be
required as part of the proposed action.

A traffic impact study (TIS) has been prepared for both the Joplin High School/Franklin
Technology Center and the New Elementary/Old St. John’s sites. The study recommends that
no improvements will be required to mitigate traffic and transportation concerns by the
proposed action at the New Elementary/Old St. John’s site. The following items have been
recommended by the TIS as traffic and transportation mitigation measures at the Joplin High
School Campus:

® A 200 foot long right turn lane into the main campus entrance for southbound traffic on
Indiana Avenue.

e A 200 foot long left turn lane into the main campus entrance for northbound traffic on
Indiana Avenue.

® The widening of Grand Avenue by 8 feet along the west side of the new Joplin High School
Campus boundary.

A TIS has not been completed for the East Middle School/New Elementary campus, however,
given the additional student population that is to be placed at that site, the following roadway
improvements will be necessary and made part of the project to mitigate traffic concerns:

e  Construction of a roundabout on 20th street at the main facility location on the north side
of the site.

e The widening of a portion of 20" street along on the north side of the site.

e  Purchase of additional property for future south access to the site from 24" street.
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6.0

Public Involvement

An extensive public involvement process was undertaken for this project, including
communications and active involvement from community leaders, the public, parents, and
representatives from the Joplin School District. Public meeting were conducted, local print,
television and radio media covered events, plans for reconstruction and assisted in notifying the
public of scheduled events. The local print media, the Joplin Globe, ran numerous articles which
documented the topics of the various public meetings, summarized any proposed plans
discussed and quoted public patrons who voiced opinions at such events. Facebook was also
utilized to get information out to the public. The Joplin School District completed a patron
survey to determine their views on the performance of the District and obtain their opinions on
ideas being considered for potential ballot issues. As part of this survey and in effort to more
efficiently and successfully get information out to the public, the survey provided information on
where the patrons of the District received their information. A detailed summary of public
involvement for this project is listed below.

6.1 Website

The Joplin School District has a website at http://www.joplinschools.org. The purpose of the
website is to share information about the planned projects for the Joplin School District and
provide information as to their scope and the variables involved with the decision making
process. The Joplin School District is active at updating the website in an effort to provide the
public with the latest information.

6.2 Public Meetings

Since the May 22, 2011 tornado, the Joplin School District has prioritized public involvement and
the receipt of public input regarding the reconstruction of the facilities damaged during the
storm. Numerous community wide meetings have been held to discuss ideas, goals and desires
for the new facilities. This input has been used to assist the Joplin School District and its design
professionals in developing a plan for reconstruction of the facilities. Advertisement for these
meetings was accomplished by numerous methods including the local circulation newspaper,
public postings, the School District website, email, television, radio and social network media
sites such as Facebook. After the storm, the Joplin Citizens Advisory Recovery Team (CART) was
formed to aid in the planning of recovery for the community and to provide a voice for Joplin
area citizens. CART focused on four recovery sector groups: Economic Development (recovery,
resources, sustainability), Schools & Community Facilities (future for schools, needs of various
age groups, what other community facilities will Joplin need, etc.), Housing & Neighborhoods
(single family, multi family, affordability, trails & sidewalks, parks, creation of stable
neighborhoods), Infrastructure & Environment (floodplains, mine issues, utilities, new
development, trees, streets). This organization held numerous public input meetings and also
has a Facebook page that have both been sources for public comment and information. A
report was developed by the CART that focused on community reconstruction
recommendations as a result of its public meetings and public comment opportunities. The
following is a listing of the public meeting events held to discuss future plans for the Joplin
School District:

July 12, 2011, 1 pm to 3 pm and 5:30 pm to 7:30 pm, Memorial Middle School Gym, 310 West
8th Street, Joplin: A public input session was held to share ideas about what is important to the
community for recovery. Schools were one of the items discussed at this meeting. Attendees
were asked to write and post comments on boards or to provide written comment. Comments
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were also obtained via the KOAM-TV Facebook page. Comments received at the meeting and
via Facebook were recorded and have been transcribed for reference.

August 16, 2011, 1 pm to 3 pm and 5:30 pm to 7:30 pm, College Heights Christian School, 4311
E. Newman Road, Joplin: A public input meeting was held to share ideas about what is
important to the community for recovery. The meeting allowed community members to review
the work the Citizens Advisory Recovery Team (CART) has done to date and to make
recommendations on recovery priorities. Community members were offered the opportunity to
discuss recovery options with a panel of experts. Schools were one of the items discussed at
this meeting. The public was offered the opportunity to make comment at this meeting.
Comments received were recorded and transcribed. The open house session was followed by a
panel discussion and featured representatives from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
American Institute of Architects, Missouri Housing Development Commission and U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development. The panel discussion was recorded and made
available online at the CART web site.

October 13 and 14, 2011, Forest Park Baptist Church, Main Campus, 725 S Highview Avenue,
Joplin: The American Institute of Architects (AlIA) Central States Chapter, in conjunction with
the Citizens Advisory Recovery Team (CART), hosted a community design workshop to visually
explore concepts and ideas, including input regarding Joplin School District reconstruction, that
were identified through the recovery planning process. The event was held at Forest Park
Baptist Church on October 13 and 14, 2011. Preliminary sketching began at noon, Thursday
October 13. All residents were encouraged to stop by anytime from noon to 6:00 p.m. to
participate in conversations and provide input to design exploration and again on Friday starting
at 8:00 a.m. The event continued all day Friday and culminated in a formal “pin-up” at 4:00 p.m.
on Friday when the sketches of the two days conclusions were displayed. The AlA staffed the
event with 50-60 professionals including city planners, architects, landscape architects and
designers who worked with community members.

November 7th, 2011, 6:00 pm, Joplin City Hall, 6th and Main Street, Joplin: The Citizens
Advisory Recovery Team (CART) made a presentation to the Joplin City Council regarding input
received to date from community members on their desires for a rebuilt Joplin.

November 30, 2011, 8 am to 4 pm, Fellowship Baptist Church Family Life Center, 2827 E. 32nd
Street, Joplin: The Joplin School District hosted its third “Dream” planning session from 8 am to
4 pm at Fellowship Baptist Church Family Life Center, 2827 E. 32nd St., Joplin. The meeting
brings together students, parents, teachers, administrators, community members, experts in the
field of education, and architects to help develop a vision for the new high school and
technology center. This session will focus on how to design career pathways at JHS / FTC and on
the question of whether to build a freshman wing or create a freshman experience.

December 8, 2011, 6 pm, Joplin School District Administration Building, 3901 E. 32nd Street,
Joplin: Hollis and Miller, the architects for the rebuilding of the middle school and one
elementary school hosted a community visioning session at 6:00 pm. The visioning session was
held at the Joplin School District Administration Building, 3901 E. 32nd St. This session focused
on Joplin's vision for the new middle school and elementary school, 21st century learners, and
the character statements for the projects (the overall philosophy that will guide the design and
build) for the two facilities. The team from Hollis and Miller presented ideas and sought input
from attendees, including a question and answer session. This is the first of several sessions that
will be held. The public was invited and encouraged to attend.
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January 4, 2012, 3:45 pm, Joplin High School 11-12 Campus, Northpark Mall, 101 N. Range Line
Road, Joplin: The Joplin School District hosted a vision planning meeting for community
business leaders at the Joplin High School 11-12 Campus at 3:45 pm. Business leaders were able
to discuss the needs and desires for the new Joplin schools from a business standpoint and lay
out a vision for the new facilities.

January 12, 2012, 5:30 pm to 7:30 pm, Joplin Area Chamber of Commerce, 320 East 4th Street
Road, Joplin: The Citizens Advisory Recovery Team hosted a community open house on January
12, 2012. The meeting provided an opportunity for community members to review the work
done to date by the Citizens Advisory Recovery Team and ask questions about the
implementation steps. The open house featured display boards organized according to the four
recovery sectors: Infrastructure and Environment, Housing and Neighborhoods, Schools and
Community Facilities, and Economic Development. Attendees were able to review themes that
have emerged from the public comments and identify what they see as their top priority
recovery issues and opportunities. Members of the Citizens Advisory Recovery Team and
community leaders were on hand to discuss the process and ideas.

January 30, 2012, 2:30 - 5:00 pm, Joplin High School 11-12 Campus, Northpark Mall, 101 N.
Range Line Road, Joplin: Joplin School District — Joplin High School/Franklin Tech design input
meeting. The Joplin School District hosted a meeting at the 11-12 Campus at Northpark Mall.
Business and industry representatives were invited to attend and share their ideas for the
development of career-interest pathways for our high school students. Our design team for the
new Joplin High School / Franklin Tech combined campus will use the input to help guide their
design. Questions asked included: What kinds of laboratory classrooms do we need? What
types of career fields should we offer? Careers fields to consider include dental assistant
program, EMT, nursing, law, engineering, cosmetology, construction, manufacturing, graphic
arts, machining, TV productions, natural resources, auto tech, teaching, industrial tech,
computer programming, phlebotomy, accounting, welding and others. The expert advice gained
from this and additional meetings that will be held will help shape the career opportunities
offered at the new campus and impact the future of education in Joplin.

February 7, 5:30 pm, Joplin High School, 9-10 Campus, Memorial Educational Center, 310 West
8th Street, Joplin: The Joplin School District held a public meeting to inform the patrons and
community members of the proposed modifications to the existing roadways necessary to
accommodate the redevelopment of the high school campus. A sign-in sheet of attendees was
obtained and minutes of the meeting taken. The public was offered the opportunity to
comment and responses to those comments were made by Joplin School District
representatives. The proposed improvements were modified by the Joplin District as a direct
result of the public comment received at this meeting.

