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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PROJECT BACKGROUND 

General Services Administration (GSA) proposes to undertake the site selection and 
construction of a new courthouse for the U.S. Courts for the Middle District of Pennsylvania 
in the City of Harrisburg.  GSA has prepared this Environmental Assessment in accordance 
with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508), GSA Order ADM 
1095.1F – Environmental Considerations in Decision Making, and the Public Building 
Service (PBS) NEPA Desk Guide, October 1999.   

GSA has prepared this Environmental Assessment as part of its due diligence efforts to 
ensure all environmental issues are identified, impacts are assessed, and potential mitigation 
measures are outlined while selecting a site for the U.S. Courthouse.  This Environmental 
Assessment is one of many factors that will be considered by the government in selecting a 
site for the U.S. Courthouse.  Other factors that will be considered include the Court’s 
program requirements, security considerations, and costs.   

The U.S. District Court and court-related agencies are currently located in the Ronald Reagan 
Federal Building and U.S. Courthouse at 228 Walnut Street in downtown Harrisburg.  These 
facilities serve court activity in the Middle District of Pennsylvania.  Due to security 
concerns, operational deficiencies, and existing and future space needs, the U.S. Courthouse 
no longer serves the courts and court family efficiently.   

The Proposed Action is to construct a new, stand-alone U.S. Courthouse in the City of 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania.  The courthouse would be approximately 262,970 gross square 
feet in size and would include eight courtrooms.  Construction is planned to begin in 2009 
and be completed in early 2012. 

PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to construct a new U.S. Courthouse for the 
Pennsylvania Middle District Court in Harrisburg to meet the Court’s expansion needs and 
improve operational efficiency and judicial security.  The proposed courthouse would be 
designed to satisfy the 10-year space requirement and the immediate security needs of the 
U.S. District Court for the Middle District of Pennsylvania and related agencies, which 
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include: the U.S. District Court, U.S. Bankruptcy Court, U.S. Probation Office, Office of the 
U.S. Attorney, U.S. Marshals Service, U.S. Trustee, and GSA.  The site should also be large 
enough to house the Courts’ 30-year space requirement.   

NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 

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 fully address 
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.   

ALTERNATIVES 

More than 25 sites were identified within the City of Harrisburg as potential locations for the 
new U.S. Courthouse.  After determining whether or not the proposed sites fulfilled the 
purpose and need of the project, sites were preliminarily evaluated based on a list of site 
selection criteria established for the project. The sites were evaluated on a variety of factors 
including (but not limited to) project requirements, cost, and technical criteria.  Some specific 
criteria include site size, security, location, floodplain, historic impacts, acquisition costs, 
social impacts, and relocation costs.  Through this site evaluation process, 12 sites – the 
“Long List” sites – were identified for further environmental and technical inquiry.  
Additional information was subsequently collected on the environmental features and issues 
associated with the sites.  GSA evaluated the Long List and selected three sites for detailed 
analysis.  The three alternatives sites are:  N. 3rd and Forster Street, N. 6th and Verbeke 
Street, and N. 6th and Basin Street.  These three sites, along with the No Action Alternative, 
are analyzed in detail in this Environmental Assessment.   

GSA has identified the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative as the Preferred Alternative for 
the U.S. Courthouse.  The “Preferred Alternative” is the alternative which GSA believes 
would best fulfill its statutory mission and responsibilities, giving consideration to economic, 
environmental, technical and other factors.  However, it is important to understand that the 
selection of preferred alternative is not the final site selection.  GSA will focus its efforts on 
the preferred site as we finalize the site evaluation and environmental studies.  A 
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recommendation will be made to the GSA Regional Administrator, who will have the final 
approval on a site selection.  A final site selection is scheduled to be announced this summer. 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Pennsylvania Middle District Court in Harrisburg 
would continue to occupy the existing U.S. Courthouse in the Ronald Reagan Federal 
Building.  Thus, this alternative would represent a continuation of the status quo with 
inadequate conditions in the Federal Building and U.S. Courthouse.  These conditions would 
persist and likely deteriorate as the District Court caseload continues to grow as projected.  
The No Action Alternative does not meet the project purpose and needs of providing 
enhanced security, correcting operational deficiencies, and providing increased space for 
current and future needs of the U.S. Courthouse.  However, as required by NEPA, the No 
Action Alternative is included in this Environmental Assessment to provide a baseline for 
assessing the magnitude of environmental effects of the action alternatives. 

