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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

 
 
The draft Environmental Assessment for the U.S. Courthouse in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania was 
released to the public on April 6, 2006 (the date of availability was actually April 10, due to 
delivery problems) and the Notice of Availability was published in the Harrisburg Patriot-News 
on April 6, 10, and 13, 2006.  Written comments of the draft Environmental Assessment were 
accepted until May 11, 2006 (this date was changed to May 18 as a result of delivery problems), 
and are addressed herein.  Comments received at the Public Hearing held on April 18, 2006, 
were recorded by a stenographer and are also addressed.  The transcript of the Public Meeting is 
presented in its entirety. 
 
The following table of contents can be referenced in order to find comments from specific 
people/organizations and the responses to those comments.  Responses to individual comment 
letters/e-mails follow after each letter/e-mail.  Responses to comments located in the transcript 
follow after the entirety of the transcript.   
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Craig Nye 
Mechanicsburg PA 

 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madame: 
 
I am a resident of the Harrisburg area. I am very much dismayed at the choices proposed for the 
location of a new courthouse in Harrisburg. There are many vacant and blighted areas in 
Harrisburg that are ripe for development.  Displacing people from their homes and/or tearing 
down vibrant neighborhoods is ridiculous in light of the availability of preferable sites.  
 
I am particularly appalled that the area around 3rd and North streets is a possible choice. This is 
one of the prettiest neighborhoods in Harrisburg.  I often patronize the restaurants and bars in 
this area and there also are a few nice stores there. Additionally there are many nice homes, 
historic homes that would be torn down. Surely this isn't necessary or advisable. It is definitely 
not in the best interest of the citizens of Harrisburg or of its revitalization.  While the other two 
sites don't impact me personally, I understand that many elderly residents would be displaced 
from apartment buildings at these sites.   
 
I implore "the powers that be" to reconsider and to find a site that will work out in everyone's 
best interest. 
 
Craig Nye 
Mechanicsburg PA 
 

#1

#2
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Craig Nye 
Mechanicsburg PA 

 
 
Response to Comment #1: 

All sites brought to GSA's attention have been given careful consideration. Table 1 in 
Environmental Assessment provides a list of sites that were considered for the project and a 
summary of the reasons the sites were not chosen for further analysis after site evaluation 
screening. 

The vacant lot, currently a surface parking facility at 7th and Reily, is more than adequate in size.  
Vacant lots were either not of sufficient size or, if of adequate size, not considered because sites 
north of Reily Street were deemed too remote from commercial markets and other amenities.  
While GSA has authorization to site the new courthouse within the city limits of Harrisburg, 
Executive Order 12072 requires that preference be given to sites in areas adjacent to the Central 
Business District (CBD) and possessing a similar character to the CBD.  Although some of the 
currently short listed sites are outside the CBD, they are close to the CBD and located in areas 
that are of similar character to the CBD.   

  
Response to Comment #2: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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Thomas W. Helsel, Jr. 
 

 
April 19, 2006 
 
U.S. General Services Administration 
Mid-Atlantic Region 
Attn:  Abby Low, Project Manager 
20 N. 8th Street 
Philadelphia PA  19107-3191 
 
Via email: HarrisburgCourthouse@gsa.gov 
 
Dear Ms. Low: 
 
I reside at 244 North Street, Harrisburg.  I am a resident within the 3rd & Forster site for the 
proposed Federal Courthouse.  I strongly oppose this site as a location for the Courthouse.   
 
First, I would like to thank the GSA for the copy of the draft of the Environmental Assessment.  
Having reviewed it, on the face it addresses many of the structural and environmental issues that 
the project would bring to a site but it lacks a true assessment of the economic and social impact 
on the residents of the sites. I do understand that this is a draft document and therefore is not 
complete. 
 
Let me state the obvious.  My opposition to the 3rd & Forster Streets site is personal.  I live there.  
I work there.  The community of that neighborhood and its immediate surroundings would be 
adversely affected should that be the site chosen. 
 
The capitol area neighborhood is the last of its type in downtown Harrisburg.  There are no other 
significant residential neighborhoods in the downtown.  The historic value of the neighborhood, 
its structures, its nature would be lost.  The impact of increased vehicular traffic, the already 
inadequate parking would do irreparable harm to its immediate neighborhoods.  The quality of 
life in that area would diminish significantly. 
 
The economic impact on the community and the city has not truly been dealt with.  The GSA has 
reported a real estate tax loss of $1.4 million over a finite period from that site. In a city where 
real estate taxes are skyrocketing because of a diminishing tax base, this would force an increase 
to all taxpayers in the city. 
 
The GSA has indicated that jobs lost would easily be replaced elsewhere.  I beg to disagree.  The 
businesses in the site area are not easily moved elsewhere.   They are geographically and socially 
linked to the 3rd & Forster area.  The ability to move elsewhere is remote.  This would cause 
long-term economic loss to the owners as well as the employees.   
 

#1

#2

#3

#4
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Not withstanding the overall economic loss by tax revenue and the cost of economic justice to 
the residents and businesses, the wisdom of selecting 3rd & Forster is circumspect when it comes 
to the future of the Courthouse.  The site is the smallest of the three.  Using the criteria that is 
now needed to build a Federal courthouse, this site would lead to a premature obsolescence of a 
new building.  The current Reagan Courthouse is close to 40 years old.  It is and has been 
obsolete for many years and has no viable way to renovate or rejuvenate.  The 3rd & Forster 
Street site would only create the same in the not too distant future. 
 
Since the GSA has narrowed its search to three locations, allow me to comment on the remaining 
two.  I oppose the site at 6th & Verbeke Streets.  Again, this is neighborhood community that 
would be adversely impacted by such a project.   
 
The 6th & Basin Street site would make the most sense of the three chosen.  The land is already 
tax-exempt. It is the largest site of the three, almost twice the size of the 3rd & Forster site and 
minimally larger than 6th & Verbeke. Of the two high-rises, the Jackson Building is vacant and in 
desperate need of significant renovation.  The second, the Lick Building houses underprivileged 
elderly in seemingly suspect housing.  It would behoove the GSA to relocate these individuals to 
a new assisted living housing development that urban Harrisburg greatly needs and deserves. 
 
The site borders an area that is on the verge of redevelopment and a project of this nature would 
be the catalyst for it.  The City of Harrisburg is looking to rebuild the 7th Street corridor and this 
project would help foster that as well. 
 
As others stated at the community meeting on April 18th, I wonder why with the availability of 
vacant land in many areas of Harrisburg these sites with their inherent problems where chosen. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Thomas W. Helsel, Jr.  

#5

#6

#7

#8
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Thomas W. Helsel, Jr. 
 

 
Response to Comment #1: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #2: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #3: 

Section 3.4.3.3 has been revised to indicate that the loss to the tax base on N. 3rd and Forster as 
well as the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternatives would be considered “permanent” and would 
not be replaced under the proposed project. 

 
Response to Comment #4: 

GSA conducted a relocation study which indicated that comparable sites were available for the 
relocation of businesses and restaurants from the N. 3rd and Forster Alternative.  The finding that 
employees would be able to find new employment if businesses don’t relocate is based on the 
unemployment rate and interviews with city officials. 

 
Response to Comment #5: 

Each of the short-listed sites has been evaluated to ensure that it could meet the 30-year 
expansion needs of the U.S. Courts. 

 
Response to Comment #6:  

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #7: 

GSA looked at opportunities to make funds available for the construction of new housing.  While 
GSA can not directly construct new housing, the agency has explored funding the construction of 
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housing by another entity.  In the end, the available budget did not support the amount of new 
housing that would need to be created for the displaced population.   

 
Response to Comment #8: 

Table 1 in Environmental Assessment provides a list of sites that were considered for the project 
and a summary of the reasons the sites were not chosen for further analysis after site evaluation 
screening. 

The vacant lot, currently a surface parking facility at 7th and Reily, is more than adequate in size.  
Vacant lots were either not of sufficient size or, if of adequate size, not considered because sites 
north of Reily Street were deemed too remote from commercial markets and other amenities.  
While GSA has authorization to site the new courthouse within the city limits of Harrisburg, 
Executive Order 12072 requires that preference be given to sites in areas adjacent to the Central 
Business District (CBD) and possessing a similar character to the CBD.  Although some of the 
currently short listed sites are outside the CBD, they are close to the CBD and located in areas 
that are of similar character to the CBD.   

 
 
 



E - 12 

Jessica Sprajcar 
 

Hello, 
 
After reading the Draft Environmental Assessment for the Proposed US Courthouse in 
Harrisburg, PA, here are my comments. 
 
I oppose all three options described in the EA because of their effect on people's homes.  People 
should not be forced to leave their home in order to expand an existing facility.  Why not use an 
area, such as the vacant state hospital grounds, where no homes would be destroyed and you 
would be making good use of vacant land and possible re-use of existing buildings?  Factors like 
floodplains and proximity to railroad tracks should not carry more weight than displacing large 
numbers of residents. 
 
If one of the three sites must be chosen, then I suggest the N. 6th and Verbeke Street site, for 
multiple reasons.  #1.  Choosing this site will displace a considerable amount of people from 
their homes, however they will be the easiest to relocate to comparable or better living quarters.  
This site is near the Broad Street Market and other businesses, which would provide food for 
courthouse visitors and staff.  It is located near public transportation, as well.  #2.  You cannot 
replace historic buildings, and they should be preserved for the future.  Therefore, I am opposed 
to the N. 3rd and Forester Street site.    
 
In addition, that site contributes hundreds of thousands of dollars in tax revenue to the city of 
Harrisburg each year, while the other two options offer little, to no, taxes.  How will that revenue 
source be replaced if this site is chosen?  The people in this neighborhood take great pride in 
where they live.  They are the most stable of the three resident groups, and the ones to be most 
negatively affected by the loss of their community and homes.  Building a courthouse on this site 
would not only affect them, however, but all residents of the downtown and midtown areas, 
people that eat, shop, work, and recreate in and around that proposed site.   
 
#3.  My second choice for the site of the courthouse would be the N. 6th and Basin Street site.  
This site is an ok choice because one of the buildings is already vacant, and has more existing 
parking than the other two sites.  The biggest drawback of this site is that it will be difficult to 
find new homes for the elderly residents currently living there.  Otherwise this is a prime choice. 
 
Both the N. 6th and Verbeke Street site and the N. 6th and Basin Street site are roughly twice the 
size of the N. 3rd and Forster site, thus allowing for greater future expansion opportunities.  
Therefore it makes more sense to choose one of them over the N. 3rd Street site, which is small 
and would be difficult to expand in the future.  It is understandable to take into consideration the 
income levels of the residents at each site, but this should not be the main factor in making the 
decision on which site to choose.  The choice should be made by deciding which option has the 
lowest negative impact overall, and I believe that choice is the N. 6th and Verbeke Street site. 
 
Thank you for listening to my concerns. 
 
Jessica Sprajcar   

#1

#2

#3

#4

#5
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Jessica Sprajcar 
 
Response to Comment #1: 

Site selection factors are described in Section 2.2.1.  GSA must consider factors such as 
floodplains in compliance with Executive Orders and other regulations.  Resources are not 
weighed against one another in an Environmental Assessment.  One resource does not have more 
or less importance than another.  The Environmental Assessment has been prepared to provide 
the decision makers with complete information on all of the potential impacts of the proposed 
action. 

All sites brought to GSA's attention have been given careful consideration. Table 1 in 
Environmental Assessment provides a list of sites that were considered for the project and a 
summary of the reasons the sites were not chosen for further analysis after site evaluation 
screening. 

While GSA has authorization to site the new courthouse within the city limits of Harrisburg, 
Executive Order 12072 requires that preference be given to sites in areas adjacent to the Central 
Business District (CBD) and possessing a similar character to the CBD.  Although some of the 
currently short listed sites are outside the CBD, they are close to the CBD and located in areas 
that are of similar character to the CBD.   

 
Response to Comment #2: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #3: 

Comment acknowledged.  Section 3.4.3.3 has been revised to indicate that the loss to the tax 
base on N. 3rd and Forster as well as the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternatives would be 
considered “permanent” and would not be replaced under the proposed project.  The 
Environmental Assessment documents that impacts related to acquisition of businesses on the 3rd 
and Forster Street Alternative would impact remaining businesses and residential areas in the 
vicinity of the site. 

 
Response to Comment #4: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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Response to Comment #5: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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John K. Robinson 
 
It would be disastrous to replace viable historic housing and businesses in the Third and Forster 
Streets area with a Federal Courthouse.  
 
This is one of the last remaining residential areas of Harrisburg's downtown. The homes are 
well-maintained. Its businesses support individuals and families and serve workers in the 
neighborhood. Both homes and businesses provide much needed taxes for the city. 
 
Parking in the area, already difficult to find, will become non-existent.  
 
The State's treasure houses, the State Museum of Pennsylvania and the State Archives -- 
immediately opposite the block in question -- are placed in danger should there ever be an attack 
on the Federal Building.  
 
The best choice for the Courthouse is at 6th and Basin Streets, where an empty building already 
stands and where there is plenty of space for parking. In addition, the new building might 
generate new construction and other renewal in that area of the city. Choosing a site simply 
because it is in walking distance for lawyers who will use the Federal Building is simply not a 
valid reason.  
 
Please do not sacrifice the homes and livelihoods of the people in the Third and Forster site or 
endanger the priceless artifacts and documents housed nearby in the State Museum of 
Pennsylvania and the Pennsylvania State Archives.  
 