February 9, 5:30 pm, Joplin High School, 11-12 Campus, Northpark Mall, 101 N. Range Line
Road, Joplin: The Joplin School District hosted a community input meeting at 5:30 pm, on
Thursday, February 9, at the JHS 11-12 Campus at Northpark Mall, 101 N. Range Line Rd., Joplin.
Administrators from the Joplin School District and architects from CGA Architects and the DLR
Group were on hand to share tentative concepts for the project. They also discussed
information regarding 21st Century Learning and career paths - two education philosophies
helping to guide the design of the new school. The public was invited and encouraged to attend.
There was opportunity for the public to ask questions and share ideas.

February 13, 2012, 4:00 pm, Joplin City Hall, 6™ and Main Street, Joplin: The City of Joplin
Planning and Zoning Commission held a public meeting to inform community members and
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allow discussion of the proposed modifications to the existing roadways necessary to
accommodate the redevelopment of the high school campus. The Joplin School District
requested that roadways, now included within the expanded property boundaries of the Joplin
High School campus area, be vacated to provide for the rebuilding of the new Joplin High School
facility. Modifications to existing roadways necessary to accommodate the rebuilding of the
facility were also discussed. The public was offered an opportunity to comment at the meeting.
Three individuals made comment and all were generally in favor of the proposed improvements.

February 16, 2012, 6:00 pm, Joplin School District Administration Building, 3901 E. 32nd
Street: The Joplin School District hosted a community input meeting for the Irving Elementary
School rebuild on Thursday, Feb. 16, at 6:00 pm at the Joplin School District Administration
Building, 3901 E. 32nd Street. The architects shared concepts for the project and community
members had an opportunity to provide feedback. (This meeting was originally scheduled for
Monday, Feb. 13 and was rescheduled due to inclement weather).

March 5, 2012, 6:00 pm, Joplin City Hall, 6" and Main Street, Joplin: The City Council of the
City of Joplin held a public meeting to inform community members and allow discussion of the
proposed modifications to the existing roadways necessary to accommodate the redevelopment
of the high school campus. The Joplin School District requested that roadways, now included
within the expanded property boundaries of the Joplin High School campus area, be vacated to
provide for the rebuilding of the new Joplin High School facility. Modifications to existing
roadways necessary to accommodate the rebuilding of the facility were also discussed. The
public was offered an opportunity to comment regarding this issue at the meeting. No public
comment was made.

March 29, 2012, 5:30 pm at the Joplin High School 11-12 Campus, Northpark Mall, 101 N.
Range Line Road: The Joplin School District hosted a Community Meeting at 5:30 pm at the JHS
11-12 Campus at Northpark Mall, 101 N. Range Line Rd. The architects for each project were on
hand to share information about the building projects. Attendees also had an opportunity to
view virtual tours of all of the new schools and ask questions regarding the rebuilding and the
April 3 Bond Request.

April 3,2012: A school bond election was held on April 3 in the amount of $62 million. The
bond issue passed with 57.68% approval (4,982 yes votes out 8,637 total votes). The passing of
the bond issue was essential to the rebuilding efforts and will ensure that the permanent new
High School/Franklin Technology Center and tornado safe rooms are built. Other funds obtained
by the school district were earmarked for facilities that house elementary and middle school
students.

Community Forum

March 28, 2012, Broadcast live on KGCS-TV, also broadcast on the Joplin Globe website, and
rebroadcast March 31, 2012 on KODE-TV and April 1, 2012 on KSNF-TV: A panel of six Joplin
residents compiled questions about a $62 million bond issue that was proposed by the Joplin
School District as a way to build back a combined Irving and Emerson Elementary school, a
combined Duquesne and Duenweg Elementary School, East Middle School and a combined
Joplin High School and Franklin Technology Center. The Joplin Globe was the host of the forum.
The Joplin Globe indicated that they tried to pick people with a broad base of perspectives, but
also people who are stakeholders in the community. The questions were developed by the
individuals on the panel and the Joplin Globe indicated that they were questions that the
panelists felt their neighbors, friends and co-workers wanted to know the answers to. Joplin
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School District officials and representatives answered the questions and were not given the
panelists questions ahead of time.

April 1, 2012, Print edition of the Joplin Globe: The Joplin Globe submitted the same questions
as those asked by the panelists at the March 28, 2012 community forum directly to Joplin School
District Superintendent, Dr. C) Huff. The responses to those questions were provided in a Joplin
Globe article. The public was offered the ability to make comment on the Joplin Globe website.

Parent Informational Nights

Below are dates that Parent Informational Nights were held by the Joplin School District. These
meetings were conducted to discuss the April 3, 2012 Bond Issue, provide information relative
to the construction and financial details of the improvements planned for the Joplin School
District facilities and allow opportunity for public comment. At each of these meetings a sign-up
sheet for attendees was obtained. At the end of each meeting, the public was offered the
opportunity to comment and responses to those comments were made by Joplin School District
representatives. Each of the meetings was advertised in the Joplin Globe, on the Joplin School
District website as well as through handouts to students within the Joplin School District.

February 28, 2012, 6pm
Jefferson Elementary, 130 McKinley, Joplin.

March 1, 2012, 6pm

Emerson Elementary, 1301 South Duquesne Road, Duquesne, MO.

Joplin High School - 9-10 Campus, Memorial Educational Center, 310 West 8th Street, Joplin.
March 1, 2012, 6:30 pm

East Middle School, 7501 East 26th, Joplin.

March 2, 2012, 5:30 pm
Irving Elementary, 130 McKinley, Joplin.

March 5, 2012, 6 pm
Royal Heights Elementary, 2100 Rolla Street, Joplin.
Cecil Floyd Elementary, 2201 West 24th, Joplin.

March 6, 2012, 6 pm

South Middle School, 900 East 50th, Joplin.
West Central, 1001 West 7th Street, Joplin.
Kelsey Norman, 1323 East 28th, Joplin.
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March 8, 2012, 6 pm
North Middle School, 102 Gray, Joplin.
Eastmorland Elementary, 1131 Highview, Joplin.

Joplin High School, 11-12 Campus, Northpark Mall, 101 North Range Line Road, Joplin.

March 8, 2012, 6:30 pm
East Middle School, 7501 East 26th, Joplin.

March 12, 2012, 6 pm
Stapleton Elementary, 4031 Hearnes Boulevard, Joplin

Columbia Elementary, 610 West F Street, Joplin

March 13, 2012, 6 pm
McKinley Elementary, 611 Highland, Joplin.
Duenweg and Duquesne Elementary, 801 Erwin, Duenweg, MO.

In addition to the listing of meetings above, the Joplin School District Board of Education
discussed rebuilding efforts routinely at each of their monthly meetings held from July 2011 to
March 2012. These meetings were open to the public, publicly posted and advertised, and
many of which were televised on the Joplin School District television channel which is Channel
13 for CableOne, the Joplin Cable television service provider. These meetings aired repeatedly
throughout each month on Cable Channel 13 beginning the day after actual Board meeting. In
addition to the School Board meetings, Joplin School District Television has repeatedly aired
interviews with Joplin School District officials, employees and community members regarding
the April 3 Bond Issue and rebuilding plans for the Joplin School District. The daily local
circulation newspaper, the Joplin Globe, has published multiple informational news articles each
week dating back to just following the May 22, 2011 tornado which focused on the rebuilding
plans of the Joplin School District. Local televisions stations, KODE (ABC), KOAM (CBS) and KSNF
(NBC) as well as local radio stations have also been very instrumental in informing the public of
the plans for reconstructing the Joplin School District. The Joplin School District and CART have
established Facebook pages to provide opportunities for the public to comment on proposed
reconstruction efforts and to capture comments about rebuilding, the recent bond issue and
associated responses. The Joplin School District also actively utilizes its website to provide
answers to “frequently answered questions” and to offer an avenue for updates to the public.

6.3 Patron Survey

2012 Patron Survey, Joplin School District, December 2011 and January 2012,
Executive Summary, January 26, 2012: The Joplin School District completed a patron
survey to determine their views on the performance of the District and obtain their
opinions on ideas being considered for potential ballot issues. As part of this survey and in
effort to more efficiently and successfully get information out to the public, the survey
provided information on where the patrons of the District received their information. The
survey was conducted on 400 randomly selected, head-of-household, registered voter
patrons in the Joplin School District.
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7.0 Agencies Consulted

Preparation of this EA has been coordinated with appropriate Federal, State, and local agencies, and
other interested parties including the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Army Corps of Engineers (USACE),
Missouri Department of Conservation (MDC), Missouri Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) and
Missouri State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO).
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8.0 List of Preparers

Below is a listing of persons and affiliations responsible for the preparation of this Programmatic
Environmental Assessment:

Ken Sessa, FEMA; Technical Editor

Chelsea Klein, FEMA; NEPA Coordinator, Quality Assurance

Chris Erisman, Allgeier, Martin and Associates, Inc.; Project Manager

Michael Keaton, Allgeier, Martin and Associates, Inc.; Data Acquisition and Document Preparation
Sue Bacorn, Bacorn Enterprises; Technical Assistance, Document Preparation , Data Acquisition
Wanda Shellenbarger, Allgeier, Martin and Associates, Inc.; Administrative Support

Beth Elsten, Allgeier, Martin and Associates, Inc.; Administrative Support

Dr. C.J. Huff, Superintendent, Joplin School District; Data Acquisition

Mike Johnson, Joplin School District; Data Acquisition

Kelli Price, Joplin School District; Data Acquisition

Paul Barr, Joplin School District; FEMA Coordination
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CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT
Section 106 Review

CONTACT PERSON/ADDRESS ' C:
Brent Davis, P.E. . Kenneth Sessa, FEMA
Toth and Asscclates, Inc. . Chelsea Klein, FEMA

830 East Primrose, Suite 200
Springtield, Missouri 65807

PRO.JECT: .

| irving Elementary School Safe Room, 2727 McCleliand Bivd.,, Joplin |
FEDERAL AGENCY COUNTY: L

[ FEMA I | JASPER |

The State Historic Preservation Office has reviewed the information submitted on the above referenced
project. Based on this review, we have made the following determination:

After review of initial submission, the project area has a tow potential for the occurrence of cultural
resources. A cultural resource survey, therefore, is not warranted.