Build Alternatives 

N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative 

The N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative consists of a 3.6 acre block bounded by N. 3rd 
Street, North Street, Green Street, and Forster Street.  Buildings located within this block 
include approximately 40 two- and three-story rowhouses in which uses include residences 
(both owner inhabited and rental homes), office, restaurant, and retail; three apartment 
buildings, two buildings with restaurant/entertainment businesses; and one five-story office 
building with associated parking.   

N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative 

The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative consists of a 6 acre block bounded by N. 6th 
Street, Herr Street, Capital Street, and Verbeke Street.  Buildings located within this block 
include Cumberland Court Apartments (approximately 108 housing units) and associated 
surface parking lots and the Friends Meeting House.   

N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative 

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative consists of a 6.4 acre block bounded by N. 6th Street, 
Basin Street, the Pennsylvania Higher Education Assistance Agency (PHEAA) building, and 



U.S. Courthouse Harrisburg, Pennsylvania  Final Environmental Assessment 
 

- iv - 

the Benjamin Franklin Elementary School.  Buildings located within this block include the 
Jackson Lick Apartments, consisting of two high rise apartment buildings and parking lots, 
and pool house for and parking lot for the Jackson Lick Community Pool.    

IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

Chapter III, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, describes the natural, 
social, cultural, and manmade environment of the project area and addresses the potential for 
impacts of constructing the proposed U.S. Courthouse on each of the build alternatives.  The 
No Action Alternative is also included to provide a baseline for the comparison of impacts.   

Existing conditions were studied for each of the three alternatives for resources within the 
human environment potentially impacted by construction and operation of the U.S. 
Courthouse.  Resources studied in detail include:  floodplains; land use planning and zoning; 
population; housing; economy and employment; taxes and revenue; community services and 
facilities; community cohesion; utilities; traffic and transportation; utilities; and site 
contamination.  While Environmental Justice was not included in the impact topics studied in 
detail, GSA recognizes that the proposed U.S. Courthouse would have social and economic 
effects on the City of Harrisburg and the residents at the alternative sites.  Therefore GSA 
conducted a Social Impact Assessment to analyze the potential impact that the construction 
and operation of the proposed courthouse may have on the social and economic environment.  
The results of this study are located in Section 3.4, Social Environment, and in Appendix C.   

Resources were analyzed to identify direct impacts, indirect impacts, and cumulative effects.  
Direct impacts are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place.  Indirect 
impacts are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are 
still reasonably foreseeable.  Cumulative impacts are the impacts on the environment, that 
result from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or 
person undertakes such other actions.  Cumulative impacts can result from individually 
minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time (40 CFR 1508.7 
– 1508.8). 

Potential impacts are described in terms of: 

• Context - are the effects site-specific, local, or even regional? 

• Intensity - are the effects negligible, minor, moderate, or major? 
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• Type - are the effects beneficial or adverse? 

• Duration - are the effects short-term, lasting through construction or less than one 
year, or long-term, lasting more than one year? 

The thresholds of change for the intensity of impacts are defined as follows: 

• negligible, when the impact is localized and not measurable or at the lowest level of 
detection; 

• minor, when the impact is localized and slight but detectable; 

• moderate, when the impact is readily apparent and appreciable; or 

• major, when the impact is severely adverse and highly noticeable.  

Impact intensities 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 Assessments for GSA and other federal agencies.  For the 
purposes of this Environmental Assessment, a major impact may be indicative of 
significance under NEPA. 

Section 3.4 of the Environmental Assessment also includes information on potential 
measures the government would take to mitigate for impacts from the proposed action if the 
subject alternative site were selected.  Final decisions on mitigation measures will be 
included with the final site selection. 