Thank you 
 
John K. Robinson 

#1

#2

#3

#4
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John K. Robinson  
 

 
Response to Comment #1: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #2: 

Regardless of what site is selected, GSA would include security measures in the design and 
construction of the new U.S. Courthouse.  These measures, including setbacks and site perimeter 
control, are designed to deter attacks against the building by diminishing the likelihood of a 
successful attack. 

 
Response to Comment #3: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #4: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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Nancy L. O'Connell 
 

I do not understand why the GSA has selected 3 sites that are all occupied.   Why don’t they 
search the Harrisburg Area for the 2 - 3 block blighted areas that have rows of homes that are 
empty, burned, unoccupied, etc.   There are numerous sites within the city limits that could be 
used rather than the 3 sites that have chosen at this time.   What's wrong with the former Beer 
World   on South 29th Street with the attached Bingo hall (which could be closed)?  This is still 
within the city limits   already has a very large area unoccupied and ample parking?   Also, as I 
mention earlier, the  many city blocks on N 7th street or 6th street that have homes that need to 
be torn down most and most of the blocks are unoccupied and for the few occupied homes you 
could see that these families are compensated.   
 
It seems sad to force so many people, elderly & poor from the Jackson Lick apartment complex 
as well as the site on 6th & Verbeke which also houses the poor and elderly.   As for the location 
on N 3rd Street, why would you want to destroy occupied homes and businesses when there area 
too many blighted areas within the city limits that could be look at for the courthouse.  
 
What about the Uptown Shopping center?? Most of the stores are gone, many sitting closed.   It 
too is a possible site where a court house could be built without putting out the elderly and poor.  
 
I truly believe that the GSA does NOT care WHO they harm when it comes to looking for a site 
for the court house.  At present, the courthouse has no parking (free) and it is not easily 
accessible for many since it sits downtown on Walnut & Locust Sts.   I feel that the GSA should 
start their search over again, this time focusing more on blighted areas that are unoccupied or 
areas as I stated above.    

Concerned Citizen,   

Nancy L. O'Connell 

 

#1

#2

#3

#4
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Nancy L. O'Connell 
 

 
 
Response to Comment #1: 

GSA conducted an extensive search for sites in the vicinity of Harrisburg’s Central Business 
District.  All sites brought to GSA's attention have been given careful consideration. Table 1 in 
Environmental Assessment provides a list of sites that were considered for the project and a 
summary of the reasons the sites were not chosen for further analysis after site evaluation 
screening. 

While GSA has authorization to site the new courthouse within the city limits of Harrisburg, 
Executive Order 12072 requires that preference be given to sites in areas adjacent to the Central 
Business District (CBD) and possessing a similar character to the CBD.  Although some of the 
currently short listed sites are outside the CBD, they are close to the CBD and located in areas 
that are of similar character to the CBD.   

 

 
Response to Comment #2: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #3: 

See response to Comment #1. 

 
Response to Comment #4: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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Pete Washington 
 
PLEASE BE ADVISED THAT I AM AGAINST ALL THREE PROPOSED SITE 
SELECTIONS! 
 
These selected sites if any are chosen, will have a negative impact on the culture and history of 
this community. 
 
If the Jackson/Lick site is chosen it will cause additional hardships as below listed. 
Lack of African American history 
Health problems 
Deaths 
Loss of over three hundred site units for elderly The" Poorest of Poor" will again be victimized 
by the government. 
 
In a relate matter I did send comments and delivered same to both previous hearings. Those 
comments were not included in your report. Others did not like your abbreviations of their 
comments. Consequently, trust and confidence in your actions is not recognized. 
 
In closing, it is my opinion that this action was not done fairly. Why did the Harrisburg Housing 
Authority close down a housing site, tell the residents the building was scheduled for 
rehabilitation and later stop all actions? Many in the community feel that collusion and 
conspiracy have occurred. I hope and pray that the aforementioned is not true. 
 
Please don't locate the courthouse in the previously selected sites! 
 
Pete Washington 
 

#1

#2

#3

#4
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Pete Washington 

 
Response to Comment #1: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #2: 

All comments received during preparation of the Environmental Assessment were considered in 
the analysis and are part of the project’s Administrative Record.  Comment forms and letters 
received during the project scoping period in June to August, 2005 have been maintained as part 
of the record and are summarized in Appendix A of the Environmental Assessment. Transcripts 
were prepared for the public meetings held in October 2005 and comments received at those 
meetings, along with comments received during the scooping period have been considered by 
GSA. 

 
Response to Comment #3: 

GSA is not in a position to speak on behalf of the Harrisburg Housing Authority regarding 
renovation plans for the Jackson Tower.  We recommend the commenter contact the HHA for 
further information. 

 
Response to Comment #4: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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Philip J. Walsh, Jr. 
 

Attention: Abby Low, Project Manager 
U.S. General Services Administration 
 
Dear Ms. Low,  
 
I am writing to express my concern regarding the proposed site selection for the Federal 
Courthouse in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania. Specifically, I believe that N 6th and Verbeke location 
is inappropriate due to the displacement of residents and the Harrisburg Friends Meeting House. 
I would encourage the GSA to re-consider one of the other options initially dismissed that would 
impact fewer residents. 
 
Sincerely, 
Philip J. Walsh, Jr. 

 

#1
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Philip J. Walsh, Jr. 
 

 
Response to Comment #1: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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Matthew J. Simmons 

 
General Services Administration, Mid-Atlantic Region 
Attention: Abby Low, Project Manager 
20 N. 8th Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3191 
 
 
Dear Ms. Low, 
 
I truly found this assessment to be uninformative and misleading. 
 
Everyone in Harrisburg knows the following: 

• if the 3rd and Forester site is selected the city will lose the tax base from that area, 
roughly $1.3 Million a year, 

• if the Cumberland Court Apartment site is selected the city will lose a stable and safe low 
income housing complex, 

• and that if the Jackson Lick site is chosen the experience may be very traumatic for the 
senior citizens that currently reside there. 

 
These are all well know facts/opinions regarding the three sites. 
 
The EA report did nothing more than quantify GSA's opinion of whether this would have a 
minor, moderate or major effect for the city of Harrisburg for either a short or long term. 
 
This assessment is woefully inadequate. 
 
There is no explanation as to what criteria was used to determine the weighting that was applied 
to generation of the individual classifications.  This fact alone calls the entire report into 
question. 
 
General misclassifications and false assumptions also abound throughout the report.  The 
destruction of the historic properties located at the 3rd and Forester site can not be considered to 
be "a short-term, moderate adverse impact".  If these properties are destroyed they can not be 
replaced and the city will suffer irreparable harm, both financially and thru the loss of these 
buildings and the community that they support. 
 
Neighboring properties will also be greatly affected. On p. 52 the EA notes "indirect impacts to 
land use may occur as properties in the vicinity of the courthouse are converted to commercial 
space to serve employees and visitors to the courts or to provide office space for businesses with 
activities related to the courts.  Properties could experience a conversion from residential land 
use to commercial land use or parking activities.  Therefore, this alternative would have 
moderate, long-term, direct and indirect adverse impacts on land use planning in the City."  To 
classify this as a moderate loss to the city undermines the value of the residents in the 

#1

#2

#3

#4
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community and the relationship that this historic neighborhood holds as one of the cornerstones 
of renovation and revitalization in the city of Harrisburg. 
 
The detrimental effects of choosing the 3rd and Forester site are counterintuitive to the 
revitalization efforts that the city has worked on for decades. 
 
This report continues to make other general misclassifications about all of the sites and 
ultimately fails at providing any relevant information. 
 
I believe that if GSA were truly interested in doing what was best for the City of Harrisburg they 
would actually involve citizens in the selection process, not just in the perfunctory public 
hearings. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Matthew J. Simmons 
 

#4 
cont. 

#5
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Matthew J. Simmons 
 
 
Response to Comment #1: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #2: 

Resources are not weighed against one another in an Environmental Assessment. One resource 
does not have more or less importance than another.  The Environmental Assessment has been 
prepared to provide the site selection board and the GSA Regional Administrator with complete 
information on all of the potential impacts of the proposed action. 

 
Response to Comment #3: 

The removal of the historic 3rd and Forster neighborhood would have different impacts on 
different resources.  The Environmental Assessment describes impacts to historic properties on 
the N. 3rd and Forster Alternative as long-term, major, adverse impacts (section 3.5.2.2).  
Impacts on the surrounding community have been revised to indicate that they will also be long-
term and major due to the loss of an important part of this community.    

 
Response to Comment #4: 

Impacts to land use surrounding a new courthouse would be subject to City zoning and building 
approvals.  GSA can not predict what decisions the City will make regarding future land use. 

 
Response to Comment #5: 

Comments acknowledged. 
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Sloan Auchincloss 

 
 
As a former captain U. S. Army and writer for Security Watch and Security Management 
Bulletin, I have some expertise in the plant security field. I therefore strongly recommend siting 
the new federal courthouse at Sixth and Basin Streets. The expansiveness of the property and the 
surrounding area would enable a strong perimeter defense. This is not possible at the Third and 
Forster Streets location. 
 
Sloan Auchincloss 
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Sloan Auchincloss 
 
Response to Comment #1: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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Dr. David Alan Zwifka 

Executive Director 
Historic Harrisburg Association 

 
 
General Services Administration, Mid-Atlantic Region 
Attention: Abby Low, Project Manager 
20 N. 8th Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3191 
 
Dear Ms. Low: 
 
I write today in response to the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for site selection of the 
Proposed U.S. Courthouse in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania. 
 
On behalf of Historic Harrisburg Association, I wish to express our gratitude for the opportunity 
to have input into this important project. 
 
Historic Harrisburg Association (HHA) is aware of the limitations placed upon the GSA from 
several sources.  The criteria established by legislatures, executive orders, and internal policy 
statements can make such a process extremely complicated for those charged with making these 
decisions.  However, HHA is also profoundly aware that the site selection process will have a 
deep and abiding impact on elements of the Harrisburg community regardless of decision taken. 
The EA outlines in detail the site selection process. It further outlines the various factors that led 
to the selection of three "short-listed" sites.  The EA also outlines in detail, GSA's assessment of 
the many factors that will contribute to a final decision.  HHA is aware that this is an assessment 
document only and not an argument for or against any particular site. 
 
This response will limit its observation to the site at N. 3rd and Forster Streets.  HHA's mission 
focuses primarily on the preservation of historic assets (fabric and neighborhoods).  While HHA 
board and members feel strongly about the impact this project will have on other sites listed, it 
feels that its prime focus must be historic assets threatened by this project.  HHA's observations 
here and its effort to confine comment to the single site in no way implies that other proposed 
sites are to be preferred. 
 
It is the opinion of HHA that the EA overall does not adequately communicate the gravity of 
specific factors in the decision process, especially in the EA's Executive Summary.  For example, 
the report describes the nature of many of the structures at the N. 3rd and Forster site as having 
historic character.  What the report fails to communicate adequately is that these structures 
comprise a significant element of the inventory of a post-Civil War neighborhood.  If these 
structures are demolished, the negative impact on the historical architectural assets of the city 
could be classified only as catastrophic.  Moreover, the impact to the historical assets of the area 
would not be limited to the site only. 
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What would remain of the architectural inventory in the immediate area would suffer as a sort of 
"critical mass" is reached where investment in preservation and maintenance of the remaining 
structures may suffer from the increase in traffic density, the need for parking, security concerns, 
and other factors that often have a negative impact on such neighborhoods. 
 
For example, on p. 52 the EA notes "indirect impacts to land use may occur as properties in the 
vicinity of the courthouse are converted to commercial space to serve employees and visitors to 
the courts or to provide office space for businesses with activities related to the courts.  
Properties … could experience a conversion from residential land use to commercial land use or 
parking activities.  Therefore, this alternative would have moderate, long-term, direct and 
indirect adverse impacts on land use planning in the City."  The statement, however, fails to 
convey the significance of demolishing these historically significant structures. 
 
While existing buildings at the N. 3rd and Forster Streets site might be functionally rebuilt, since 
people and functions can be relocated, the structures themselves cannot ever be replaced.  Put 
bluntly, once they are gone, they are gone forever.  This fact needs to be stated boldly, not in 
terms that may cause the reader to miss their significance. 
 
On this point alone, the report fails to take cognizance of the strong preservation ethos that exists 
among residents of the affected neighborhood and the importance of such neighborhoods to the 
larger community.  The report notes that the area has undergone a sort resurgence because of 
other downtown development ("they began renovating the neglected row homes of the 
downtown and mid-town neighborhoods.").  While the EA recognizes the impact of this project 
on the historic district as such, it fails to recognize that much of this work is not merely updating 
or repair but genuine preservation and restoration.  The area lies not only partly within the 
Harrisburg National Historic District but also completely within one of Harrisburg's six 
municipal historic districts.  As a result, the Harrisburg Architectural Review Board must 
approve any work done to houses in the area.  Moreover, the work already accomplished has 
created a cultural environment that cannot be except in like neighborhoods of which there are by 
definition a limited number.  As further evidence, many of these homes have been featured on 
semi-annual house tours sponsored by HHA that boast of nearly 1000 participants at each event.  
Many of the houses have been designated as premier examples of historic preservation and 
restoration through HHA's Preservation Award program, where preservation projects are singled 
out for excellence using defined criteria. 
 
The report continues concludes that there will be "no cumulative impacts" from this project 
concerning the continued trend of downtown "residential and downtown development."  On the 
contrary, this project represents the kind of development that is antithetical to the redevelopment 
recently experienced in this area.  Instead of redeveloping and enhancing existing resources, this 
project would demolish existing assets and lead to the deterioration of what it has taken a 
generation to heal. 
 