X Adequale documentation has hesn provided {36 CFR Section 800.11). There will be "no historic
properties affected” by the current project.

An adequate cultural resource survey of the project area has been previously conducted. It has
been determined that for the proposed undertaking there will be "no historic properiies affected™,

For the above checked reason, the State Historic Preservation Office has no objection to the initiation of project
activities. PLEASE BE ADVISED THAT, IF THE CURRENT PROJECT AREA OR SCOPE OF WORK ARE
CHANGED, A BORROW AREA IS INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT, OR CULTURAL MATERIALS ARE
ENCOUNTERED DURING CONSTRUCTION, APPROPRIATE INFORMATION MUST BE PROVIDED TO THIS
OFFICE FOR FURTHEH REVIEW AND COMMENT. Please retain this documentation as evidence of compliance
with Seclion 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended.

By: %/ﬂ% . March 7, 2012

Mark A. Miles, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer Date

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESQURCES
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
P.0O. Box 176, Jefferson City, Missouri 656102
For additional information, please contact Judith Deel, (573) 751-7862. Please be sure to refer to the project number:
126-JP-12




CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT
Section 106 Review

CONTACT PERSON/ADDRESS C:
Brent Davig, P.E. Kenneth Sessa, FEMA
Toth and Associates, Inc. Chelsea Klein, FEMA

830 East Primrose, Suile 200
Springfield, Missouri 65807

PROJECT:

| East Middle School Safe Room, 4594 East 20", Joplin I
FEDERAL AGENCY COUNTY:

TFEMA I [ JASPER |

The Siate Historice F_’reservation Office has reviewed the information submitted on the above referenced
project. Based on this review, we have made the following determination:

After review of initial submigsion, the project area has a low potential for the occurrence of cultural
resources. A cultural resource survey, therefore, is not warranted.

X Adequate documentation has been provided (36 CFR Section 800.11). There will be “no historic
properties affected” by the current project.

An adequate cultural resource survey of the project area has been previously conducted. It has
been determinad that for the proposed undertaking there wilt be “no historic propeities affected”,

For the above checked reason, the State Historic Preservation Office has no objection {o the initiation of project
activities. PLEASE BE ADVISED THAT, IF THE CURRENT PROJECT AREA OR SCOPE OF WORK ARE
CHANGED, A BORROW AREA 1S INCLUDED I THE PROJECT, OR CULTURAL MATERIALS ARE
ENCOLINTERED DURING CONSTRUCTION, APPROPRIATE INFORMATION MUST BE PROVIDED TO THIS
OFFICE FOR FURTHER REVIEW AND COMMENT. Please retain this documentation as evidence of compliance
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended.

By: % 1 %——/ March 7, 2012

Mark A. Miles, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer - Date

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
P.Q. Box 176, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102
For additional inforination, please contact Judith Deel, (573) 751-7862. Please be sure to refer to the project number:
127-JP-12




CULTURAL BESOQOURCE ASSESSMENT
Section 106 Review

CONTACT PERSON/ADDRESS C:
Brent Davis, P.E. Kenneth Sessa, FEMA
Toth and Asscciates, Ine. Chelsea Klein, FEMA

830 East Primrose, Suite 200
Springfield, Missouri 65807

PROJECT:
|_Joplin High Frankiin Tech School Safe Room, 2104 Indiana, Joplin ' |
FEDERAL AGENCY COUNTY: )
|_FEMA | [ JASPER [

The State Historic Preservation Office has reviewed the information submitted on the above referenced
project. Based on this review, we have made the following determination:

Afler review of initial submission, lhe project area has a low potential for the occurrence of cultural
resources. A cultural resource survey, therefore, is not warranted.

X Adequate documentation has been provided (36 CFR Section 800.11). There will be “no historic
properties affected” by the current project.

An adequate cultural resource survey of the project area has been previously conducted. It has
been determined that for the proposed undertaking there will be “no historic properties affected”.

For the above checked reason, the State Historic Preservation Office has no objection to the initiation of project
activities. PLEASE BE ADVISED THAT, IF THE CURRENT PROJECT AREA OR SCOPE OF WORK ARE
CHANGED, A BORAOW AREA IS INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT, OR CULTURAL MATERIALS ARE
ENCOUNTERED DURING CONSTRUCTION, APPROPRIATE INFORMATION MUST BE PROVIDED TO THIS
QFFICE FOR FURTHER REVIEW AND COMMENT. Please retain this documentation as evidence of compliance
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended,

By: %ffﬁ /Z Z%ﬁ%’—’-— ' March 8, 2012

ifark A. Miles, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer Pate

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
P.0. Box 176, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102
For additional information, please contact Judith Deel, (573) '.;51—7862. Please be sure to refer to the project number:
e S 128-JP-12




CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT
Section 106 Review

CONTACT PERSON/ADDRESS C:
Brent Davis, P.E. Kenneth Sessa, FEMA
Toth and Assoclates, Inc. . Chelsea Klein, FEMA

830 East Primrose, Suite 200
Springfield, Missouri 65807

PROJECT: .

ILCecll Floyd Elementary Schoot Safe Room, 2201 West 24° Street, Joplin I
FEDERAL AGENCY COUNTY:

| FEMA I [ JASPER Fi

The State Historic Preservation Office has reviewed the information submitted on the above referenced
project. Based on this review, we have made the following determination:

After review of initial submission, the project area has a low potential for the occurrence of cultural
resources. A cultural resotrce survey, tharefors, is not warranted.

X Adequale documentation has been provided (36 CFR Section 800.11). There will be “no historlc
properties affected” by the current project.

An adequate cultural resource survey of the project area has been previously conducted. It has
been determined that for the proposed undertaking there will be “no historic properties affected”.

For the above checked reason, the State Historic Preservation Office has no objection to the inltiation of project
activities. PLEASE BE ADVISED THAT, IF THE CURRENT PROJECT AREA OR SCOPE OF WORK ARE
CHANGED, A BORROW AREA IS INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT, OR CULTURAL MATERIALS ARE
ENCOUNTERED DURING CONSTRUCTION, APPROPRIATE INFORMATION MUST BE PROVIDED TO THIS
OFFICE FOR FURTHER REVIEW AND COMMENT. Please retain this documentation as evidence of compliance
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended.

Y
By: %féﬁ % March 7, 2012

Mark A. Miles, Deputy State Historie Preservation Officer Date

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESQURCES
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
P.O. Box 176, Jefferson City, Missourl 65102
For additional information, please contact Judith Deel, (573) 751-7862. Please be sure to refer to the project number:
‘ 129-JP-12




CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT .
Section 106 Review

CONTACT PERSON/ADDRESS C:
Brent Davis, P.E. Kenneth Sessa, FEMA
Toth and Assaciates, Inc. Chelsea Klein, FEMA

830 East Primrose, Suite 200
Springfield, Missourl 65807

PROJECT:

|Kelsey Norman Elementary School Safe Room, 1323 East 28" Street, Joplin |
FEDERAL AGENCY COUNTY: |

| FEMA | [ JASPER ' I

The State Historic Preservation Office has reviewed the inforation submitted on the above referenced
project. Based on this review, we have made the following determination:

After review of initial submission, the project area has a low potential for the occurrence of culiural
resources. A cultural resource survey, therefore, is not warranted.

X Adequate documentation has been provided (36 CFR Section 800.11). There will be "no historic
properties affected” by the current project.

An adequate cultural resotirce survey of the project area has been previously conducted. It has
been determined that for the proposed undertaking there will be “no historic properties affected”.

For the above checked reason, the State Historic Preservation Office has no objection to the initiation of project
activities. PLEASE BE ADVISED THAT, IF THE CURRENT PROJECT AREA OR SCOPE OF WORK ARE
CHANGED, A BORROW AREA 1S INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT, OR CULTURAL MATERIALS ARE
ENCOUNTERED DURING CONSTRUCTION, APPROPRIATE INFORMATION MUST BE PROVIDED TO THIS
OFFICE FOR FURTHER REVIEW AND COMMENT. Please retain this documentation as evidence of compliance
with Seclion 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended.

By: % 4’ % March 7, 2012

Mark A. Miles, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer Date

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
P.O. Box 178, Jeflerson City, Missouri 65102
For additional information, please contact Judith Deel, (573) 761-7862. Please be sure to refer to the project number:
135-JP-12




CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT
Section 106 Review

CONTACT PERSON/ADDRESS C:

Ken Sessa, FEMA

7 Mr. Michael Keaton, E.1.
Chelsea Klein, FEMA

Allgeier, Martin and Associates, Inc,
7231 E. 24" Street
Joplin, MO 64804

PROJECT:

| Roi S. Wood Safe Room Project, 1717 E. 15" Street, Joplin - ]
FEDERAL AGENCY COUNTY:

TFEMA | [3aspER . |

The State Historic Preservation Office has reviewed the information submitted on the above referenced
project. Based on this review, we have made the following determination;

After review of initial submission, the project area has a low potential for the occurrence of cultural
resources. A cultural resource survey, therefore, is not warranted. ‘

X Adequate documentation has been provi‘ded (36 CFR Section 800.1 1). There will be "no historic
propeities affected” by the current project.