For each of the alternatives considered in this Environmental Assessment, every attempt has 
been made to assess the “worst case” or greatest impacts that could occur.  Because site 
layouts have not been prepared for the build alternatives shown in Chapter II, Alternatives 
Considered, impacts were analyzed assuming the entire area within the alternatives would be 
disturbed.  GSA will continue to look for ways to minimize and mitigate impacts during final 
design and construction. 

Following is a summary of impacts to resources included for detailed study in the 
Environmental Assessment, including the Social Impact Assessment in Appendix C.  
Consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) continues 
with the Pennsylvania State Historic Preservation Office (the Pennsylvania Historical and 



U.S. Courthouse Harrisburg, Pennsylvania  Final Environmental Assessment 
 

- vi - 

Museum Commission), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and other consulting 
parties. 

Floodplains and Flooding 

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 the floodplain 
development whenever there is a practicable alternative.  In addition, the GSA’s Order ADM 
1095.6, Consideration of Floodplains in Decision Making, also prohibits construction within 
the floodplain unless there is no practicable alternative. 

None of the build alternatives is located in or adjacent to the 100- or 500-year floodplain, 
and, therefore, there would be no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts on floodplains as a 
result of the proposed action.  In the event of a 100-year or 500-year flood, access from 
major and secondary arterials to all of the sites would be disrupted.  Flash flooding may also 
temporarily impede access via commuter routes to all three sites and the City in general.  
Therefore, there may be a minor, indirect, short-term, adverse impact on court operations 
from floods.   

Land Use Planning and Zoning 

Land use on each of the build alternatives would be substantially altered due to the 
demolition of existing structures and construction of the proposed courthouse.  Use of the 
alternative sites for the courthouse would be compatible with commercial and government 
land uses in the vicinity of each site; however use of the sites would not be consistent with 
adjacent residential land uses.  Under all the alternatives under consideration, indirect 
impacts to land use may occur as properties in the vicinity of the courthouse are converted to 
commercial activities and parking to serve employees and visitors to the courts, or to provide 
office space for businesses with activities related to the courts. While this impact would be 
adverse in the case of the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative; indirect impacts would be 
beneficial under the N. 6th and Verbeke Street and N. 6th and Basin Street Alternatives 
where vacant parcels are available for redevelopment.  Therefore, the build alternatives 
would have moderate, direct and indirect, long-term, adverse and beneficial impacts on land 
use planning in the City. 



U.S. Courthouse Harrisburg, Pennsylvania  Final Environmental Assessment 
 

- vii - 

Based on the zoning and descriptions provided in the City of Harrisburg Planning and Zoning 
Code, construction of the U.S. Courthouse on the alternative sites would not be consistent 
with the existing zoning. The new courthouse may exceed the city’s height restrictions for 
the sites depending on final design.  However, according to the City of Harrisburg, Bureau of 
Planning, the city recognizes the diminishing capacity of land for development and the 
inability to expand outward; therefore, the Zoning Hearing Board frequently grants special 
exceptions to allow for upward development (Bureau of Planning, City of Harrisburg, 2005).  
Construction of the proposed courthouse on the alternative sites would have minor, direct, 
long-term, adverse impacts to local zoning.  No indirect or cumulative impacts to zoning are 
anticipated.   

Population and Housing 

Construction of the proposed U.S. Courthouse on the N. 3rd and Forster Alternative would 
result in the displacement of 79 residential units (15 owner occupied, 64 tenant occupied).  
This would have a minor, direct, long-term, adverse impact on housing stock in the City of 
Harrisburg.  Relocations would have major, direct, short-term, adverse impacts to individual 
residents.  There is adequate replacement housing available in the City of Harrisburg for the 
residents of the N. 3rd and Forster Alternative.  As GSA would comply with the Uniform 
Relocation Act; there would be a minor, direct, long-term, adverse impacts to residents. 

Construction of the proposed courthouse on the N. 6th and Verbeke Alternative would result 
in the acquisition and relocation of 108 apartment units with approximately 200 residents. 
This loss of housing would have a moderate, direct, long-term, adverse impact on the 
availability of affordable, subsidized housing in the City of Harrisburg and a major, direct, 
short-term, adverse impact on the low-income residents of the Cumberland Court apartment 
complex.   