The report assesses the impact on population and housing for the N. 3rd and Forster Streets site 
as follows: "Relocations would have direct, moderate, short-term adverse impacts to individual 
tenants . . . There is ample replacement housing available in the City of Harrisburg for the 
homeowner/occupants . . . though the replacement neighborhoods lack some of the historic 
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ambience of the subject site."  Such a statement demonstrates that the impact assessment misses 
the mark.  The very reason most of the residents of this neighborhood live where they do is 
precisely because of the "historic ambience."  This writer also acts as a real estate professional in 
the city of Harrisburg.  It is not unusual, when clients look for housing in these neighborhoods, to 
choose an older house rather than a "new-build" even though they may be in the same proximate 
neighborhood.  This only underscores the irreplaceable (might one say "priceless"?) nature of a 
historic architectural asset.  Low vacancy rates, waiting lists and other factors point to the 
importance these assets hold for housing in the city of Harrisburg.  Moreover, the N. 3rd and 
Forster Streets site is the only site where there are multiple property owners, several of which are 
owner-occupants. 
 
With the exception of a single multi-story office building, the mixed-use buildings housing 
commercial enterprises for the most part are neighborhood-based businesses that thrive because 
of the context in which they exist.  Like other property owners in the area, they respect the 
historic nature of the neighborhood and are governed by the same standards concerning 
renovation or modification of their buildings.  Moreover, if these businesses are forced to 
relocate, services may be lost to the neighbors that remain causing further deterioration in the 
neighborhood fabric. 
 
The impact on neighborhood cohesion seems self-evident.  The EA, however, seems to minimize 
this impact without a recognition of the human toll involved: "Those who remain would lose 
neighbors and local gathering places as affected residents, restaurants and bars/clubs would 
move out of the neighborhood . . . These indirect impacts are typically short-term, as remaining 
residents adjust to their modified community or decide to leave and others move into the 
neighborhood.  Therefore, a short-term, moderate adverse impact to the larger CAN community 
is anticipated as a result of this alternative."  The report seems to conclude "they'll simply get 
over it or leave."  That conclusion may be correct. HHA for most of its 33 years has seen 
neighborhood stabilization and development as part of its mission through the use of a historic 
preservation ethos.  By its nature, this process understands this kind of development to be slow 
and incremental of deeply rooted and dynamic.  This project would dismantle many years of 
effort by numerous dedicated citizens and expect the situation to right itself with the passing of 
time.  HHA respectfully disagrees that this outcome is inevitable. 
 
HHA wishes to recognize the EA's conclusion that the project would have a "major, direct, long-
term, adverse impact to historic structures" (p.107). 
 
However, this conclusion must be seen in the real-life context of this impact as noted above.  
Historic assets are preserved not for themselves but for the community, which they serve.   To 
see the assets in isolation does not provide an adequate assessment of their importance.  Again, 
HHA is grateful for the opportunity to respond to this EA.  If HHA can offer further input or 
guidance, please contact us directly. 
 
With every kind wish, I remain 
                                      Sincerely, 
                                      Dr. David Alan Zwifka 
                                      Executive Director 
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Dr. David Alan Zwifka 

Executive Director 
Historic Harrisburg Association 

 
Response to Comment #1: 

The Environmental Assessment’s Executive Summary is meant to provide an overview of the 
potential impacts of the proposed action.  Detail on the history of the N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative is included in Section 3.5.2.1.  Impacts to historic resources have been evaluated 
within an Area of Potential Effect as shown in Figure 12.  This Area of Potential Effect extends 
beyond the site boundaries and includes resources which may be affected by such impacts as 
increased traffic and changes in views. 

 
Response to Comment #2: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #3: 

The text on page 52 refers to land use impacts.  The assessment of demolishing historically 
significant structures is included in Section 3.5.2.2, Impacts to Historic Structures. 

 
Response to Comment #4: 

Section 3.5.2.2, Impacts to Historic Structures, describes the impact of demolishing historic 
structures and acknowledges that this impact would be a major, long-term, adverse impact. 

 
Response to Comment #5: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #6: 

Impacts to land use surrounding a new courthouse would be subject to City zoning and building 
approvals.  GSA can not predict what decisions the City will make regarding future land use. 
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Response to Comment #7: 

GSA acknowledges that the historic nature of the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative can not be 
“recreated” for displaced residents elsewhere in the City.  The relocation assessment was 
conducted by professional relocation specialist who interviewed real estate professionals in the 
City of Harrisburg, among others.   

 
Response to Comment #8: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #9: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #10: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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William W. Allis Jr. 
President Capitol Area Neighbors 

 
 

May 11, 2006 
General Services Administration, Mid-Atlantic Region 
Attention: Abby Low, Project Manager  
20 N. 8th Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3191 
 
 
RE: Draft Environmental Assessment for the Proposed US Courthouse 
 
Capitol Area Neighbors provides the following general comments related to the assessment of 
the Third and Forster St. Alternative Site. We contend that the “economic”, “community 
cohesiveness” and “historical resource” losses represent three significant major, long term, 
adverse impacts that can not be mitigated. Accordingly, we strongly object to a “Finding of No 
Significant Impact” in this Environmental Assessment.  
 

• Page 6: End of first paragraph suggests that recommendations for mitigation are made in 
this document. While starting on page 142, mitigation is discussed, this information lacks 
specificity and commitment. Several significant adverse impacts are not even addressed 
in the mitigation section as described below. The lack of recommendation and 
commitment to concise mitigation strategy disassociates the public from true scrutiny and 
meaningful input in this process. 

 
• This document utilizes poorly defined metrics to support the agencies desire for a finding 

of no significant impact, so that it can render a site selection based on its own internal 
ranking and weighting system, independent of a sincere effort to obtain public scrutiny 
and input.  

 
• There is no language in this document that leads the reader to understand that there is a 

credible and sincere effort to “protect, restore and enhance the environment”, necessary 
for compliance with the NEPA process as discussed in Section 1. No language related to 
restoration or preservation of historic resources is present. Taking photographs of historic 
structures, as is alluded to on page 145, certainly does not preserve a historic 
neighborhood. Additionally, the correspondence from the SHPO office dated December 
5, 2005 included in the Appendix indicates that the coordination process with that office 
was not completed to their satisfaction. This report should not have been issued without 
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this critical element completed. Regarding table S-1, the historic structures impact should 
clearly be indicated as major, and not modified with a moderate impact due to indirect 
impacts on adjacent historic districts. 

 
• This report generally lacks “accurate scientific analysis”. A Social Impact Assessment is 

included, but there are clearly no qualified professionals in the list of preparers with 
backgrounds and stated qualifications in sociology or economics. This may explain the 
lack of mitigation strategies related to “community cohesiveness” and economics 
associated with long term loss of school and real estate tax revenue. 

 
• In the bulleted list of “issues that could affect” on page 5 there is no mention of 

“neighborhood” as a social entity. In past correspondence, we have clearly indicated this 
project would adversely impact an urban neighborhood that is vital to this city. A 
neighborhood is different than a community, it is rather a subset with its own unique 
contributing characteristics. This report makes no effort to determine what those are and 
how they benefit the city. The report does address “community cohesion” and indicates a 
major adverse impact for the Third and Forster St. Site and slightly less impact for the 
other sites. However, there is no mitigation mentioned concerning this issue in the 
descriptions starting on page 142. This is a significant deficiency in the report and calls 
into question the credibility of the finding of no significant impact. How can a major 
adverse impact be overlooked? If this impact can not be mitigated, while major and 
adverse, shouldn’t this support a finding of a Significant Impact?  

 
• The presumption that significant impacts were not expected became a foundation for a 

professional scope of services that predetermined the assessment findings of no 
significant impact. Why are the neighborhood residents not afforded the same protections 
that wildlife is when its habitat is threatened? Isn’t loss of unique urban habitat 
irreversible? If the loss is major and adverse and there is no mitigation described, it is 
significant.  

 
• The economic analysis for the Third and Forster St. Alternative site is flawed. The loss of 

school and real estate taxes will be permanent and last for the life of the project, not 3 
years of construction. We provided this analysis in previous correspondence and 
indicated that to be equitable, mitigation should include payment to the City of a present 
worth value equal to lost annual tax revenue, escalated for inflation, over a thirty year 
period. Based on a proper economic analysis, the impact finding should be revised to a 
major direct adverse impact and so indicated on Table S-1 in reference to Taxes and 
Revenue. In so doing, the positive impacts due to employment tax should be broken out 
and listed separately. The report also does not in any way describe any mitigation for this 
tax revenue loss, which again calls into question the credibility of this document.  

 
• The public scoping process for this project began after a short list was developed. This 

shortlist included three sites that would require significant destruction of residences and 
included no sites that were largely vacant. In so doing, the GSA set up equivalent 
properties for evaluation in this assessment. Had brownfield sites, such as those available 
north of the study area been selected, the lesser impacts compared to these sites would be 
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significant. Furthermore, the positive benefits of occupying those sites with anchor 
development would have a significant positive impact on the City. This observation begs 
the question as to why sites suggested by the City planners and our Mayor prior to short 
listing were summarily rejected, when the scoping process is to include local public 
agency input. The shortlist should be revisited and expanded, during the moratorium 
period, in accordance with a true partnering between GSA and the City of Harrisburg.  

 
Sincerely, 

 
William W. Allis Jr. 
President Capitol Area Neighbors 

#9 
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 William W. Allis Jr. 

President Capitol Area Neighbors 
 
 
Response to Comment #1: 

GSA has not issued a Finding of No Significant Impact for the N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative.   

 
Response to Comment #2: 

Mitigation measures are defined where feasible, and the Government acknowledges that some 
adverse impacts described in the Environmental Assessment can not be mitigated by GSA.  As 
noted in the Environmental Assessment, specific commitments to mitigation will be made when 
a final site is selected for the new courthouse.    

 
Response to Comment #3: 

The metrics used to define significance thresholds within the Environmental Assessments based 
on National Park Service definitions.  These impact descriptors are consistent with NEPA and 
the CEQ’s implementing regulations (40 CFR 1508), and have been used for Environmental 
Assessments for GSA and other federal agencies.  For the purposes of this Environmental 
Assessment, a major impact may be indicative of significance under NEPA. 

The Environmental Assessment was not prepared with a predetermined notion that it would 
result in a Finding of No Significant Impact.  Rather the document was prepared to provide 
decision makers with a thorough analysis of potential impacts associated with construction of the 
courthouse on any of the three alternative sites.  A preferred alternative will be identified and 
after that, only if appropriate, a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) will be made. If 
significant impacts are identified for the selected site, then an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) will be prepared.   

 
Response to Comment #4: 

Consultation with the Pennsylvania State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) was initiated on 
July 5, 2005.  GSA has also met with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) as 
part of the Section 106 consultation.  As described in Section 3.5, Cultural Environment, GSA is 
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continuing coordination with the SHPO and the ACHP in compliance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act.  The steps taken to date as part of this consultation include: 

• Submission of Areas of Potential Effect for each of the three alternative sites 

• Submission of a Draft Determination of Eligibility of Eligibility and Determination of 
Effects report to PHMC. 

• Submission of a revised Determination of Eligibility of Eligibility and Determination of 
Effects report addressing PHMC comments. 

GSA has developed a list of consulting parties with whom they will coordinate as Section 106 
consultation continues after selection of a preferred site for the U.S. Courthouse.  

Response to Comment #5: 

The Social Impact Assessment was prepared by planners from Greenhorne & O'Mara, Inc. with 
over 15 years of experience in social impact assessments.  The economic analysis was prepared 
by economists from Basil, Bauman, Prost and Associates with over 25 years experience in 
economic impact assessments. 

 
Response to Comment #6: 

GSA has used the terms “neighborhood” and “community” interchangeably in the 
Environmental Assessment.  Mitigation measures for impacts to community cohesion are not 
provided because GSA acknowledges that it is not possible to mitigate the impacts to the 
community cohesion described for this project.   

GSA has not issued a Finding of No Significant Impact for the N. 3rd and Forester Street 
Alternative.   

 
Response to Comment #7: 

The draft Environmental Assessment does not include nor pre-assumes a Finding of No 
Significant Impact.  However, Under Title 40 CFR Part 1508.14, "Human environment," 
economic or social effects by themselves are not enough to require preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  If significant impacts are identified on the selected site, 
then an EIS will be prepared.   
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Response to Comment #8: 

Section 3.4.3.3 has been revised to indicate that the loss to the tax base on N. 3rd and Forster as 
well as the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternatives would be considered “permanent” and would 
not be replaced under the proposed project.   

GSA can not make payments to local governments such as those described by the commenter.  
As noted previously, GSA acknowledges that there are impacts that can not be mitigated. 

 
Response to Comment #9: 

Table 1 in Environmental Assessment provides a list of sites that were considered for the project 
and a summary of the reasons the sites were not chosen for further analysis after site evaluation 
screening. 

The vacant lot, currently a surface parking facility at 7th and Reily, is more than adequate in size.  
Vacant lots were either not of sufficient size or, if of adequate size, not considered because sites 
north of Reily Street were deemed too remote from commercial markets and other amenities.  
While GSA has authorization to site the new courthouse within the city limits of Harrisburg, 
Executive Order 12072 requires that preference be given to sites in areas adjacent to the Central 
Business District (CBD) and possessing a similar character to the CBD.  Although some of the 
currently short listed sites are outside the CBD, they are close to the CBD and located in areas 
that are of similar character to the CBD.   
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KATHY SPEAKER MACNETT, Esq. 
 