An adequate cultural resource survey of the project area has been previously conducted. It has
been determined that for the proposed undertaking there will be “ho historic properties affected”.

For the above checked reason, the State Historic Preservation Office has no objection to the initiation of project
activities. PLEASE BE ADVISED THAT, IF THE CURRENT PROJECT AREA OR SCOPE OF WORK ARE
CHANGED, A BORROW AREA IS INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT, OR CULTURAL MATERIALS ARE
ENCOUNTERED DURING CONSTRUCTION, APPROPRIATE INFORMATION MUST BE PRCOVIDED TO THIS
OFFICE FOR FURTHER REVIEW AND COMMENT. Please retain this documentation as evidence of compliance
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended. ’ ’

By: %Z 7 — | April 26, 2012

Mark A. Miles Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer Date

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
~ HISTORIC PRESERVATION PROGRAM -
P.0. Box 176, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102
For additional information, please contact Rebecca Rost, 573-751-7958.
Please be sure to refer to the project number: 252-JP-11




www.dnr.mo.gov

March 14, 2012

Mr, Brent Davis

Toth and Associates, Inc.
830 East Primrose, Suite 200
Springfield, MO 65807

Re:‘ SHPO Project Number: 125-JP-12 — Emerson School Safe Room, 301 E. 19®, Joplin, Jasper County,
Missouri (FEMA)}

Dear Mr. Davis:

Thank you for submitting information about the above-referenced project for our review pursuant to Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (P.L. 89-G65, as amended) and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's
regulation 36 CFR Part 800, which require identification and evaluation of cultural resources.

Enclosed please find a copy of our original determination that Emerson School is eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places and that the proposed tornado safe room project will have an adverse effect on historic
properties. At this time, we have begun consultation with the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and
FEMA has agreed that they will assume their lead agency status in fulfilling FEMA s Section 106 obligations (36 CFR
800.2{a]). Our expectations are that FEMA will submit the following information to our office so that we can begin
negotiating a Memorandum of Agreement for the proposed undertaking:

. Documentation of the alternatives to demolition that have been explored, and
2. Evidence that the public participation aspect has been fulfilled (including any parties that may be interested

tocally and tribes), and
3. Documentation of the Advisory Couneil on Historic Preservation’s intent to partxmpate/not patticipate in the

consultation, and
4. A draft MOA to outline the proposed steps for mitigation.

If you have any of this information already, please provide it to FEMA so that we can work to conclude this
process expeditiously.

If you have any questions please write Missouri Department of Natural Resources, State Historic Preservation Office,
Atitn: Review and Compliance, P.O. Box 176, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102, or call Rebecea Rost at (573) 751-7958,
Please be sure to include the SHPO Project Number (125-JP-12) on all fulure correspondence relating to this project.
1f the information is provided via telephone call, please follow up in writing for our files. :

Sincerely,

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION QFFICE

iy o2

Mark A. Miles
Director and Deputy
State Historic Preservation Officer

C: Ken Sessa, FEMA -
Chelsea Klein, FEMA A

ren e et ¢ . i ———




Chris Erisman

R i e
From:; Rost, Rebecca <Rebecca.Rost@dnr.mo.gov>
Sent: Thursday, April 26, 2012 10:03 AM
To: Chris Erisman; Klein, Chelsea (Chelsea.Klein@fema.dhs.gov)
Subject: RE: Joplin Schools EA

Hi Chris-

‘Wood wasreceived. We agree that no historic properties will be affected by the project. The letter will

go out in the mail next week.

2) :0ld South Middle Schiool: Our office failed to comment within the 30 days required by law and FEMA proceeded

with demolition. There are currently no historic properties that will be affected by construction of the safe

room.
3} @ldirving: This building had lost integrity and ¥'m assuming has already been demolished. We find that no
historic properties will be affected by construction of the safe room.
4) Emerson=we’re awaiting information from FEMA to complete this one.

Thanks!

Rebecca Rost

Historian

State Historic Preservation Office
P.O. Box 176

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102
(573) 751-7958
rebecca.rost@dnr.mo.gov

From: Chris Erisman [mailto;Chris.Erisman@AMCE.com]
Sent: Thursday, April 26, 2012 9:46 AM

To: Rost, Rebecca

Subject: FW: Joplin Schools EA

Rebecca,

Copy of past correspondence from Chelsea Klein regarding Joplin Schools. She didn’t seem to have anything on Old
South Middle School, Do you need anything else on Old Irving or will this suffice? Thank you.

Chrls Erisman, P.E.

ALLGEIER, MARTIN and ASSOCIATES, INC.
P.O. Box 2627 Joplin, MO 64803-2627
7231 East 24th Street  Joplin, MO 64804
417-680-7200, 417-680-7300 (Fax)

Chris. Erisman@AMCE.com

From: Kiein, Chelsea [mailto:Chelsea.Klein@fema,dhs.qov]
Sent: Monday, Aprit 16, 2012 3:30 PM

To: Chris Erisman

Subject: RE: Joplin Schools EA

Chris,

Sorry it has take so long for me to get back to you. We had to clarify some things.

1




. . . Rescurce Science Division
Missouri Department of Consetvation

P. 0. Box 180
s b Jefferson City, MO 65102
I m m)w.wm@ @ mmw& @gm xm E@ m..m Prepared by: Emily Clancy
March 27, 2012 - Page 1 of 2 Emily. Clancy@mdc.mo.gov

(573) 522 - 4115 ext. 3182

+ Projecttype: | Facility/Building : .
Allgeier, Martin and Associates, INC Location/Scope: | Section 15 of T27N R33W (3 projects), Section 11 (2 projects), 14 (2
Atin: Michael Keaton, EI projects), 16 of T27N R33W, & Section 17 of T27N R32W
P.O. Box 2627 County: | Jasper
Joplin, MO 64803-2627 Query reference: | Joplin Schools - FEMA
Query received: | March 19, 2012

This NATURAL HERITAGE REVIEW is not a site clearance letter. Rather, i identifies
affected by the proposed project. On-site verification is the responsibility of the profect

public lands and sensifive resources known o have been located ciose fo andior oofentially

Heritage records were identified at some date and focation. This report considers records near but not.
necessarily at the project site. Animais move and, over fime, so do plant communities. To

say ‘there is a record” does not mean the species/habitat is still there. To say that “there Is no record”
does not mean a protected species will not be encountered. Thess records only provide one reference and other information (e.q. wetfand or soils maps, on-site inspections or surveys) should be
censidered, Look for addiional information about the biclogical and habitat needs of records Jisted in order fo avoid or minimize impacts. More information may be found at

hitg://mdc,mo. gov/discover-nature/places-go/natural-areas and mded.rmde.mo. dov/apviications/mofivis/mofwis_ssarch.aspx. Confact information for the depariment’s Nafural History Biologist is
onfine af hito//mdc mo. gov/contaci-us.

Level 3 (federal-listed) and Level 2 (state listed) issues:
Records of listed species or critical habitats:
Heritage records identify no wildiife Qmmm?mmu no designated wilderness areas or critical :mm:mwm“ no state or federal endangered-list
species records within one mile of the site, or in the public land survey section listed above or sections adjacent.

The project should be managed to minimize erosion and sedimentation/runof to nearby mﬁ_‘mmaw.mw.:a\_mxmm_ including adherence to
any “Clean Water Permit” conditiohs. Revegetate areas in which the natural cover is disturbed o miRimize erosion using native plant
species compatible with the local Jandscape and wildlife needs. Pollutants, including sediment, can have significant impacts far
downstream. Use silt fences and/or <m@mﬁm¢<m,_§mﬁ strips to buffer streams and drainages

, tative --:and monitor‘those after rain events and
until a well-rooted ground cover is reestablishied.

FEDERAL LIST species/habitats are profecied underthe Federal anmmmmaQ Species Act. Consuttwith U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service, 101 Park Devilie Drive Suite A, Columbia, Missouri 65203-0007: 573-234-2132
General recommendations related to this project or site, or based oninformat about the historic range of species
(unrelated to any specific heritage records): e
> Gray bats (Myoffs grisescens, federally and state listed ‘endangered”) are likely to occur in the project area, as they forage over
streams, rivers, and reservoirsin this part of Missouri. Avoid entry or disturbance of any cave inhabited by gray bats and when
possible retain forest vegetation along the stream and from the gray bat cave opening fo the stream. See http://mdc.mo.govi104
for best management recommendations. R .

» Jasper county has known karst geologic features (e:g.’ caves; springs,
movement). Few karst features are recorded in heritage records, and

CO

m:n_ si w.ro._mm‘ all characterized by subterranean water
ones not noted here may be encountered at the project site

Prepared March 27, 2012; Keaton_Jasper_FaclityBuilding docx; Page 1 of 2




or affected by the project. Cave fauna (many of which are species of conservation concern) are influenced by changes to water

quality, so check your project site for any Karst features and make every effort to protect groundwater in the project area. See
hitp://mdc.mo.gov/nathis/caves/manag_construc.htm for best management information.
Streams in the area should be protected from soll erosion, water pollution and in-stream activities that modify or diminish aquatic
habitats. Best management recommendations relating to streams and rivers may be found at hito://mde.mg.gov/79. The project
should be managed to minimize erosion and sedimentation/runoff to nearby streams and lakes, including adherence to any “Clean
Water Permit’ conditions. Revegetate areas in which the natural cover is disturbed to minimize erosion using native plant species
compatible with the local landscape and wildlife needs. Poliutants, inciuding sediment, can have significant impacts far
downstream. Use silt fences and/or vegetative filter strips o buffer streams and drainages, and monitor those after rain events and
until a well-rooted ground cover is reestablished.
Invasive exctic spacies are a significant issue for fish, wildlife and agriculture in Missouri. Seeds, eggs, and larvae may be moved
to new sites on boats or construction equipment, so inspect and clean equipment thoroughly before moving between project sites.
* Remove any mud, soil, trash, plants or animals from equipment before leaving any water body or work area.
¢ Drain water from boats and machinery that has operated in water, checking motor cavities, live-well, bilge and transom wells,
tracks, buckets, and any other water reservoirs.

¢+ When possible, wash and rinse equipment thoroughly with hard spray or HOT water (2104° F, typically available at do-it-
yourself carwash sites), and dry in the-hot sun before using again.

These recommendations are ones project marnagers might prudently consider based o 2 general understanding of species needs and fendscepe condifions. Heritage records largely reflect only sites visiied by
speciafists in the fast 30 years. This means that many privetely owned fragts could host unknown remnants of species once bt no longer common.

Pre-screen heritage review requests af hitp/inyurl.com/heriia ereview. A “Level 1 response” will make further submission fo MDC or USFWVS unnecessary.

Prepared March 27, 2012: Keaton_Jasper_FaciityBuilding. docx; Page 20i 2




United States ‘Natural 688 State Iwy. B, Suite 100

- Department of Resources Springfield, MO 65802
Agriculture Couservation PHONE: 417-831-52406, ext, 138

Service ’ FAX NUMBER: 417-862-0438

Email:ailan.johnston@mo.usda.gov

Subject: Farmland Conversion Impact Rating (AD - 1006) Date: April 6, 2012
‘ Joplin Schools - Tornado Project
To: Mr. Michael Keaton, B.I. ’ File Code: 310-11-12-5
Allgejer, Martin & Associates, Inc.
P.O. Box 2627

- Joplin, MO 64803-2627
Dear Mr, Keaton
Enclosed for the above referenced projeét is the caompleted AD - 1006 forms. . All project locations
are located within the city limits of Joplin and Duqesne, Missouri, No prime farmland or farmland of
statewide importance will be converted, FPPA does not apply. Do not complete additional parts of the

AD-1006 Form.

No hydric soils or known wetlaids will impacted by the proposed project site.

Soil descriptions of the soil series located in the project area can be obtained at the following Internet
address:
http://soils.usda.gov

Please call if T can be of any more assistance,

Sincerely,

Allan R. Johnstdn”
Area Resource Soil Scientist

cc/watt, Robert Paul, District Conservationist, NRCS Field Ofﬁ'ce, Carthags, MO
Montie Hawks, Area Conservationist, NRCS Area Office, Springfield, MO
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PART V {To be comp!e iad, byvNRCS) L
Relative Value'OfFarmiand’ T_

PART Vi (T o be completed by Federal Agancy)
Slte Assessment Crileria (These criteria ara explained In 7 GFR 858.5(b)

Maximum
Polnis

“t, Area In Nonurban Use

. Perimeter In Nonirban Use

. Percent Of Site Being Farmed

Protection Provided By State And Loea} Government

. Distance From Urban Buljtup Area

. Distarice To Urban Stipport S&rvices

. Size OF Present Farm Unit Gampdied To Average

Creation Of Nonfarmabe Fermland

wlol~ o|o| s

. Availability Of Farm Suppcsrts,ewlceg, "

10 On-Farmn Investiments

. Effects 'Of Gonversion On Fam Suppurt Seriices

12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Usa

“TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS

160 [0 - 0 0 0

PART Vil (To be coripleted by Faderal Agency)

Relaiwe Value Of Farmland (From Part ) ' . .

00 |0 1o B (1 .o

Tn[a[ Sita Assessment (From Part VI abave or a local
sila assessipenl)

160 o o g 0

TOTAL PD!NTS {Total of above 2 linas}

280 0 L .00 0 © o

Bite Se]ected: Date Of Selection

Was A Lozt Site Assessment Used?
Yes EJ Wo LI

Reason For Séleclion?

Tnem ATAN0R (10-R3)
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NE Vg 815 T0P %meﬁm CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

PART {T o he comp}efed by Fedsra! Atrensy)

Date Of Land Evaluation Redquest = A 2__

e ﬁjﬂfﬁf j??defioon o .7Mf€zf1 1z Ty/‘f}w%,{:ﬂ:

Federat Agancy Invohied 77;‘ E /M /[‘Z

S ropbeed Land A 20l el "h es

CnuntyAnd?iate Jcéﬂej?(l&g, ﬂd‘s‘ )

FART i\ (To he completad by NRCS}

Daia Request Recalved By NRGS 632 / iz, /’ />

Does the site contain prime, urique, statewida or tocal lmponant fan‘nland?

{If no, the FPPA does njol apply — dn nof complgie add:trona‘f ‘parts:of fhis: ferm)

Yes
]

Na

| efes Irfgaled

Avarage Faim Size

Madjor Crap(s)
- _ Aeres:

s

-Farmable LandIn- Bwl ﬁlmsdmﬂon

%

Amouni Of Earmiand As Defined In EPPA

-FAgres:

%

Name Of Land Evaluation Syslem Used

]

Y

Namia-Of Losal Site Asaessment ‘Syslem

Daie L:and Evaluation Relumed By NRGCS

PART HI {To be completed by Federal Agahicy)

Alternative Sie Ratlng

Sila A

Sile B

Site C

Sita

A. Total Acres To Be Converied Diredlly

"B, Total Acres Ta Be Gonveried Indirectly

.742"3!?:“?‘]1

s

0. Tdtal Acres In Site

4{;‘3‘0{%

0.0

0.0

0.0

PART IV (T0 be completad by NRGS) Land:Evalustion Inforrmation

A. Total Acres Prime.And Uniqua Farmland

B. Total Acres Statewlde: Andil:ocal Important. Farmi:;md

C. Percentage OE Fannland ~!p Counfy @r Loca} Govt. Urﬂt

PART V¥ (Tc be sompleteu’ by NRGS) L
Relative Value'Sf Earfiiland To/BE

PART Vi (To be comp.’eisd by Federal Agancy)
Sile Assessmenl Crileria (These ciiteria are explalhed in 7 CFR 658, a¢h)

Maxlmum
Points

1, Arealn Nonurban Use

. Parimeter In Nonurbdh Use

. Percent Of Site Béing Fammed

. Pratection Pravided By State And Logal Governmant

. Distance Fram Urbah Bulltup Area

. Distanse To Urtban Suppoit Sgrvices

. Size Of Present Parm Unit Compared To Average

. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmiand

wim i~ ;|| b~

Availability Of Farmi Support Services

10., On-Famm Investménls

11. Effects Of Conversiop On Farm Support Seivices

12, Ccmpatlb[[ity With, Existing Agricultural Use

"TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS

160

PART VI (To bs cqmp{efau' by Faderal Agsm;y}

Relative Value OFf Farmland (From Part V)

-1'00

o

s}

0

Total Sile Assessment (From Pait Vi sbove or a local
sle assessment)

160

0

10

G

TOTAL POINTS Total of above 2 lines)

280

“.lo

o

0

Slte Seiectad' Date Of Sslaction

Was A Local Site Assessmem Used?
Yes B3

No [

Reason For Salection:

s

20 Siddvardinnn o revarsR sidel <

Ferm AD-1005 (10-83)
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eV 5 1,10P AR ARITEND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

PART 1 f To be complatet], by Fedaral Agancy)

Date Of Land Evalyation Requast 37 «_/Z - ?_,.

G j/@(f)/‘_ = . ,fi“/?(a a Wf"ﬁﬁj

Federai Agengy Involvad 71‘::5 /i'l ;4

i ame fPro;ect &
Prabosed Laud Usa
7/{/’!n KA rJri.’t’\ A’fﬁ {]’ﬁ’_fq //fvl'r‘f b o

Caurtty And State ij!e P j&:‘,{c (‘ 2 /7 ﬁ i

3
PAR'f I (To bE complefed by NRGS)

] Data Request Received By NRCS &3 3// //’52

Doss the sjte contaln piime, uniqus, statewideor local impoptant’ farm[and?
{IF no, fne FPPA does nct apply — do rof complete aa‘dt[fonaf ‘partsof fifst fem:')

Yes Mo

a

}es Irrighted

Aerage Famn Skze

Major Crop(s} - - Farmabie E.and In- Govt J&nsdlctlan
Acres- Tl

%%

[Acres:

Amotnt OF Farmiand As Defined in FPPA

%

Name Of Land Evalualion Syslem Tsed

Namé-Of Loeal: Sila Assessment ‘Byslemn

Diate Land Evaluation Retumed By NRCS

PART il (To be completed b y-ﬁs&eEéf ;ige,ncy)

Altemative Slie Rating

Site A

SlleB .

Site © D

A. Total Acres To Be Converled Direclly

.

B. Total Acres To Be Gonverled Indjrectly /ﬁpp‘, =S

C. Total Acres In Site fJ—ﬁpﬁa '

oo

0.0, 0.0

PART IV (7o be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation lnformation

‘A, Total Acres Prima.And Unique Farmiand

B. Total Acres Statewide And:Local Iriportant. Farmland B
. Percentage Df Farmland In County 61‘ Tozar: e i

B.