 
May 11, 2006 

 
General Services Administration 
Mid-Atlantic Region 
Abby Low, Project Manager 
20 N. 8th Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3191 
 

Re:  Additional Comments on proposed location of the new Federal Courthouse. 
 
Dear Ms. Low:  
 

This letter requests that you avoid the smallest of the sites for two reasons: decline in tax 
base and impact upon two schools. 
 

Decline in Tax Base 
Hanging in my office is a picture of the State Capitol Complex in the 1930’s.  Significant 

is the number of homes that are contained in that picture, which no longer exist because 
government buildings now occupy the same sites.  Significant is the decline in the City of 
Harrisburg’s tax base due to the State Capitol expansion. 
 

Harrisburg’s tax base will decline yet again if the new federal courthouse is sited at either 
the location within Capitol Area Neighbors (“CAN”) or Cumberland Courts.  Both of these 
locations would destroy viable neighborhoods.  The third site would destroy low income 
housing, but would not have as large an impact on Harrisburg’s tax base.  Once tax base is lost, it 
is not lost for three years as noted in the draft impact study, but for the foreseeable future.  An 
added disadvantage of the CAN site is the small footnote of that site compared to any of the 
other locations.  We fear and suspect that a new Federal Courthouse before 2010 at that site will 
simply create the need for yet another larger courthouse within a 40 year period. 
 

Ironically, Harrisburg this week announced a major downtown expansion project with 
development on a platform above the flood plane.  Location of a Federal Courthouse in the 
Gateway area would allow existing neighborhoods and low income housing to continue while  
providing development in a new business oriented district within blocks of the existing 
courthouse.  This could be a win for the city, federal workers and city residents.  We urge you to 
strongly reconsider the three pre-selected locations and abandon them in favor of finding a new 
one.  Destroying neighborhoods and communities of residents at any of those pre-selected 
locations simply does not make sense.  Destroying the CAN neighborhood, the most 
economically viable of the three, is a terrible idea. 
 

#1

#2



E - 40 

Impact Upon Two Schools 
 

Additionally, I note that there was discussion during the recent community meeting of the 
impact of the Cumberland Courts location on one city school, the Ben Franklin School.  
Overlooked was the fact that two schools are within one block of the CAN site.  Those schools 
are the Consolidated Cathedral School on Liberty Street (one block south of the proposed site) 
and the Ronald H. Brown Charter School at Forster and Green Streets, adjacent to the proposed 
site on the north. 
 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 

Kathy Speaker MacNett, Esq. 
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Kathy Speaker MacNett, Esq. 
 
 
Response to Comment #1: 

Section 3.4.3.3 has been revised to indicate that the loss to the tax base on N. 3rd and Forster as 
well as the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternatives would be considered “permanent” and would 
not be replaced under the proposed project.   

Each of the short-listed sites has been evaluated to ensure that it could meet the 30-year 
expansion needs of the U.S. Courts. 

 
Response to Comment #2: 

GSA has met with City officials and reviewed plans for the Gateway area.  This proposed 
development is located within a floodplain and would not be completed in the time frame in 
which a new courthouse is needed.  Therefore, construction of the U.S. Courthouse in this area 
would not be feasible. 

 
Response to Comment #3: 

Section 3.4.6.2, Impact to Educational Facilities, has been revised to describe potential impacts 
to the Consolidated Cathedral School and the Ronald H. Brown Charter School. 
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Chad Frey 

 
 
General Services Administration, Mid-Atlantic Region 
Attention: Abby Low, Project Manager 
20 N. 8th Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3191  
 
April 23, 2006 
 
Mrs. Low, 
 
After attending the most recent General Services Administration (GSA) public hearing, I am 
compelled to write this letter outlining a few of my concerns.  I am a college educator, but 
perhaps more importantly, I live in the North Street community just a few yards away from the 
area proposed by the GSA as a potential site for the new federal courthouse.   
 
It is my hope that this letter will be included in the public record and that the following critiques 
will be received as constructive (at the very least) and perhaps even as corrective to the ongoing 
work of the GSA.  The letter is divided into four sections discussing: 

• The GSA’s responsibility as a public trustee 
• The GSA’s rhetoric in the Draft Environmental Assessment (Draft) and public hearings 
• The representation of short listed communities 
• Recommendations for the future  

 
The GSA’s Responsibility as a Public Trustee 
One of the primary responsibilities of the United States government is to protect the 
constitutional rights of its citizens to life, liberty and property.  Toward this end, it is generally 
accepted that federal courthouses are needed to conduct the processes of defending and 
interpreting these rights (among other things) and that the GSA is fully justified in acquiring land 
for public benefit in accordance with eminent domain law. That being said, however, I am 
seriously concerned that: 

1. Constitutional property rights are currently in jeopardy as three communities languish 
under the threat of possible eviction; 

2. The GSA has become a “lame duck” and is currently unable to defend these rights and 
fulfill its responsibility as a public trustee as it is seduced by Federal funding. 

With respect to my first concern, it is incumbent upon the GSA as a public trustee, to protect the 
rights of citizens to their properties in the present as these rights supersede any bureaucratic 
charge to find land for a federal courthouse building in the future.   For example, the GSA has 
not assured home and business owners that they will not face irreparable and unaccounted losses 
should their neighborhood become the site selected for the new courthouse building.  (This point 
is evidenced and reinforced in the glaring omissions and short sighted nature of the recent Draft 
to be discussed in greater detail under “Recommendations for the Future”).  
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Additionally, if the GSA cannot reverse the current economic climate which is negatively 
stigmatizing local business prospects and effectively stalling and devaluing homes recently put 
on the market near or within the Draft’s short listed communities; then it will continue to 
distance itself from the current realities facing Harrisburg residents and will breech any 
remaining trust that residents may have of the GSA’s ability to respect their rights in the future 
should eminent domain be enacted. 
 
Of even greater concern to me, however, is that this failure is merely symptomatic - a sign that 
the GSA has become a “lame duck” and unable to currently function as a responsible public 
trustee. Not only does the limited issue Draft reflect the GSA’s failure to steward current home 
and business owner’s constitutional property rights, it’s nearly 300 pages long without one 
compelling argument for the selection of any of the three short listed communities.  The 
“objective” and “unbiased” language used by the GSA throughout the Draft and public hearings, 
is particularly problematic given that there is no such thing as altruistic impartiality.  If the GSA 
cannot assert any beliefs or principals of its own, and it instead tries to convince Harrisburg 
residents that it’s findings are based purely on objective facts and unbiased scientific research, 
then I am left to wonder if the GSA has, in fact, lost its constitutional soul and is instead 
prostituting itself to the highest bidder on Capital Hill. If this is the case, you can save some time 
and simply discard this letter now. But, if the GSA is capable of championing citizen’s right to 
property, and it seeks to measure responsible work by the resulting public benefit; then it must 
refuse to use “impartial” language that only masks its intentions and sabotages its integrity. 
 
Rhetoric in the Draft and Public Hearings  
By employing strictly “objective” language and quantitative research, the GSA has positioned 
itself somewhere outside both the public and governmental spheres.  The notion that somehow 
the GSA can be an unbiased legal entity that transcends all social and political pressures is 
completely absurd.  The GSA’s rhetoric is dissembling, masking its social and political 
commitments.  By not acknowledging its biases or the important qualitative dimensions of this 
project, the GSA and its work has become suspect. 
 
In his wonderful book, Standing by Words, Kentucky farmer/poet Wendell Berry discusses the 
effects of this kind of speech on the public as he reflects on the nuclear meltdown of Three Mile 
Island (TMI) and the inability of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to clearly communicate 
the crisis.  He writes: 

“So inept is the speech of these commissioners that we must deliberately remind 
ourselves that they are not stupid and are probably not amoral.  They are highly trained, 
intelligent, worried men, whose understanding of language is by now to a considerable 
extent a public one.  They are atomic scientists whose criteria of language are identical to 
those of at least some linguistic scientists.  They determine the correctness of their 
statement to the press exactly according…by their purpose, audience, and situation.  
Their language is governed by the ethical aim…to speak in such a way that as to “reduce 
another’s sense of threat.”  But the result was not “cooperation and mutual benefit”; it 
was incoherence and dishonesty, leading to public suspicion, distrust, and fear.  It is 
beneficial, surely, to “reduce another’s sense of threat” only if there is no threat.” 
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There can be no mistake that the impending annihilation of homes, businesses, churches, and the 
ensuing destruction of established communities under the GSA proposal is threatening to 
residents. Yet, the GSA continues to talk about this project in detached formulas and 
percentages, referring to human beings as “Environmental Impact Topics” where damage 
assessments are conducted in the same way that the effects of underlying rock structures or 
available parking is measured.  
 
Another particularly destructive example is the way that the GSA refers to each of the places 
under investigation.  Labeling them as “sites” rather than communities, the GSA has effectively 
dissolved their particularity into an amorphous and impersonal place where a “project” can now 
be built where homes currently are.  An equally destructive tactic is to separate all voices of 
dissent from a greater general “public”.  This allows the GSA to talk about the “public” benefit 
of this project because the “public” is now an abstract community or idea which somehow these 
dissenters have forfeited their rights to be a citizen of. 
 
This subtle shift is done through quantitative feasibility studies that can’t account for quality life 
or quality work. At the most recent public hearing, it was painfully obvious that the GSA is out 
of touch with important parts of local community life.  One poignant example was the ignorant 
suggestion that demographic studies have revealed ample housing opportunities in the 
Harrisburg area for potentially displaced residents of the Jackson Lick apartments.  It was 
inflammatory and degrading to suggest that short-term government vouchers would somehow 
provide reasonable compensation for low-income individuals and families who have significant 
needs and would be rendered homeless by a GSA decision. 
 
When GSA officials employ the language of specialization and public relations (a language that 
safely distances its representatives from society and serves to confuse and divide their audiences 
in order to gain an unfair advantage), they reinforce the perception that they can’t speak or even 
understand community language (that language which serves to connect us to each other).    
Residents of all three short-listed communities spoke against this insidious tactic to divide and 
conquer at the public hearing – refusing to allow the GSA’s position to pit neighbors against 
each other.  The GSA must not subjugate the public through its rhetoric or straw man arguments 
for short listed building sites.  If it engages in coercive land grabbing techniques it will inevitably 
lose its soul and any respect people have for its work. 
 
The Representation of the Community 
I believe that the GSA must exist for the betterment of society (of which these communities are a 
part), but it must evaluate its work on local levels.  Good or bad work can only be understood 
within a particular context or local community (places like those short listed in the Draft) as it is 
impossible to talk about meaningful assessment practices in strictly abstractions.  Societies are 
made up of communities composed of individuals not faceless ideals.  Why then does the Draft 
gloss over individual concerns and recommendations? The GSA must not flippantly dismiss, 
misrepresent, or blatantly omit any of these individual concerns or recommendations in their 
final report.  To do so would be either fraudulent or negligent.    
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Two Examples of Significant Omissions in the Draft: 
1. The city of Harrisburg has urged the GSA to consider numerous places in the 

uptown/midtown district for this project.  Located outside flood zones, these areas, if 
razed would significantly benefit the community and remove severely blighted and 
condemned buildings.  While a new federal building could be a major catalyst in these 
neighborhoods for other city renewal projects and economic development plans, only a 
few vague sentences are offered as a rationale for their exclusion in the Draft. These areas 
need to be thoroughly assessed just as the short listed communities have been.  They may 
be a little farther away than judges, politicians, or even the President would prefer; 
however, people’s homes, communities, and their rights are more important than matters 
of Federal preference and judicial convenience. 

2. With in walking distance of the State capital is an undeveloped lot off of Cameron Street 
boasting more than enough acreage to accommodate the proposed designs for a new 
courthouse building, as well as, ample space for employee and visitor parking (it is 
important to note here, that adequate parking has not been included in any of the GSA 
recommendations thus far).  Not only would this area be aesthetically enhanced with the 
addition of a modern courthouse building, the surrounding community could experience 
significant economic development and revitalization due to its construction.  Yet, this lot 
is not being considered either.  (To be fair it should be mentioned that this site is located 
in a 100 year flood plain, however, it is entirely possible to design the courthouse 
building to withstand severe flooding.) 

 
A Personal Story: 
My first experience with the GSA came last year during the public hearing at the Hilton Hotel.  
After the short presentation, I walked around various learning stations to hear more about the 
project.  I remember meeting a GSA representative who looked quite kind as he asked me 
enthusiastically if I had any questions.  I smiled weakly, and said that I had one or two.  As I took 
a seat, I asked him why the Cameron Street site wasn’t under consideration. He folded his hands, 
began to nod, and smiled at me knowingly.  The problem, he explained quite professionally, was 
that this site was located in a 100 year flood plane and therefore couldn’t be considered for the 
courthouse.  I paused and looked back at him still nodding and smiling.  I can remember 
thinking to myself that surely he must know that architects routinely design buildings to 
withstand severe flooding.  Curious, I persisted and asked him why this was a problem.  Upon 
seeing that I wasn’t satisfied, he took another angle, stopped smiling, and began explaining that 
even if the building could be built the employees, judges, attorneys, defendants, and visitors 
wouldn’t be able to get into it due to the flooding of surrounding areas.  As the explanation 
continued it become very clear that I could have pointed out a pristine grassy meadow just feet 
from the Capital steps and it would have been problematic because I wasn’t an expert and my 
recommendation wasn’t what the government had in mind.  I remember genuinely thanking him 
for his time and walked away trying to think of reasons why courthouses anywhere should stay 
open during a natural disaster.   
 