PARTV (To be comp!sfs-d by NRCS) .La Ui
Relative Value'Of Famland To/BEGE

FART VI (To be complaisd hy Fedsaral Agenoy)

Maximum
Sile Assessment Grileria (These cm‘ena ars explainedIn 7 CFR 6‘58 5{b)

Pginis

. Area |n Nornurban Use

. Perimater in Nonurban Use

. Percent Of Site Being Fammed

. Protection Proyided By State And Local Guvernment

Distance From Urban Buittup Area

. Distance To Urban Support Serwvices

-J‘m_tnv-huhde

Size Of Prosent Farm Unit Gompared To Average

. Crestion Of Nohfzrmable Farmland

Availabllity OF Farm Support Services
., On-Farm Investments )

=
Djedoe

11, Effects Of Conversion On Famm Suppori Services

12. Compatibility With Existing Agricufiural Use

'TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS R T

PART VI (Ta ba cémpleled by Federal Agency)

Relative Vajug Of Fanntand (From Part V) T . 190 0

0 "

0‘... p -

Total S1le Assessment (me Fait Vi abave or a locs! 150
sife assessmenf)

a

10 o

:_0

10 ]

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2Jjnies) . ) 260

Site Selectad:

Date Of Sélfa’cﬂon

“VwWas A Local Site Assessment Used?

Yes No

Reason For Selection;

Can Inefrunfinns on reverse side} -

Form AD-{006 {10-83)
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FARM%AND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

PART ! (Tobs comp!eted bﬂ:sdam! Ageney)

Date Of Land Evaluailon Requesl

S22

"J\lame of F'rnject

pas}

S iools — Tornpel et e WA T /]

Fmpp*”ed Land Use e, fu’ﬁﬁ[ /ﬁ(::/“l[?‘f’g

County And Sta{e J: Lgﬂ el Cé‘ f%@

PARTIi {To fzs completed by NRCS)

| Pate Regjuest Recalved By NRCS o) 3/ /7 ﬂ 2

Does the site contain prime, unidue; statewlde orlocahmponant farmland?
(¥ no, the FPPA dogs not app!y do ot complele atditionéliparts:of thfs‘fanﬂ}

Yeas
il

No  [Acres Imigéted
/

(&~

Aderage Farm Size

‘Farmable Lénd-In- Buvt Junsdlcllon
- Acres‘

Major Crop(s)

%

. [Acres:

Amotnit Of Farmland As Defirigd tn FPPA

%

Narmie Of Land Evaluation System Used

P s

Name-OF Latdl Slte Assessmenﬁ Syslem

Date b:zsind Tvalpation Relumed By NRGS

Altemnative Site Rating

PART Il (To ba complefed by Feders! Agéncy)

Siig A

Site 8

. Site’C

Site D

A Toli Avtes To Ba Converied Diecly

B, Total Acres To Be Convetled Indirsctly T i’f#/?pna X

C, Totat Acres In Site \ /L/—ﬂ/)/“d

0.0

0.0

0.0

PART IV {To be completed by NRGS) Land; Evaluation lnformaiten{

A. Total Acres Prime.And Unique Farmiand

B. Total Acres Statewide And:Local Irnporiant. Farmland

_C._Percentage Df Farmlancl ln County Br I.,obal Govi, Unﬂ T

PART V (To be r}ompa’sied by NRCS} Lot
Relative Value Of Famaiid To'Bi

Maximum

PAR‘I‘ Vi {To be compleled by Federal Agancy)
*oints

Site Assessmont Criteria (These critera are expi’amed in 7 CFR 65B.5(b}

4, Area In Nonurban Use

. Perimeter in Monurban Use

Percent Of Site Being Farmed

 Protection Proyided By State And Local Government

. Distance From Urban Buillup Area

. Distance To Urban Support Sevices

. Bize Of Present Farm Unit Cornpared To Average

mi=I|@|tn|dic N

. Creation Of Nonfarrhahle Fanmland

g, Avallability OF Farn Support Seruices

18., On-Farm Investmenis

11, Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Serv;ces

12. Compatzblhty With Existing Agricultural Use

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160

PART Vi (Ta be comp[efsd by Federal Agency)

Relative Value of Farmiancf (me Part V) 106

43

0

a

Total Site Assessmant (From Pait W ahove ora locsl 1é0
sifer assessment}

0

L

0

TOTAL POINTS (Tolal of gbove 2 .fmes) 260

<10

0"

0

Site Selestad: ' Date OFf Selection

Yes EY

Was A Local Site Asséssmant Usaci?

Ho Ll

Feason For Ssleciion:

e Benrdersndinpe nr rovnres glde]  w

Form AD-1008 (10-83)
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PARTI (To be eampleied by Federal Agency)

Dale Of Land Evaluation Request 5 - Q_’ » [/?

/Ji (rgam? Dt Pr03E% A R /S fc> r"m« /-’;}7) §, Q"{j

Fedezal_ Agency Irvolyed 7“5 X A4 f/,.‘-?

Prbposed Land Use 5‘( /;1(3{)f IZ_-'?I(* {/‘_ ({,S

Courly RS ) Ly - o Oy /7 »& >

) Da'!e Request Racalved By NRGE

PART il {To be completad by NRGS) _ @g// 7/}" 9
Does the site confain prime, Unlque, statewlde er!ocal irportant: Farmland? Yes  No |pefsImgatefl |Avdtage Farm Ste
. {If no, the FPPA doas not apply — do not dompleta additionalparts:6f thils® ferm) i i

Major Grop(s)

Fammable Land-n-Govt: JUnscﬁcIlon

=2

Acres

'\u

%

[Acres;

Amount Of Fernmiand As Defined In FPPA

Tame Of Land Evaluation Systsm Used

ot .

NameOf Lucai‘Slle Asse’ssmem Syslam

i

Dale Land Evaluahen Relumed By NRGS

PART I (To be comp!eted by Fedefa! Agency)

Allemalive Sile Rating

Sils A

" SilgB

Site G

Sile D

A, Total Acres To E!e Converted Diretily

£

B, Total Acres To Be Caonverted Indiractly

' f:L,ﬂﬂmoK

C. Total Acres i Site
7

Hﬁﬂr—d Y,

0.0

0.0

0.0

PART WV (To be compleled by NRGS) Land Evaluation lnform ation

A. Total Acres Prime-And Unique, Farmiand

B. Toisl Acres Stetemde And: Local Imporient Ferr“nfand ’

FARTV (To bo campleted by NRCS) Lt
Relative Value'GF Famlahd TG

PART VI {To be complated by Fadsral Agency)
Site Assessient Griteria {These criteria are explainad In ? CFR 658, 5{2))

. Area it Nonurban Use

, Perimeter In Nontrban Use

. Percent Of Site Being Farmed

. Proteoiion Provided By State And Local Government

. Distance From Urban Buiitup Area

. Distance To Urban Support Services

. Size QFf Present Farm Unit Compared To Avérage

. Creatlon OF Nonfarmable Farmland, o

o | ol B | N

. Availability Of Farm Support Services

10,, On-Farm Investments

1. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Suppor Surviges
12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use )

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS

160

PART VIl {To be completed by Fedsral Agancy)

Relative Value Of Farmlaid (From Part V)

100

o

o

Total Siie Assessment (me Part VI above or & local
sile assessmen

180

0

o

a

TITQTAL POINTS {Te otal of above 2 fines) .

280

-0

e

g

’Slte 5 B[ected

Date Of Selection

Was A Local Site Assessient Used?

Yes Mo

Reeson For Selecllen

S in T deisabinmea an rovamn eide)

Form AD-1008 {10-83)
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{
ANeKt S */wP,,z < G0

PART | {To be.campleted by Faderal Aganéy)

Date OF Land Evalualion Requesi Qu W4 o L

f/’ﬁlam:a of ij)rimec‘{; A b 03 /:5 7;3 N?ﬂr/ ‘/hﬁ [ cjf

Fed?faikgancy [nv?lved ﬁc 44 77

Pﬁ’ P"”d Lend e o P es

Courity Arid State \-—;7;{5 . M ip‘ 5 /}? o

PART I ( Ta ba complafed by NRCS)

| Bale Request Recshied By NRCE C)ﬁ/’f 7/:' £

Daes fiva site cantaln prime, unique, stéitewide or local lmportant farmland'? Yes  No |AciesImigaed [Avemge Farn Blze

{If no, the FPPA douns not apply — da not compldte stiditionsl garts:6f rhis’fam‘l) 1 [t

Malor Grop(s)~ -+ * ‘Farmable Landn- Govi Hfurisdiciion ) Amour} Of Fariland As Defined in FEPA

Hores:

% -TAcres: %

Name OF Land Evaluation Bystemn Used Name: Of Lotal* Site: Assassment System Date kand Bvaludtion Relemed By NRCS

.\

PART I {T6 bé completed by Federal Agency)

‘Altetnative Sile Ratlng B
Sie A Site B Sile G Sile D

A. ‘Total Acies To Be Converied Direclly

B. Total Acrés To Be Gonverted Indirectly A ,ﬂ/rf;«,l}(

C. TTolal Acres In Site . ,-L,L/;J/, Jas 0.0 0.0 0.0

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation 1nformatiun

A. Total Acres Prime-And Unique | Farmiand

B. Total Acres Statewlde And:Logal khportant. Farmland

-

C. Perceptage Of Fammlandin. Coun

ty-OrlkogalGovh: Umt TmBe*Can\'erte’d

D, Percenlage Of Eafmiand:{n- -Goviiun dgcunn,Wlh' i

PART V {To be completed by NRCS)

Relative Valus-Of Familahd To:BaiGonerted: (Seals br: ORI, &

PART Vi (To be aompls!sd by Fedaral Agency)
Site Assessment Criteria (These criteda arg explainsd I 7 CFR 658. 5fb}

Madimum
Points

. Area In Nonurhan Use

. Pertjmeter In Nonurban Usa |

Percant Of Site Being Farmed

. Pratection Provided By State And Locel Gevarnment

. Distance From Urban Builiup Afea

. Distance To Urban Support Services

_ Size Of Presept Farm Unit Compared To Average

. Greation Of Nonfarmable Farmland

(iR d RN En Ry IS RN L E B

. Awailability Of Farm Support Senm:es

10,; On-Famn Investments

11. Effects Of Conversion On Fann Support Bervices

12. Compatibility Wilh Existing Agricultural Use

“TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS

60 o |0 R

PART VI {To be cqmpfsted by Federal Agercy)

Relalive Valus Of Farmiand (From PartV) .