Because the Draft only mentions community and individual recommendations in a perfunctory 
way (if at all), it appears that the GSA is serving the interests of those in Washington. 
Additionally, when the recent Draft was not widely distributed the perception is that information 
is being withheld.  The GSA should widely disseminate its findings through multiple 
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mechanisms in order to maximize representation and bring as many people as possible into the 
conversation.  (I should mention that at the recent public hearing numerous residents expressed 
frustration and concern over this fact.)  
 
Recommendations for the Future 
In closing, I offer the following recommendations to you in preparation for your final report. 
Please consider: 

• Affirming your commitment to protect citizens property rights 
• Clearly answer foundational and underlying qualitative questions 
• Use language that respects and humanizes this project in public discourse and written 

reports 
• Reiterate and communicate public concerns and suggestions openly.   
• Offer more sites as viable options with thorough explanations of the strengths and 

weaknesses for each 
• Adequately represent and respond to individual and community concerns and 

recommendations (For example, address the parking concerns, losses to neighboring 
businesses during construction, etc.)  

• Widely disseminate your findings to as many people as possible through as many means 
as possible. 

• Put representatives on the GSA planning committee that live in, or very near, the final 
area recommended to the Federal government 

 
Mrs. Low, I urge you to resist any political or economic pressures to recommend a community 
that would violate the constitutional rights of residents living there.  Reclaim your role as a 
faithful trustee and steward of public property to ensure that no citizens will lose their homes 
against their will and without equal or better housing options.  I am confident that an unwavering 
commitment to these tenets will reveal alternatives or amendments to the recent Draft.  In 
closing, I leave with you the words of Wendell Berry who articulates many of my thoughts more 
eloquently that I ever could:    
“We are speaking where we stand, and we shall stand afterwards in the presence of what we 
have said.”  
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Chad Frey 
 
 
Response to Comment #1: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #2: 

GSA acknowledges that the uncertainty surrounding the U.S. Couthouse site selection has had a 
negative affect on residents and business owners on each of the three alternative sites.  GSA has 
committed to announcing a selected site in the summer of 2006. 

 
Response to Comment #3: 

The purpose of the Environmental Assessment is not to persuade anyone on the selection of one 
alternative site over another.  Rather the Environmental Assessment has been prepared by 
independent consultants, who do not have a financial or other interest in the outcome of the site 
selection process, to provide an objective review of the potential impacts associated with the 
construction of the courthouse on any of the three alternative sites.  

 
Response to Comment #4: 

Comment noted. 

 
Response to Comment #5: 

GSA acknowledges that impacts to the human environment extend beyond the natural and 
physical setting and that the project would have real and lasting impacts to the people living and 
working on the selected site as well as the people of the surrounding communities.   

 
Response to Comment #6: 

Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment #7: 

GSA has not suggested within the Environmental Assessment or at the Public Hearing that there 
is comparable replacement housing available for the residents of Jackson Lick.  The 
Environmental Assessment indicates that the lack of such housing would result in a major, long-
term, adverse impact to the residents. 

Response to Comment #8: 

GSA has not sought to set one site against another in the site selection process.  

 
Response to Comment #9: 

Executive Order 12072 requires that preference be given to sites in areas adjacent to the Central 
Business District (CBD) and possessing a similar character to the CBD.  Although some of the 
currently short listed sites are outside the CBD, they are close to the CBD and located in areas 
that are of similar character to the CBD.   

 
Response to Comment #10: 

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, directs federal agencies to avoid, to the extent 
possible, long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification 
of floodplains, and to avoid direct and indirect support of floodplain development whenever 
there is a practicable alternative.  In addition, the General Services Administration’s Order ADM 
10995.6, Consideration of Floodplains in Decision Making, also prohibits construction within the 
floodplain unless there is no practicable alternative. 

 
Response to Comment #11: 

GSA distributed the Environmental Assessment to all those who requested a copy during the 
study process.  Sign-up sheets were available at the three public scoping meetings in June 2005 
for individuals to request a copy of the document.   In addition, three notices were run in the 
Harrisburg Patriot-News in April 2006 announcing the availability of the draft Environmental 
Assessment and it’s availability at the Downtown and Uptown branches of the Dauphin County 
Public Library, and on the internet at GSA’s website. 

 
Response to Comment #12: 
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Comments acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #13: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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HARRISBURG MONTHLY MEETING 
Religious Society of Friends 

 
 
Response to Comment #1: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #2: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #3: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #4: 

All sites brought to GSA's attention have been given careful consideration. Table 1 in 
Environmental Assessment provides a list of sites that were considered for the project and a 
summary of the reasons the sites were not chosen for further analysis after site evaluation 
screening. 

The vacant lot, currently a surface parking facility at 7th and Reily, is more than adequate in size.  
Vacant lots were either not of sufficient size or, if of adequate size, not considered because sites 
north of Reily Street were deemed too remote from commercial markets and other amenities.  
While GSA has authorization to site the new courthouse within the city limits of Harrisburg, 
Executive Order 12072 requires that preference be given to sites in areas adjacent to the Central 
Business District (CBD) and possessing a similar character to the CBD.  Although some of the 
currently short listed sites are outside the CBD, they are close to the CBD and located in areas 
that are of similar character to the CBD.   
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E.J. Garisto 

 
4-27-06 
 
To GSA, Abby Low: 
 
Re:  Proposed Federal Court House in HBG – 
 
Why do you think we need one? 

#1
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E.J. Garisto 

 
Response to Comment #1: 
 

The Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts rated Harrisburg as the fifth court city most in need 
of a new courthouse building.  Originally constructed in 1966, the Ronald Reagan Federal 
Building and U.S. Courthouse in Harrisburg was altered in 1994 to meet short-term needs of the 
court components, but these alterations were limited and did not meet the necessary security, 
circulation, and space requirements of the U.S. Courts Design Guide.  In addition, these 
alterations did not address expansion needs, and additional alterations to expand the court’s 
space would result in compromised adjacencies, functional deficiencies, and the relocation of 
most or all related agencies.   
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Russell Mueller 
 
 
Response to Comment #1: 

The purpose of an Environmental Assessment is to determine if there is potential for significant 
impacts.  The outcome of an Environmental Assessment is typically either a Finding of No 
Significant Impact or preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement.  A Finding of No 
Significant impact was not presumed with preparation of this Environmental Assessment.   

 
Response to Comment #2: 

The Council on Environmental Quality NEPA regulations suggest that Environmental 
Assessments be 15 pages in length.  There is not mandatory page limit for an Environmental 
Assessment.  GSA feels that the information contained in the Environmental Assessment is 
necessary to fully assess and disclose to the public all potential impacts of the proposed action on 
the three alternative sites. 

 
Response to Comment #3: 

A summary of the public involvement that was undertaken for this project is provided in Section 
1.5, Public and Agency Involvement.   This public involvement program is commensurate with 
NEPA requirements.  Notices of the scoping meetings and public hearing were published in the 
Harrisburg Patriot-News and with other media outlets.  Copies of the draft Environmental 
Assessment were distributed to persons who requested a copy, and also to local libraries, public 
officials and government agencies.  The Notice of Availability was published in the Harrisburg 
Patriot-News on three days and announced the availability of the draft Environmental 
Assessment at the libraries and on the intranet.   

The November 2005 public meetings were held in response to specific comments from residents 
of the alternative sites requesting individual meetings to answer their questions regarding the site 
selection and relocation processes.  Notices of these meetings were mailed or delivered to all 
residents of the affected sites. Comment periods were included in the mailings, and if someone 
was unable to attend a meeting, they were able to provide written comments to be included with 
the comments from those who attended the meeting.   
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Response to Comment #4: 

A preferred alternative will be identified and only then, and only if appropriate, will a Finding of 
No Significant Impact (FONSI) be made.   

 
Response to Comment #5: 

GSA did not presume that the Environmental Assessment would result in a Finding of No 
Significant Impact.  If a “mitigated Finding of No Significant Impact” is issued under which 
mitigation is required to reduce an impact below the level of significance, than the finding will 
provide commitments for conducting such mitigation. 

 
Response to Comment #6: 

Impacts can not be measured purely in quantitative form, rather GSA must consider the context 
and the intensity of the impact.  In addition, impacts to some resources, such as community 
cohesion, can not easily be measured using quantitative formulas or models.  Table S-1 
Comparison of Anticipated Impacts has been changed from a color coded table to a table of 
narrative descriptions.   

 
Response to Comment #7: 

In accordance with NEPA and its implementing regulations, when the potential significance of 
impacts is uncertain, an Environmental Assessment is the appropriate form of environmental 
documentation that should be prepared.  If significant impacts that cannot be mitigated come to 
light during the Environmental Assessment process, an EIS would be required. 

 
Response to Comment #8: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #9: 

The H.C. Peck report is too lengthy to include as an appendix to the Environmental Assessment.  
The report is part of the NEPA Administrative Record and may be obtained through a Freedom 
of Information Act Request. 
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Response to Comment #10: 

Comment acknowledged. 
 
Response to Comment #11: 

In compliance with 40 CFR 1502.13, GSA has included within the Environmental Assessment a 
description of the purpose and need for the proposed action.  The current U.S. Courthouse lacks 
the functional capacity for daily courthouse activity.   

 
Response to Comment #12: 

The November 2005 public meetings were held in response to specific comments from residents 
of the alternative sites requesting individual meetings to answer their questions regarding the site 
selection and relocation processes.  Notices of these meetings were mailed or delivered to all 
residents of the affected sites.  Meetings were held for affected residents and property owners of 
each of the three alternative sites.   

 
Response to Comment #13: 

Notice of the November 2005 public meeting was sent to the Harrisburg Friends Meeting.  The 
meeting was well attended by representatives from the Friends and these attendees were given 
the opportunity to ask questions and provide comments on the proposed action.  A second 
meeting was offered to the Friends as a result of a misunderstanding; however they felt that they 
had sufficient representation and dialogue at the meeting and did not pursue the additional 
meeting.     

 
Response to Comment #14: 

While GSA has authorization to site the new courthouse within the city limits of Harrisburg, 
Executive Order 12072 requires that preference be given to sites in areas adjacent to the Central 
Business District (CBD) and possessing a similar character to the CBD.  Although some of the 
currently short listed sites are outside the CBD, they are close to the CBD and located in areas 
that are of similar character to the CBD.   
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Response to Comment #15: 

The budget and schedule are in Public Law (PL) 108-199.  Congress appropriated $26,000,000 
for site and design in FY04.  The current schedule anticipates a FY09 construction appropriation, 
with occupancy in FY12.   

 
Response to Comment #16: 

GSA’s review of the alternative sites against the site selection criteria is not part of the 
Environmental Assessment process and these criteria were provided as background information 
for the public.  The findings of the Environmental Assessment and the impacts of the proposed 
action are one factor in the decision-making process. 

 
Response to Comment #17: 

A detailed description of the site selection criteria is provided in Section 2.2, Site Selection 
Criteria, of the Environmental Assessment.  

 
Response to Comment #18: 

While GSA has authorization to site the new courthouse within the city limits of Harrisburg, 
Executive Order 12072 requires that preference be given to sites in areas adjacent to the Central 
Business District (CBD) and possessing a similar character to the CBD.  Although some of the 
currently short listed sites are outside the CBD, they are close to the CBD and located in areas 
that are of similar character to the CBD.   

 
Response to Comment #19: 

The minimum site size is 2.5 acres.  The size of the site directly affects how tall the building 
must be to meet the project requirements.  Larger sites are being considered and offer 
opportunity for a lower building. 

 
Response to Comment #20: 

The metrics used to define significance thresholds within the Environmental Assessments are 
based on National Park Service definitions.  These impact descriptors are consistent with NEPA 
and the CEQ’s implementing regulations (40 CFR 1508), and have been used for Environmental 
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Assessments for GSA and other federal agencies.  For the purposes of this Environmental 
Assessment, a major impact may be indicative of significance under NEPA. 

 
Response to Comment #21: 

GSA will not issue a Finding of No Significant Impact for an alternative where impacts can not 
be mitigated below a level of significance.  However, regardless of the site selected and the 
outcome of the NEPA process, GSA will continually look for ways to minimize even “non-
significant” impacts. 

 
Response to Comment #22: 

Identification of species of special concern was accomplished through a standard process in 
Pennsylvania that begins with a PA Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) database review.  PNDI 
identifies species that may potentially be present in the project area.  The Peregrine falcon was 
not indicated in the PNDI search.  A consultation letter received from the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service, which has jurisdiction over federally listed threatened and endangered species, did not 
indicate the presence of the species and stated that no biological assessment nor further 
consultation with the agency was required. 

 
Response to Comment #23: 

The racial and income characteristics of the site residents are provided in the Social Impact 
Assessment (Appendix C).   

 
Response to Comment #24: 

The draft Environmental Assessment does not include nor pre-assumes a Finding of No 
Significant Impact.  However, Under Title 40 CFR Part 1508.14, "Human environment," 
economic or social effects by themselves are not enough to require preparation of an EIS. 

 
Response to Comment #25: 

Impacts to land use surrounding a new courthouse would be subject to City zoning and building 
approvals.  GSA can not predict what decisions the City will make regarding future land use. 
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Response to Comment #26: 

The impact to the unique character of the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative is described under 
land use and zoning (Section 3.4.1.2); and community cohesion (Section 3.4.7.2) 

 
Response to Comment #27: 

The availability of housing is based on available “comparable” housing as defined by the 
Uniform Relocation Act.  A comparable replacement dwelling is defined by the Act as a 
dwelling which is: 

• Decent, safe and sanitary; 

• Functionally equivalent to the displacement dwelling; 

• Adequate in size to accommodate the occupants; 

• In an area not subject to unreasonable adverse environmental conditions; 

• In a location generally not less desirable than the location of the displaced person's 
dwelling with respect to public utilities and commercial and public facilities, and 
reasonably accessible to the person's place of employment; 

• On a site that is typical in size for residential development with normal site 
improvements, including customary landscaping;  

• Currently available to the displaced person on the private market or for a person receiving 
government housing assistance before displacement, a dwelling that may reflect similar 
government housing assistance; and 

• Within the financial means of the displaced person 

The requirements of this act were the basis for determining if adequate replacement housing 
exists for each of the alternate sites.  

 
Response to Comment #28: 

As described in the introduction to Chapter 3, “For any one type of resource, the extent of the 
impact may be the alternative site, the area immediately surrounding the alternative site, or a 
larger area within the City of Harrisburg.  For some resources (such as natural resources), the 
principal affected environment is primarily the project area; for others (such as transportation), 
the affected environment may extend to a larger area within the City of Harrisburg.” 
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Response to Comment #29: 

GSA looked at opportunities to make funds available for the construction of new housing.  While 
GSA can not directly construct new housing, the agency has explored funding the construction of 
housing by another entity.  In the end, the available budget did not support the amount of new 
housing that would need to be created for the displaced population.   

 
Response to Comment #30: 

Data for the City of Harrisburg for 2004 and 2005 is not available. 

Response to Comment #31: 

The rent increase for the six small businesses affected under the N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative would be $800 per month.  This is a 6 percent increase over current rents.  This 
increase is considered moderate given the increase size and the number of businesses affected. 

 
Response to Comment #32: 

The City of Harrisburg’s economy has been continually growing since the 1980s and thus there 
has been a cumulative beneficial impact on the economy.  Removal of businesses for 
construction of the proposed courthouse would have an adverse affect, and would not contribute 
to the otherwise beneficial cumulative impacts. 

 
 
Response to Comment #33: 

Construction of the new U.S. Courthouse would result in a permanent loss of tax revenue on both 
the N. 3rd and Forster Street and the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternatives.  The Government 
would not pay taxes under any of the build alternatives.  However, there would be new taxes 
generated from employment of construction workers and new court employees as described in 
Section 3.4.4.3 
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Response to Comment #34: 

Section 3.4.3.3 has been revised to indicate that the loss to the tax base on N. 3rd and Forster as 
well as the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternatives would be considered “permanent” and would 
not be replaced under the proposed project. 

 
Response to Comment #35: 

The draft Environmental Assessment does not indicate that bus routes would change.  Rather the 
draft Environmental Assessment indicates that if residents are not relocated to areas served by 
mass transit, there would be moderate, long-term, adverse impacts to the residents. 

 
Response to Comment #36: 

GSA has undertaken public outreach under Section 106 in conjunction with public outreach 
under NEPA.  All public meeting notices and requests for comments under NEPA have also 
included requests for comments on cultural resources under Section 106.  Section 106 does not 
require that public outreach be “separate and in addition to” public outreach under NEPA.  
Rather, Section 106 encourages coordination between NEPA and Section 106 efforts. 

 
Response to Comment #37: 

Consultation with the Pennsylvania State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) was initiated on 
July 5, 2005.  GSA has also met with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) as 
part of the Section 106 consultation.  As described in Section 3.5, Cultural Environment, GSA is 
continuing coordination with the SHPO and the ACHP in compliance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act.  The steps taken to date as part of this consultation include: 

• Submission of Areas of Potential Effect for each of the three alternative sites 

• Submission of a Draft Determination of Eligibility of Eligibility and Determination of 
Effects report to PHMC. 

• Submission of a revised Determination of Eligibility of Eligibility and Determination of 
Effects report addressing PHMC comments. 

GSA has developed a list of consulting parties with whom they will coordinate as Section 106 
consultation continues after selection of a preferred site for the U.S. Courthouse.  
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The completion of Section 106 consultation prior to the completion of NEPA is not required 
under the Section 106 implementing regulations (36 CFR 800), the Council on Environmental 
Quality’s NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508), or GSA’s Administrative Order ADM 1095F. 

 
Response to Comment #38: 

Levels of service have not been calculated for the proposed action due to the numerous access 
points into and out of the downtown area; the relatively insignificant number of trips generated 
by the courthouse in relation to the overall amount of traffic entering or exiting the city during 
the peak hours; and the dispersion of parking areas throughout the downtown.  

 
Response to Comment #39: 

The text in the Environmental Assessment has been revised to note that on-street parking is 
adequate for visitors coming to the courthouse for four hours or less. 

 
Response to Comment #40: 

The Environmental Assessment does not assume that new parking will be added.  The document 
indicates that with existing parking there will be a moderate, direct, long-term, adverse impact to 
parking availability.  GSA does not have plans to increase employment at the Ronald Reagan 
Federal Building at this time.  If employment increases are planned in the future, these actions 
would be covered under separate NEPA analysis. 

 
Response to Comment #41: 

The Environmental Assessment has been revised to indicate that service between Harrisburg and 
Lancaster is now anticipated in 2008. 

 
Response to Comment #42: 

The Environmental Assessment indicates that under all of the alternatives there would be a 
moderate, direct, short-term, adverse impact due to the cost of relocation.  However, the 
document indicates that there would be no impact to the systems under the N. 6th and Verbeke 
Street and the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternatives because pressure of those sites is adequate.  
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The document indicates that there would be a moderate impact under the N. 3rd and Forster 
Street Alternative because the low pressure system would need to be upgraded. 

 
Response to Comment #43: 

Cumulative effects have been assessed in Chapter 3 for all resources. 

 
Response to Comment #44: 

Section 3.6.11 discusses the residential and business relocation process under the Uniform 
Relocation Act for all of the alternative sites.  Additional mitigation measures are presented for 
the N. 6th and Verbeke Street and N. 6th and Basin Street Alternatives because of the additional 
impacts on the residents of those sites. 

 
Response to Comment #45: 

If a “mitigated Finding of No Significant Impact” is issued under which mitigation is required to 
reduce an impact below the level of significance, then the finding will provide commitments for 
conducting such mitigation. 

 
Response to Comment #46: 

It is not anticipated that any of the mitigation measures described in Section 3.6.11 would have 
indirect impacts on other resources. 

 
Response to Comment #47: 

GSA will consider all of the impacts described in the Environmental Assessment in their entirety 
in determining whether the project qualifies for a Finding of No Significant Impact. 

 
 



E - 74 

#1



E - 75 

Debbie Nifong 
 
Response to Comment #1: 

GSA has met with City officials and reviewed plans for the Gateway area.  This proposed 
development is located within a floodplain and would not be completed in the time frame in 
which a new courthouse is needed.  Therefore, construction of the U.S. Courthouse in this area 
would not be feasible. 
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Fox Ridge Neighbors, Inc. 

 
Response to Comment #1: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #2: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #3: 

Public scoping meetings were held in July 2005, and a public hearing was held on April 18, 
2006.  All interested parties had opportunity to attend these meetings and provide written 
comments.  These meetings were advertised in a local newspaper (Harrisburg Patriot-News) with 
circulation to the general public. 

Development of adjacent areas would require a change in the current zoning, and GSA can not 
predict what the city will do.   

 
Response to Comment #4: 

Comment acknowledged. GSA is required to comply with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, which involves identifying historic properties, assessing effects of the 
undertaking to historic properties, and determining appropriate measures to mitigate for adverse 
effects through consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office.  Consultation with the 
Pennsylvania State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) was initiated on July 5, 2005.  GSA has 
also met with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) as part of the Section 106 
consultation.  As described in Section 3.5, Cultural Environment, GSA is continuing 
coordination with the SHPO and the ACHP in compliance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act.   

 
Response to Comment #5: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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Response to Comment #6: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #7: 

Residential parking, which is discussed in Section 3.6.2 as “Permit Parking”, was not included in 
the on-street parking evaluation in Tables 16, 17, and 18.   

 
Response to Comment #8: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #9: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #10: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #11: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #12: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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Ethel E. Saauer 
 
5/8/06 
To:  Abby Low, GSA 
 
I am writing in regards to the new Federal Court House proposed for Harrisburg, Pennsylvania.  
Although, I do not live in the three sites considered, I have to write in protect of them.  People 
have homes and living in them and there are businesses in these areas and these are not “slum” 
areas so it doesn’t make sense to me to uproot people for a courthouse when there are plenty of 
vacant sites in this city.  The State closed the State Hospital on N. Cameron Street and there are 
acres of land there with easy access to Interstate 81, why not use that area? 
 
I have lived in Harrisburg since 1952 and I have seen it go from good to bad and now back to 
good again.  Please consider my suggestions! 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Ethel E. Saauer 
 

#1
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Ethel E. Saauer 
 
 
Response to Comment #1: 

While GSA has authorization to site the new courthouse within the city limits of Harrisburg, 
Executive Order 12072 requires that preference be given to sites in areas adjacent to the Central 
Business District (CBD) and possessing a similar character to the CBD.  Although some of the 
currently short listed sites are outside the CBD, they are close to the CBD and located in areas 
that are of similar character to the CBD.   
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#1
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#1 
cont. 
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ZSHCDM Operating Committee 
 
 
Response to Comment #1: 
 

The site proposed in the commenter’s letter, bounded by Division Street on the north, Wiconisco 
Street on the south, Fourth Street on the east, and Susquehanna Street on the west is located 
partially within the 100-year floodplain and remote from downtown Harrisburg.  The site 
proposed also has historic buildings on site.  Therefore, this site would not meet GSA’s 
requirements for the proposed U.S. Courthouse. 

While GSA has authorization to site the new courthouse within the city limits of Harrisburg, 
Executive Order 12072 requires that preference be given to sites in areas adjacent to the Central 
Business District (CBD) and possessing a similar character to the CBD.  Although some of the 
currently short listed sites are outside the CBD, they are close to the CBD and located in areas 
that are of similar character to the CBD.   
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#2
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#2 
cont. 
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United States Department of the Interior 

National Park Service 
Northeast Region 

 
 
Response to Comment #1: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #2: 

GSA is assessing affects to archaeological and historic resources, in consultation with the the 
Pennsylvania Historical Museum Commission (PHMC), in compliance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act.  Consultation with the Pennsylvania State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) was initiated on July 5, 2005.  GSA has also met with the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) as part of the Section 106 consultation.  As described 
in Section 3.5, Cultural Environment, GSA is continuing coordination with the SHPO and the 
ACHP in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.   
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#4 

#5

#6

#7

#8 

#9

#3
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Dauphin County Planning Commission 

 
 
Response to Comment #1: 

Site selection factors are described in Section 2.2.1.  GSA must consider factors such as 
floodplains in compliance with Executive Orders and other regulations.  Resources are not 
weighed against one another in an Environmental Assessment.  One resource does not have more 
or less importance than another.  The Environmental Assessment has been prepared to provide 
the decision makers with complete information on all of the potential impacts of the proposed 
action. 

Response to Comment #2: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #3: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #4: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #5: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Comment #6: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Comment #7: 
 

Impacts to parking are described in Section 3.6.2 of the Environmental Assessment 
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Comment #8: 

GSA will coordinate with CAT after a site has been selected. 

 
Comment #9: 

Information on planned commuter rail service has been updated in the Environmental 
Assessment. 

 
Comment #10: 

Table 1 in Environmental Assessment provides a list of sites that were considered for the project 
and a summary of the reasons the sites were not chosen for further analysis after site evaluation 
screening.   Mitigation measures are discussed in Section 3.6.11 of the Environmental 
Assessment.   GSA will continue to look for ways to mitigate impacts to residents and the City of 
Harrisburg during the design and construction of the new courthouse. 
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Robert L. Deibler  

 

I am dismayed with the GSA handling of the site selection for the proposed Harrisburg 
Courthouse.  When we ask questions, we get generalities; for example, in your release you state 
a five member committee will make the final site selection; who precisely are these people? 

Your Environmental Assessment says practically nothing:  Counting parking meters, restaurants, 
businesses, and homes does little to evaluate the impact upon the people affected.  You gloss 
over the impact construction would have on areas adjacent to the selected site.  What happens to 
the shop owner with a shop on a street which would be closed for the duration of construction 
and razing of existing buildings? 

With so many other sites on which to build without eradicating communities of people, it appears 
to me to be simply another case of government running roughshod over people.  It’s another case 
of abuse of eminent domain.  A man’s home was once his castle; now it’s his castle unless the 
government wants it for a courthouse located where its judges can walk to restaurants for lunch. 

I have no trust in the fairness in this site selection nor in the integrity of the selection committee. 

 

#3

#1

#2
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Robert L. Deibler 

 
 
Response to Comment #1: 

The five member committee is comprised of a federal court judge in Harrisburg, three GSA 
officials from Philadelphia, and one GSA official from Washington.  The committee is advised 
and supported by additional U.S. Courts personnel, the U.S. Marshal Service, and additional 
GSA officials from both Washington and Philadelphia.  The committee will provide a 
recommendation on the final site to the GSA Regional Administrator of the Mid-Atlantic Region 
who will have final approval of the site. 