100 o T T

Tolal Site AsseSsment (From Parf VI above or a lacal
site assessmant)

180 0 |0 ! D

ATO‘I‘AL POINTS (Total of above 2 nnes)

B s L 0 0

Site Sefected Date OF Selsttion

Was A Local Slte Assessment Usad?
Yes E Mo

‘Reason For Séiecilon

24 Bl e FOIFOERA oido) [

Fonm AD-1006 (10-83)
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CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

PART] {To be completed b}' Feds'raf Agenﬁy)

Date Of Land Evaluation Reques{ ;‘-7 / ﬁ/? . /g

Name Of Pro;ect\J L p/’ W q;/mf,[r - 7,#‘?%«@/; / !‘t’ﬁe:f’

Fedeial Agency Invcﬂved )7_; E%/ }4

d Land U -
Fropose ana e 5@/})/5@/ /'_/‘fr;f/ 7(’"5

—
Couny And State e cne A7 Mo

PART Ul (To bs completed by N‘E’CSJ|

Da%e Request RBC&IVEG By MRGS ﬁg f Vi ?/;/) P

Does the site contain prime, Unigus, statewide or toca) important farmland'? .
{ifrio, the FPFA does nof apply -- do nof complete ¢ additional pan‘s of thigtfor).

Yes
0

No

| AerEs Infgated

d.;ﬁvera_ge Farm Site

Major Crop{s) ‘Fafmakis L4ndin- Gm.'t. i Unsdlction
| Acres

%

JAcres:

Armeint Of Fammland As Defned In FPPA

Y%

Name Of Land Evaluation System Uséd

. P

. Namef Gf“LnnaE*Slle F(ssessment System

i

Date Land Evaluailon Relumed By NRCS

Aliefnative Site Rating

PART W (To be coimpleled by Fedsral Agency)

Sile A

Site B

Sl G

Sils D

A ‘l'é‘}af Acres To Be Converted Ditedlly

for)

B. Tota) Acres To Be Gonverted Indirectly fﬂﬁﬁhs,{ i

C, Tolal Acres In Site Hpﬂra X

00

0.0

0.0

PART IV (To he compleled by NRGS) Land Evaluation 1nformaii0ﬂ

A. Totat Acres Prime.And Unlgus Farmland

‘B, Total Acres Statewu:ie And: Local lmpcrtant Farm!aﬁd _ -

F’ART V ({Ta ba compfafad by NRCS)

Relative Value GF Earmland To sicted i Saaor 0o ab Baintl. 1

PART VI (To he completed by Fsdarangancy)
Gite Assessment Grileria {These cnfana are exp.'amed in 7 GFR 638.5(6)

1. Area In Nonurban Use

. Perimeter In Nonurban Use

. Percant Of Site Being Farmed

 Protection Pravided By State And Local Government

. Distanea From Urban Bulliup Area

[ AR RN LR N

. Distanca To Urban Support Services

7. Siza Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average

B. Creation Of Nonfanmable Fammland

g. Availablility OF Farm Suppoit Serwces

10,, On-Farm Investments

11. Effecls Of Convarsion On Farm Sugport Services

12. Compatibility With Existing Apriculiural Use

'TOTAL SITE ASBESSMENT POINTS

160 o

F"ARf Vil (To be complalad by Fedaral Agency)

Relative Value OF Farmland (From Part V)

100 G

Q-

0

0

Total Site Assessment (Frum Part Vlabavs 6r a focal T
 site agsessment)

160 o

G

¢

\

TOTAL POINTS {Total of abova 2 linas)

260 {0 T

0

0

0

Site Selected: '

Date Of Selection

Yes E3

Was A Local Sife Assessment Used?

Mo I

Reason For Selection;

= B 3 - . »?
7Cnn Incfrrefione on rhverse sidej & ¢

Form AD-1006 {10-83)
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ALLGEIER; "'MARTIN and’Assocm
CONS ULTING ENGINEERS and SURVE YORS
www,amce com. .

March 12, 2012

U, S. Fish and Wildlife Sexvice
Region 3 Ecological Field Office
101 Park DeVille Drive, Suite A
Columbia, MO 65203-0007

Re: Joplin Schools - Tornado Project

Dear Sir or Madam:

. Joplin Schools is preparing a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) environmental review regarding
a funding application with the Federal Emergency Management Agency that provides supplemental Federal
disaster grant assistance for the repair, replacement, or restoration of disaster damaged, publicly owned
facilities due to the F-5 tornado that damaged and/or destroyed schools in the Joplin School Distriet on May

22,2011,

We are requesting your review of this pr oposed project to determine the potential for any adverse
envir onmentai impacis to endangered spemes and/or habitats and also for impact to wetlands,

. The proposed project has several locatlons that are'outlined below. A dBSGI iption of the proposed
o actlvgtles for eag:h school by,all {undmg SOUCES is attached

"'Kelsey No1man School 1393 E 28’;‘ Street J ophn" .
YOI S Weod AT st oA Bmldmg, 1?37]3 T5MmG Street Joplm
» : Qucil BloydSchool Eleitinitaly 8chool, 2201 W2 4““ Sﬁeet‘ Joplin
. e Old: Iwmg Schopl; 311 Gabby Street Blvd, Joplin:. - e
" O1d St. John’s/New Elementary School, Old 32 Street and McClelland Blvd., Joplin
East Middle School, 4594 E. O“Street Joplin
Emerson Elementary School, 301 E. 19 Street, Joplin
Joplin High School/Franktin T'ech School, 20" Street and Indiana, Joplin
0Ol1d South Middle School, 22" and Wall, Joplin

Enclosed you will find the following items:

1. Topographic maps with project sites clearly identified
2. Aerial Photos with sites identified
3, Photographs of Subject Sites

Your prompt reply would be greatly appreciated as the school is on a tight schedule for restoring adequate
school facilities for the studenis of Joplin,

Please contact me at 417-680-7200 or by e-mail at Michael Keaton@AMCE.com if you have any questions
or require additional infmmation Thank you for your assistance.

“The U.S, Fish and . Wﬂdhfe service (Selvlce) hag “Very truly yours,

reviewed the proposed action and determined- that nolAUgBlel Martin & Assgctates, Ing.
federally listed species, candidate species, or desi o,zated
critical habitat occurs within  the profect area. |
Furthegmore, the Service has determined that this action | Michael Keaton, E.L
will have negligible impacts on wetlands, mlglatm ,ff ’
birds, and other priority fish and wildlife resources,’

Q\Wﬁ/ F\M 3=V 1) o 7231 East 24" Street
0 Joplin, MO 64804

Jop  for the Field Supervisor Date




Jeremizh W. (Jay) Nixon, Governor » Sara Patker Pauley, Director

T OF NATURAL RESOURCES

www.dnrmo.gov

April 24, 2012

Mr. Michael Keaton

Algeier, Martin & Associates
Consulting Engineers & Surveyors
P.O. Box 2627

Joplin, Missouri 64803-2627

Re:  Proposed Demolition of Joplin Schools, Joplin, Missouri
Dear Mr. Keaton:

The Missouri Department of Natural Resources {(department) appreciates the opportunity to
review the information submitted for the proposed demolition of schools that suffered tornado
damage in Joplin. The department offers the following comments for consideration.

Water Resources Issues

Ecological Drainage Unit: The proposed sites le within the Ozark/Neosho Ecological Drainage
Unit,

Watersheds: The proposed sites lie within the Hydrologic Unit Codes 11070207 09 01 Turkey
Creek Sub-Watershed, 11070207 08 06 Shoal Creek Sub-Watershed, and 11070207 09 04 Short
Creek - Spring River Sub-Watershed.

Rapid Watershed Assessment: The U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources '
Conservation Service, has assessed several watersheds across the country including this location.
The resulting report and data could provide valuable knowledge of the watershed. Watershed

resource information can be found at hitp://www.mo.nrcs.usda. gov/technical/RWAs.htrnl under
‘Spring River Sub-basin, 11070207,

Classified Streams: No classified waters exist on the proposed sites. A few of the sites are within
two miles of classified streams. Shoal Creek, Water Body Identification Number 3222, is
classified for 41.1 miles as a permanently flowing water with the designated beneficial uses of
protection of aquatic life and human health-fish consuroption, cool water fishery, drinking water
supply, industry, irrigation, livestock and wildlife watering, secondary contact recreation and
whole body contact recreation-Category A. Turkey Creek, Water Body Identification Number
3217, is classified for 6.1 miles as a permanently flowing water with the desighated beneficial

&
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uses of protection of aquatic life and human health-fish consumption, livestock and wildlife
watering, and whole body contact recreation-Category A. Through their designated beneficial
uses, the streams shall be protected by numeric water quality criteria contained in 10 CSR 20-

7.031(4) and Table A.

Unclassified Streains: The sites drain to several unclassified streams. Unclassified streams are
protected by the general water quality criteria outlined in 10 CSR 20-7.031(3).

Project planners should ensure that proper Best Management Practices are in place to protect the
stream’s chemical, physical and biological characteristics, especially when a stream is crossed by
equipment. Re-establish vegetation as soon as possible on any stream banks and riparian
corridors denuded of vegetation. Heavy equipment must stay out of the water as much as
possible.