 
Response to Comment #2: 

Under the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative, Susquehanna Street between Forster and North 
Streets; Briggs Street between N. 3rd and Green Streets; and several alleys would be 
permanently closed for construction of the U.S. Courthouse. These streets and alleys primarily 
serve residents and business owners located on the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative and are 
not often used for through traffic.  While there may be temporary lane closures for construction, , 
GSA does not foresee closing any streets for the duration of construction. 

 
Comment #3: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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#1
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Emily D. Robey 

 
 
Response to Comment #1: 

GSA will be meeting with residents of the preferred alternative prior to final site selection. 

 
Comment #2 

Comment acknowledged. 
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#3 
cont. 
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David R. Hoffman 

 
 
Response to Comment #1: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #2: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #3: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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Melva L. Robison 

 

Please do not tear down Cumberland Court.  For the past 5 ½ years I’ve been living here and 
since I work at Goodwill on Cameron Street I can walk to not only my job, but I have easy 
access to my doctor’s office, downtown, etc.  Plus CAT bus Services run both on 6th Street and 
3rd Street.  I really love my home, so please try to find another place to build the Courthouse! 

 

Thank you!! 

 
 

#1
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Melva L. Robison 
 
 

Response to Comment #1: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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Frances Iles 

From an older citizen:  out of our neighborhood. #1
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Frances Iles 

 
Response to Comment #1: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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A. Tyler Cowell, Jr. 

 
 
Response to Comment #1: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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Carol Cole 
 

Dear Ms. Abby Low (project manager new federal courthouse site), 

I live in Cumberland Court, 1 of the 3 proposed sites that are being under consideration to be 
torn down to be replaced by a new federal building.  I understand the need for a new federal 
building that is more secure.  However, my daughter and I have lived here for 10 years.  I like 
where I live because I do not have a car and can’t afford one on my income if I am to provide my 
child with the other things she need or sometimes wants and where I live is within walking 
distance of my work and my daughter’s school, Math and Science Academy for 5th to 8th grade, 
a sort of charter school for special school within the school district that gifted students get 
elected for attend and if they succeed there in 9th grade will automatically go to the new Science 
High Tech School Mayor Reed created that is an extremely successful high school that’s in 
partnership with the business community and colleges and that also is within walking distance of 
where we live, as is riverfront part, city island and two major museums that are the major 
recreational sights I take my daughter to, which is why I moved where I did.  I like being right 
downtown within walking distance of these places since I don’t have a car.  With the money I 
make it would be too expensive to ride a bus everywhere.  Yet I wouldn’t want to be moved out 
of my neighborhood, a relatively quiet area within walking distance of everything to the extreme 
central downtown restaurant row which is so packed full of noisy bars and nightclubs and where 
the rent is an extreme $500 for a 1 bedroom apartment as compared to an affordable $375 a 
month for a 2 bedroom where I live now.  My income can’t afford that.  Nor would I want to 
seek a section 8 and have to live where someone tells me I have to live which may be farther 
walking distance that I’m at now where I can walk my daughter to school and then walk to work 
from there especially if there is a snow blizzard because my custodial job also make it mandatory 
for us to work during snow because part of the job is snow removal.  Please don’t uproot my 
family and move me farther from my job and my daughter’s school.  We also live in walking 
distance of the downtown library where my daughter needs access to do reports and papers she 
has to type a lot for her school because we don’t yet have a computer at home.  Plus the library is 
a safe place for my daughter to go to and work on her school reports an projects until I get off 
work and if she need to go there after school ever, I can walk there right after work to meet her 
and also the bus is right near the corner where we live that takes my daughter to the family day 
car she goes to in the summer time.  The government should think about families because if they 
save the families it makes better communities with lower crime rates, etc.  If we keep families 
intact as much as possible and don’t interfere with their way of life that causes emotional and 
psychological stress, especially on a child if they were to be uprooted not knowing where they 
would go next when they had roots in their community and their schools are there, etc. 

#1 
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Please pray for these children and families and think about them before you make a decision.  I 
heard there is vacant, ready to develop land along North 6th Street between Reily and MacClay 
Streets.  Why not use that land instead of displacing people?  How would our children trust the 
government if the government would put law-abiding hard working citizens out of their homes 
they’ve worked to pay the rent on for years?  I trust you will be a wise enough person to think of 
these things and to do what is in the best interest of all the families in our community. 

Why not choose the vacant ready to develop land along North 6th Street between Reily and 
MacClay Streets instead of displacing families who’ve had a steady home life for 10 years? 

Would you want your family and children uprooted from where you lived at 10-12 years if you 
had a family and children? 

Thank you for saving the families now!  Government should help keep families intact!  I’m so 
concerned about the future of my family of my child with this proposed new federal court site 
and possible removal of people from their homes! 

Thank you so much. 
Sincerely, 
Carol Cole 
 

#2 

#3 

#4 

#5 
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Carol Cole 

 

 Response to Comment #1: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 

Response to Comment #2: 

The vacant lot, currently a surface parking facility at 7th and Reily, is more than adequate in size.  
Vacant lots were either not of sufficient size or, if of adequate size, not considered because sites 
north of Reily Street were deemed too remote from commercial markets and other amenities.  
While GSA has authorization to site the new courthouse within the city limits of Harrisburg, 
Executive Order 12072 requires that preference be given to sites in areas adjacent to the Central 
Business District (CBD) and possessing a similar character to the CBD.  Although some of the 
currently short listed sites are outside the CBD, they are close to the CBD and located in areas 
that are of similar character to the CBD.   

 

Response to Comment #3: 

See response to comment #2 above. 

 
 
Response to Comment #4: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
 
Response to Comment #5: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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Kay Pickering 

#1

#2

#3

#4
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Kay Pickering 

 
 
Response to Comment #1: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
 
Response to Comment #2: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
 
Response to Comment #3 

Public meetings were held with residents of each alternate site in November 2005 in response to 
specific comments from residents requesting individual meetings to answer their questions 
regarding the site selection and relocation processes.  Notices of these meetings were mailed or 
delivered to all residents of the affected sites.  Meetings were held for affected residents and 
property owners of each of the three alternative sites.   

GSA will be meeting with residents of the preferred alternative prior to final site selection. 

 
Response to Comment #4: 

According to the Harrisburg Housing Authority there are a sufficient number of landlords with 
comparable housing that will accept Housing Choice Vouchers. According to HHA, landlords 
prefer these vouchers as they are guaranteed to collect rent payments.  

 
 
Response to Comment #5: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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Response to Comment #6: 

The availability of housing is based on available “comparable” housing as defined by the 
Uniform Relocation Act.  A comparable replacement dwelling is defined by the Act as a 
dwelling which is: 

• Decent, safe and sanitary; 

• Functionally equivalent to the displacement dwelling; 

• Adequate in size to accommodate the occupants; 

• In an area not subject to unreasonable adverse environmental conditions; 

• In a location generally not less desirable than the location of the displaced person's 
dwelling with respect to public utilities and commercial and public facilities, and 
reasonably accessible to the person's place of employment; 

• On a site that is typical in size for residential development with normal site 
improvements, including customary landscaping;  

• Currently available to the displaced person on the private market or for a person receiving 
government housing assistance before displacement, a dwelling that may reflect similar 
government housing assistance; and 

• Within the financial means of the displaced person 

The requirements of this act were the basis for determining if adequate replacement housing 
exists for each of the alternate sites.  

 
 
Response to Comment #7: 

See response to comment #6 above. 

 
 
Response to Comment #8: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED AT THE APRIL 18, 2006 
PUBLIC HEARING 

 
Speaker:  Mr. Hartley 
Transcript pages 19-20 
 
Response to Comment #1: 

The direction of streets would not change under any of the Build Alternatives. 

 
Response to Comment #2: 

GSA has no plans to restructure or build new parking for the U.S. Courthouse.  
Residential parking, which is discussed in Section 3.6.2 as “Permit Parking”, was not 
included in the on-street parking evaluation in Tables 16, 17, and 18.   

 
Response to Comment #3: 

The parking assessment reviewed the number of available (i.e. vacant) parking spaces in 
the vicinity of each alternate site. 

 
Response to Comment #4: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Speaker:  Mr. Pickering 
Transcript pages 20-22 
 
Response to Comment #5: 

The Environmental Assessment has been revised to indicate that the Friends Meeting 
House serves the Quaker Church. 

 
Response to Comment #6: 

The non-profit organization referred to is the Praise N Play Daycare Center.  The 
document has been revised for clarity. 
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Response to Comment #7: 

The Environmental Assessment has been revised for clarity. 

 
Response to Comment #8: 

The directions under the N. 6th and Basin Street description have been corrected. 

 
Response to Comment #9: 

Table 1 in Environmental Assessment provides a list of sites that were considered for the 
project and a summary of the reasons the sites were not chosen for further analysis after 
site evaluation screening.   

The vacant lot, currently a surface parking facility at 7th and Reily, is more than adequate 
in size.  Vacant lots were either not of sufficient size or, if of adequate size, not 
considered because sites north of Reily Street were deemed too remote from commercial 
markets and other amenities.  While GSA has authorization to site the new courthouse 
within the city limits of Harrisburg, Executive Order 12072 requires that preference be 
given to sites in areas adjacent to the Central Business District (CBD) and possessing a 
similar character to the CBD.  Although some of the currently short listed sites are 
outside the CBD, they are close to the CBD and located in areas that are of similar 
character to the CBD.   

 
Speaker:  Ms. Pickering 
Transcript pages 23-24 
 
Response to Comment #10: 

According to the Harrisburg Housing Authority there are a sufficient number of landlords 
with comparable housing that will accept Housing Choice Vouchers. According to HHA, 
landlords prefer these vouchers as they are guaranteed to collect rent payments.  

 
Response to Comment #11: 

Because the families living at the Cumberland Court Apartments are residents within 
HHA’s jurisdiction (assuming HHA is awarded administration of the vouchers by HUD), 
these families would be able to lease a unit anywhere in the HHA’s jurisdiction or 
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anywhere in the United States in the jurisdiction of a public housing administration with a 
Section 8 tenant-based program. GSA would not relocate residents until vouchers were 
available. 

 
Response to Comment #12: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #13: 

GSA looked at opportunities to make funds available for the construction of new housing.  
While GSA can not directly construct new housing, the agency has explored funding the 
construction of housing by another entity.  In the end, the available budget did not 
support the amount of new housing that would need to be created for the displaced 
population.   

 
Speaker: Reverend Mueller 
Transcript pages 24-27 
 
Response to Comment #14: 

H.C. Peck comment’s were misquoted.  H.C. Peck indicated that the research and 
planning undertaken by GSA as part of the Harrisburg courthouse project were good 
examples of identifying possible challenges early and making sure solutions are 
identified and put in place to minimize negative impacts. 

 
Response to Comment #15: 

The H.C. Peck relocation study is part of the NEPA Administrative Record and may be 
requested under the Freedom of Information Act through a request to the GSA Mid-
Atlantic Region. 

 
Response to Comment #16: 

While GSA has authorization to site the new courthouse within the city limits of 
Harrisburg, Executive Order 12072 requires that preference be given to sites in areas 
adjacent to the Central Business District (CBD) and possessing a similar character to the 
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CBD.  Although some of the currently short listed sites are outside the CBD, they are 
close to the CBD and located in areas that are of similar character to the CBD.   

 
Response to Comment #17: 

GSA do not have plans to increase employment at the Ronald Reagan Federal Building at 
this time, however the space may be reused by other federal tenants.  .  If employment 
increases are planned in the future, these actions would be covered under separate NEPA 
analysis. 

 
Response to Comment #18 

The Environmental Assessment has been revised to indicate that service is anticipated by 
2008. 

 
Response to Comment #19: 

Improvements to the 7th Street corridor are discussed in Section 3.6.1.1. 

 
Response to Comment #20:   

The Council on Environmental Quality NEPA regulations suggests that Environmental 
Assessments be 15 pages in length.  There is no mandatory page limit for an 
Environmental Assessment.  GSA feels that the information contained in the 
Environmental Assessment is necessary to fully assess and disclose to the public all 
potential impacts of the proposed action on the three alternative sites. 

 
Speaker:  Ms. Basore 
Transcript pages 27-28 
 
Response to Comment #21: 

The vacant lot, currently a surface parking facility at 7th and Reily, is more than adequate 
in size.  Vacant lots were either not of sufficient size or, if of adequate size, not 
considered because sites north of Reily Street were deemed too remote from commercial 
markets and other amenities.  While GSA has authorization to site the new courthouse 
within the city limits of Harrisburg, Executive Order 12072 requires that preference be 
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given to sites in areas adjacent to the Central Business District (CBD) and possessing a 
similar character to the CBD.  Although some of the currently short listed sites are 
outside the CBD, they are close to the CBD and located in areas that are of similar 
character to the CBD.   

 
Response to Comment #22: 

GSA has not sought to set one site against another in the site selection process.  

 
Response to Comment #23: 

The methodology for the parking study is described in Section 3.6.2. 

 
Speaker: Mr. Lucia 
Transcript pages 28-29 
 
Response to Comment #24: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #25: 

All sites brought to GSA's attention have been given careful consideration. Table 1 in 
Environmental Assessment provides a list of sites that were considered for the project 
and a summary of the reasons the sites were not chosen for further analysis after site 
evaluation screening. 

 
Speaker Ms. Holleran 
Transcript pages 29-31 
 
Response to Comment #26: 

The Public Hearing was advertised in a local newspaper (Harrisburg Patriot-News) with 
circulation to the general public.  A press release was also issued to all local media and 
the meeting was widely reported on the various media outlets including television, radio, 
and print.   
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Response to Comment #27: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #28: 

GSA has not sought to set one site against another in the site selection process.  

 
Response to Comment #29: 
 
After 42 months, there will be no immediate assistance (in the form of vouchers or public 
housing) available for the residents of Jackson Lick Apartments.  For Cumberland Court 
residents, Section 8 vouchers would become available upon pre-payment of the mortgage 
for the property. These vouchers do not expire and would be available to the resident as 
long as they qualified for the Section 8 program.   
 
 
Speaker: Ms. Schenck 
Transcript pages 31-33 
 
Response to Comment #30: 

Three notices were run in the Harrisburg Patriot-News in April 2006 announcing the 
availability of the draft Environmental Assessment and it’s availability at the Downtown 
and Uptown branches of the Dauphin County Public Library, and on the internet at 
GSA’s website. 

 
Response to Comment #31: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #32: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #33: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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Response to Comment #34: 

The vacant lot, currently a surface parking facility at 7th and Reily, is more than adequate 
in size.  Vacant lots were either not of sufficient size or, if of adequate size, not 
considered because sites north of Reily Street were deemed too remote from commercial 
markets and other amenities.  While GSA has authorization to site the new courthouse 
within the city limits of Harrisburg, Executive Order 12072 requires that preference be 
given to sites in areas adjacent to the Central Business District (CBD) and possessing a 
similar character to the CBD.  Although some of the currently short listed sites are 
outside the CBD, they are close to the CBD and located in areas that are of similar 
character to the CBD.   

 
Response to Comment #35: 

Indirect impacts to remaining communities are assessed in the Environmental 
Assessment.  GSA has no plans to construct parking for the proposed U.S. Courthouse. 

 
Speaker:  Mr. Washington 
Transcript pages 33-35 
 
Response to Comment #36: 

GSA has undertaken the Environmental Assessment and the public involvement 
processes to ensure that the concerns and needs of the residents of the three alternate sites 
and the City of Harrisburg are understood and taken into consideration. 

 
Response to Comment #37: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #38: 

As part of the Environmental Assessment, a Social Impact Assessment (SIA), located in 
the Appendix C, was conducted to analyze the potential impact that construction and 
operation of the proposed courthouse may have on social and economic aspects of the 
environment.  The SIA assessed social aspects that included the ways people cope with 
life through their economy, social systems, and cultural values.   
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All comments received during preparation of the Environmental Assessment were 
considered in the analysis and are part of the project’s Administrative Record.  Comment 
forms and letters received during the project scoping period in June to August 2005 have 
been maintained as part of the record and are summarized in Appendix A of the 
Environmental Assessment. Transcripts were prepared for the public meetings held in 
October 2005 and comments received at those meetings, along with comments received 
during the scoping period have been considered by GSA. 

 
Response to Comment #39: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Speaker: Mr. Allis 
Transcript pages 34-35 
 
Response to Comment #40: 

The H.C. Peck relocation study is part of the NEPA Administrative Record and may be 
requested under the Freedom of Information Act through a request to the GSA Mid-
Atlantic Region. 

 
Response to Comment #41: 

Section 3.4.3.3 has been revised to indicate that the loss to the tax base on N. 3rd and 
Forster as well as the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternatives would be considered 
“permanent” and would not be replaced under the proposed project. 

 
Speaker:  Mr. Weber 
Transcript pages 35-36 
 
Response to Comment #42: 

GSA will not make a decision on the proposed action until the NEPA process is 
completed. 

 
Response to Comment #43: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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Response to Comment #44: 

GSA acknowledges that impacts to the human environment extend beyond the natural 
and physical setting and that the project would have real and lasting impacts to the people 
living and working on the selected site as well as the people of the surrounding 
communities.  As part of the Environmental Assessment, a Social Impact Assessment 
(SIA) was conducted to analyze the potential impact that construction and operation of 
the proposed courthouse may have on social and economic aspects of the environment.  
The SIA assessed social aspects that included the ways people cope with life through 
their economy, social systems, and cultural values.   

 

Speaker:  Ms. Jones 
Transcript pages 36-40 
 
Response to Comment #45: 

All comments received during preparation of the Environmental Assessment were 
considered in the analysis and are part of the project’s Administrative Record.  Comment 
forms and letters received during the project scoping period in June to August, 2005 have 
been maintained as part of the record and are summarized in Appendix A of the 
Environmental Assessment. Transcripts were prepared for the public meetings held in 
October 2005 and comments received at those meetings, along with comments received 
during the scoping period have been considered by GSA. 

 
Response to Comment #46: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #47: 

GSA has not completed the selection of a site for the proposed U.S. Courthouse. 

 
Response to Comment #48: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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Response to Comment #49: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #50: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #51: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #52: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #53: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #54 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Speaker: Mr. Ennis 
Transcript pages 40-42 
 
Response to Comment #55: 

Three notices were run in the Harrisburg Patriot-News in April 2006 announcing the 
availability of the draft Environmental Assessment and it’s availability at the Downtown 
and Uptown branches of the Dauphin County Public Library, and on the internet at 
GSA’s website.  Information on the availability of the draft Environmental Assessment 
was advertised through a variety of media outlets, mailed to stakeholders and residents, 
and e-mailed to a large number of community leaders, stakeholders, and people who have 
attended previous meetings.   



E - 191 

 
Response to Comment #56: 

Indirect impacts to remaining communities are assessed in the Environmental 
Assessment.   

 
Response to Comment #57: 

A detailed relocation study has been conducted by H.C. Peck and Associates on behalf of 
GSA. 

 
Response to Comment #58: 

Resources are not weighed against one another in an Environmental Assessment.  One 
resource does not have more or less importance than another.  The Environmental 
Assessment has been prepared to provide the decision makers with complete information 
on all of the potential impacts of the proposed action. A detailed description of the site 
selection criteria is provided in Section 2.2, Site Selection Criteria, of the Environmental 
Assessment.  

 
Response to Comment #59: 

See response to Comment #58 above. 

 
Speaker: Mr. Simmons 
Transcript pages 42-43 
 
Response to Comment #60: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #61: 

Three notices were run in the Harrisburg Patriot-News in April 2006 announcing the 
availability of the draft Environmental Assessment and it’s availability at the Downtown 
and Uptown branches of the Dauphin County Public Library, and on the internet at 
GSA’s website.  Information on the availability of the draft Environmental Assessment 
was advertised through a variety of media outlets, mailed to stakeholders and residents, 
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and e-mailed to a large number of community leaders, stakeholders, and people who have 
attended previous meetings.   

 
Response to Comment #62: 

The Environmental Assessment indicates that there will be a moderate, direct, long-term 
adverse impact on parking. 

 
Response to Comment #63: 

The H.C. Peck relocation study is part of the NEPA Administrative Record and may be 
requested under the Freedom of Information Act through a request to the GSA Mid-
Atlantic Region. 

 
Response to Comment #64: 

Comment noted. 

 
Response to Comment #65: 

The Environmental Assessment documents both adverse and beneficial impacts.  
However, there is no judgment made that any one impact out weighs another. 

 
Speaker:  Mr. Billo 
Transcript pages 44 
 
Response to Comment #66: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Speaker: Mr. Frey 
Transcript pages 44-45 
 
Response to Comment #67: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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Speaker:  Ms. Dorritie 
Transcript pages 45-47 
 
Response to Comment #68: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #69: 

There will be limited underground parking associated with the U.S. Courthouse for the 
Judges and the Marshal Service.  Additional parking is not planned outside of any of the 
alternative sites. 

 
Response to Comment #70: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #71: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #72: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Speaker:   Mr. Deibler 
Transcript pages 48-49 
 
Response to Comment #73: 

GSA acknowledges that impacts to the human environment extend beyond the natural 
and physical setting and that the project would have real and lasting impacts to the people 
living and working on the selected site as well as the people of the surrounding 
communities.  As part of the Environmental Assessment, a Social Impact Assessment 
(SIA) was conducted to analyze the potential impact that construction and operation of 
the proposed courthouse may have on social and economic aspects of the environment.   
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Response to Comment #74: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #75: 

Meetings were held in November 2005 in response to specific comments from residents 
of the alternative sites requesting individual meetings to answer their questions regarding 
the site selection and relocation processes.  Notices of these meetings were mailed or 
delivered to all residents of the affected sites. 

 
Response to Comment #76: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Speaker:  Ms. Harris 
Transcript pages 49-50 
 
Response to Comment #77: 

GSA will comply with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act of 1970 (Relocation Act) as amended to provide eligible displaced persons 
with assistance in moving to comparable replacement dwellings, as well as related 
relocation assistance services.  GSA must assist residents in finding and relocating to 
comparable replacement housing. 

 
Response to Comment #78: 

While GSA has authorization to site the new courthouse within the city limits of 
Harrisburg, Executive Order 12072 requires that preference be given to sites in areas 
adjacent to the Central Business District (CBD) and possessing a similar character to the 
CBD.  Although some of the currently short listed sites are outside the CBD, they are 
close to the CBD and located in areas that are of similar character to the CBD.   

 
Speaker:  Mr. Frederick 
Transcript pages 50 
 
Response to Comment #79: 
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Comment acknowledged. 

 
Speaker:  Ms. Thomas 
Transcript pages 51 
 
Response to Comment #80: 

Land in the Paxton Street area is located within the 100-year floodplain and therefore is 
not a feasible location for the U.S. Courthouse. 

 
Speaker:   Ms. Harris 
Transcript pages 51 
 
Response to Comment #81: 
 

GSA will comply with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act of 1970 (Relocation Act) as amended to provide eligible displaced persons 
with assistance in moving to comparable replacement dwellings, as well as related 
relocation assistance services.  The Uniform Relocation Act  does not allow for the 
eviction of residents from their homes.  GSA must assist residents in finding and 
relocating to comparable replacement housing. 

 
Speaker: Ms. Allis 
Transcript pages 52 
 
Response to Comment #82: 

All sites brought to GSA's attention have been given careful consideration. Table 1 in 
Environmental Assessment provides a list of sites that were considered for the project 
and a summary of the reasons the sites were not chosen for further analysis after site 
evaluation screening. 

 
Speaker: Ms. Dennis 
Transcript pages 52-55 
 
Response to Comment #83: 

GSA has met with the residents of Jackson Lick at the housing complex. 
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Response to Comment #84: 

GSA would relocate residents and businesses in compliance with the Uniform Relocation 
Act. 

 
Response to Comment #85: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #86: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #87: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #88: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Speaker:  Mr. Davenport 
Transcript pages 55-57 
 
Response to Comment #89: 

The Environmental Assessment is one of many factors GSA will consider in the decision 
making process.  Other factors include the Court’s mission, the project need, cost, and 
schedule.  Resources are not weighed against one another in an Environmental 
Assessment.  One resource does not have more or less importance than another.  The 
Environmental Assessment has been prepared to provide the decision makers with 
complete information on all of the potential impacts of the proposed action. 

A detailed description of the site selection criteria is provided in Section 2.2, Site 
Selection Criteria, of the Environmental Assessment. Site selection criteria has been 
shared with the public, however the weighting of the specific criteria is procurement 
sensitive.   
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Response to Comment #90: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #91: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Response to Comment #92: 

The Environmental Assessment is one of many factors GSA will consider in the decision 
making process.  Other factors include the Court’s mission, the project need, cost, and 
schedule.  Resources are not weighed against one another in an Environmental 
Assessment.  One resource does not have more or less importance than another.  The 
Environmental Assessment has been prepared to provide the decision makers with 
complete information on all of the potential impacts of the proposed action.  A detailed 
description of the site selection criteria is provided in Section 2.2, Site Selection Criteria, 
of the Environmental Assessment.  

 

Speaker: Mr. Andring 
Transcript pages 58 
 
Response to Comment #93: 

The purpose of the Environmental Assessment is not to persuade anyone on the selection 
of one alternative site over another.  Rather the Environmental Assessment has been 
prepared by independent consultants, who do not have a financial or other interest in the 
outcome of the site selection process, to provide an objective review of the potential 
impacts associated with the construction of the courthouse on any of the three alternative 
sites.  
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Speaker: Mr. Simmons 
Transcript pages 63-64 
 
Response to Comment #94: 

GSA has committed to announcing a selected site in the summer of 2006. 

 
Speaker: Mr. Andring 
Transcript pages 64 
 
Response to Comment #95: 

The Environmental Assessment is one of many factors GSA will consider in the decision 
making process.  A detailed description of the site selection criteria is provided in Section 
2.2, Site Selection Criteria, of the Environmental Assessment.  

A preferred alternative will be recommended by the Site Selection Board.  The final 
decision for site selection will be made by the Regional Administrator for the Mid-
Atlantic Region of GSA.   

 
 
Speaker: Mr. Burrell 
Transcript pages 3 
 
Response to Comment #96: 

There will be limited underground parking associated with the U.S. Courthouse for the 
Judges and the Marshal Service.   

 
 
Speaker:  Mr. Benson  
Transcript pages 3-4 
 
Response to Comment #97: 

Comment acknowledged. 
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Speaker:  Ms. Dorritie 
Transcript pages 4-6 
 
Response to Comment #98: 

Comment acknowledged. 

Response to Comment #99: 
 
28 U.S.C. Section 118(b) requires that the courthouse be located within the City of 
Harrisburg  
 
Response to Comment #100: 

Comment acknowledged. 

Response to Comment #101: 

Comment acknowledged. 

Response to Comment #102: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
Speaker:  Mr. Shaulis 
Transcript pages 6 
 
Response to Comment #103: 

Comment acknowledged. 

 
 