Karst Topography — Springs, Sinkholes and Caves: There may be springs, caves and sinkholes in

or near the project areas, particularly in the southwest corner of the city. Project planners should
be vigilant to ensure that activities near these resources do not adversely impact water quality, as
Karst features can provide a more direct access to sensitive species and groundwater. Should the
construction impact these areas, extra precautions may be necessary to protect these sensitive
resources. Comments on geology are provided below, and questions may be directed to the
department’s Division of Geology and Land Survey at (573) 368-2100.

Sensitive Waters: According to the depariment’s current water quality standards, there are no
cold water fisheries, losing streams, outstanding state and national resource waters, metropolitan
no-discharge streams, or biocriteria reference locations within or near the property.

Impaired Waters: Shoal Creek, Water Body Identification Number 3222, is listed as impaired for
bacteria from rural nonpoint sources. Turkey Creek, Water Body Identification Number 3217 is
listed as impaired for bacteria, cadmium, lead and zinc due to rural nonpoint sources and
abandoned mining areas. Turkey Creek also has an approved Total Maximum Daily Load
(TMDL) for zinc (approved October 25, 2006, http://www.dnr.mo.gov/env/wpp/tmdl/3203-
center-3216-3217-turkey-cks-record.htm).

Land Disturbance Permits: Construction work disturbing an area of one acre or more requires a
Land Disturbance Permit to be acquired prior to any earth work. Please contact the department’
Southwest Regional Office at (417) 891-4300 for permit information.

Water Quality Cerfification: A Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit secured from the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and a Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification secured from
the department are needed when placing dredged or fill material into the jurisdictional waters of
the United States. Examples are culverts under road crossings, riprap along stream banks and
stormwater outfall pipes. The term jurisdictional waters refer to large lakes, rivers, streams and
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wetlands, including those that don't always contain water. Should any jurisdictional waters be
impacted, please contact the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Regulatory Branch in the Little Rock
District at (501) 324-5295 and the department's 401 Certification Unit at (573) 751-1300 for more
: 1nformat10n :

Geospatial Data; Department geospatiai data is available upon request, and all publis.hed dz?ta_ is
available on the Missouri Spatial Data Information Service website at http://msdis.missouri.edu/.

I-Iaz_ardous Wastes.

Asbestos-containing maferials and lead-based pamt have the potenhal to adversely affect
human health ‘and the environment. If properly handled, however, the risks are substantially '
reduced. The abatement of asbestos—contalmng material and lead-based paint is reguldated by
various federal, state and Jocal laws and régulations. Along with the appropriate industry
practices, a number of laws and regulations must be fol]owed during asbestos and lead-based

- palnt abatement projects.

AIl public, commercial and, in some cases residential structures must be inspected by a Missouri
certified asbestos inspector prior to beginning any demolition or renovation project. A listing of
currently certified asbestos inspectors is available on the department’s website at -
http://www.dnr.mo.gov/env/apcp/asbestos.htm or by contacting the Air Pollution Control
Program at 573-751-4817 or cleanair@dnr.mo.gov. A Demolition Project Checklist may be
helpful in planning your project, and can be found on the department’s website at

http //Www dnt.mo. gov/pubs/pub2374 pdf,

Demohtlon debris need not be tested for lead-based paint prior to disposal, as long as they
are not chipped, shredded, milled, ground, muiched or similarly processed to enhance their
leachability prior to disposal. Unprocessed wastes may be disposed ofin e1ther a sanitary -
or a demolition landfill in Missouri. : - : :

Geologic Resources

East Middle School _ '

The 1939 aerial photographs show no indication of mining activity on this tract, only a
predominance of undisturbed rural land consistent with farming and associated buildings (house
and outbulldlngs) There are no mine maps on file for this area. It is reasonable to conclude no

mining has taken place on this tract.

Old St. John’s/New Elementarz School ’
The 1939 aerial photographs show that nearly the entire tract had been distuibed by mining

‘activity. By 1974, most of the tract had been redeveloped so that mining activity was not evident
on the aerial photos. Mine maps indicate that several underground workings existed and many
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mine shafis were dug on the tract. Attached files 00313 pdf and 003 13b pdf show parts of the
mine maps and the shaft locations 111ustrated by red dots.

- - Emerson Elementat_'y School
The 1939 aerial photographs show no indication of mmmg act1v1ty on ﬂ'llS tract only the orlgmal

school buﬂdmg and surrounding homes, There are no mine maps on ﬁIe for this area. There isno -
indication of mining activity at th1s location.

Joplin Hi School :
-The 1939 aerial photographs show that the southwest portion of the tract had been disturbed by .

" mining activity. A mine map (sce attached file 00329.pdf) showsunderground mine workings in -
the blocks bounded by 22™ and 26™ streets between Missouri and Grand avenues. It also shows
many mine shafts in those blocks and elsewhere on the tract.

Soiid~Waste

) All the waste generated from the demolition of the structures must be recycled, reused or taken
. for proper disposal at a permitted landfiil or transfer station. The waste must not be stockplled at
an alternate site for separation at a later time. : -

Any asbestos-containing material that has been identified and determined to be nonfiiable, which
- would not require a registered asbestos coritractor for removal, must be taken to a permitted
landfill or transfer station for disposal. The landﬁll or transfer station will requn‘e prior
notification before disposal.

No waste may be buried on-site exéept for certified clean fill. Certified clean fill includes:

uncontaminated soil, rock, sand, gravel, asphaltic concrete and unpainted concrete, cinder

. blocks, and brick. Clean fill must not contain protruding metals or demolition debris. Please note -
that any material used for clean fill must adhere to the requirements of a 404 Permit and 401

. Certification if 1t is to be placed into the JUIISdICtIOIlaI waters of the United States.

The following technical bulletm would be good to pass along: "Managing Construction and
‘Demolition Waste", The bulletin is PUB2045, dated 10/2008 and can be found on the

department's web site at hitp://dnr.mo.gov/pubs/pub2045.pdf
Cull:dral Res.ources.

The department’s State Historic Preservation Program (SHPQO) continues to work with project
planners to resolve issues related to Section 106 review of historic resources prior to demolition.
‘This letter does not constitute Section 106 clearance — project planners should obtam final -
‘Section 106 clearance directly from the SHPO.
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We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments for the proposed demolition of schools that
suffered tornado damage in Joplin, Missouri. If you have any questions or need clarification,
please contact me, phone number (573) 751-3195. The address for correspondence is Department
of Natural Resources, P.O. Box 176, Jefferson City, MO 65102,

Thank you.
Sincerely,
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Sl sBecri,,,

Jane Beetem
Policy Coordinator

JB/ke










Michael C. Keaton

Lo

From: Beetem, Jane <jane.beetem@dnr.mo.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, April 25, 2012 8:53 AM

To: Michael C. Keaton; Craig, Kay

Subject: RE: Comments - Proposed Demeo fo Joplin Schools

Michael, I checked with our Hazardous Waste Program, and they did not have any comments after checking their
databases. If they do find something in the project area, they send me a map of the sites within the project area, That
doesn’t mean there aren’t any underground tanks on school property, just that we don’t have documentation of them.
But we found no references to superfund sites, etc. in relation to the schools proposed for demolition.

Jane Beetem

Director's Office

Missouri Department of Natural Resources

P.O. Box 176

Jefferson City, MO 65102

(673) 522-2401 -

From: Michael C. Keaton [mailto:Michael.Keaton@amce.com]

Sent: Wednesday, April 25, 2012 8:51 AM

To: Craig, Kay

Cc: Beetem, Jane

Subject: RE: Comments - Proposed Demo fo Joplin Schools

Kay,

I was wondering, are we were also going to see any comments or mapping with regards to underground storage tanks,
superfund sites, resource recovery sites, etc. within the project areas? Just checling.

Sincerely,
Michael Keaton, E.].

Michael.Keaton@ANCE.com

ALLGEIER, MARTIN & ASSOCIATES, iNC.
CONSULTING ENGINEERS AND SURVEYORS

P.0. Box 2627, Joplin, Missouri 64803-2627
7231 East 24th Street, Joplin, Missouri 64804
Phone: {417) 680-7200 (Direct Line: 7325) FAX: (417) 680-7300

From: Craig, Kay [mailto;kay.craig@dnr.mo.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, April 24, 2012 3:41 PM

To: Michael C. Keaton

Subject: Comments - Proposed Demo fo Joplin Schools

All of the attached documents will go out in tomoerrow’s mail.

Thanks
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DNR Director's Office
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Jefferson City, MO 65102
Phone; 673-751-3195




wWww. dn: Mo.gov

May 8, 2012

Allgejer, Martin & Associates, Inc.
Michacl Keaton

7231 East 24" Street

P.O. Box 2627

Joplin, Missouri 64803-2627

RE: Joplin Schools —T'ornado Project
Dear Mr. Keaton:

The Department of Natural Resources, Division of State Parks, Planning and Development
Program has reviewed the plans you sent regarding the above referenced project. Based on the
information provided, we have determined that this project will have no impact to the state parks
or federally funded parks located in this area.

This clearance applies only to the rules and regulations governing Missouri State Parks and the
National Parks Service’s Land and Water Conservation Fund program. Additional clearances’
from our Department may be required,

Please feel free to contact Chris Buckland at (573) 751-0848 or write to Department of Natural
Resources, P.O. Box 176, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102 il you have any questions. Thank you
for the opportunity to serve the residents of the City of Joplin. ‘
Sincerely,

DIVISION OF STATE PARKS

Jane Lalc, Dlrcctor .
Planning and Development

JL/cbe
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