Residents of Cumberland Court are subsidized by the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) through the Rental Assistance Payments (RAP) program and 
Section 236 of the National Housing Act.  RAP is a project-based rental assistance program.  
Unlike tenant-based housing vouchers (Section 8 vouchers) which travel with the assisted 
family, RAP is specific to the property – in this case Cumberland Court.  Research indicates 
that although no similar subsidized housing with project-based assistance is or will be 
available in the foreseeable future, early payment of the mortgage by the property owner 
would qualify residents displaced under this alternative for tenant based housing vouchers 
(Section 8 vouchers).  GSA would coordinate with HUD to ensure that Section 8 vouchers 



U.S. Courthouse Harrisburg, Pennsylvania  Final Environmental Assessment 
 

- viii - 

would be provided for the number of units at the property and allow the tenants, with the help 
of GSA relocation specialists, to secure housing on the private market.  According to the 
Harrisburg Housing Authority, there is substantial landlord interest in tenants with Section 8 
vouchers (H.C. Peck, 2005).  Therefore, with compliance with the Uniform Relocation Act, 
there would be a minor, direct, long-term, adverse impact on displaced residents under this 
alternative  

Construction of the proposed courthouse on the N. 6th and Basin Alternative would result in 
the acquisition and relocation of 144 occupied units in the Jackson Lick Apartments.  No new 
public or private assisted-living housing for low-income elderly or disabled residents is or 
will be available in the Harrisburg area for the foreseeable future.  Displaced Jackson Lick 
residents could be relocated to other existing public housing in Harrisburg if units were 
available; however based on the current turnover rate, an adequate number of available units 
have not been identified.  In addition, the replacement housing payment (RHP) for each 
displaced resident is based on the individual contributing 30 percent of their gross monthly 
household income toward the rent and utilities of a comparable unit as they currently do to 
live at Jackson Lick.   The average rent payment for Jackson Lick residents is currently $203, 
and the high average of available replacement one-bedroom units in comparable complexes 
was found to be $750 per month.  This high average of $750 per month is more than three 
times the current average rental payment for Jackson Lick residents.  The difference between 
the residents’ current rent and the market rate would be made up by benefits under the 
Uniform Relocation Act.  However, these benefits to displaced individuals would expire after 
42 months leaving relocated residents with no continuing public housing assistance (H.C. 
Peck, 2005).  Therefore, there would be a major, direct, long-term adverse impact on the 
housing stock for low-income, elderly and disabled persons in the City of Harrisburg, and a 
major, direct, long-term, adverse impact on the low-income, elderly and disabled residents 
currently residing in the apartment complex.   

Moderate, indirect, long-term, adverse impacts to population and housing may occur if 
residential properties in the vicinity of the alternative sites are converted to commercial uses 
compatible with the courthouse.   

Economy and Employment 

Construction of the proposed U.S. Courthouse under the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative 
would directly impact economic and employment conditions in the City of Harrisburg 
through the displacement of 22 businesses: 17 office entities, five restaurants, and one 
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nightclub.  There is comparable office supply in Harrisburg to meet the demand of displaced 
office occupants from the N. 3rd and Forster Alternative; therefore, there would be a 
moderate, direct, long-term, adverse impact to individual office entities and a negligible, 
direct, long-term, adverse impact to the City of Harrisburg economy.  Five restaurants and 
one nightclub would be displaced under the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative.  Properties 
were identified for the impacted restaurants; however, it cannot be assumed that the 
businesses would immediately relocate to an available parcel.  If the restaurants and 
nightclub are unable to relocate within the City of Harrisburg, there would be a major, direct, 
long-term, adverse impact to the nightclub and restaurant owners and a moderate, direct, 
long-term, adverse impact to the City of Harrisburg economy. 

Construction of the proposed U.S. Courthouse on the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative 
would directly impact economic and employment conditions through the displacement of the 
Cumberland Court Apartment complex and the Friends Meeting House, which houses the 
Quaker Church and the Praise and Play Early Learning Center, both of which are non-profit 
organizations.  Relocation space similar to the existing facilities has not been identified for 
these entities. The Friends Meeting House could be relocated into available commercial 
space in the vicinity of their current site until a new facility could be constructed.  If the 
apartment complex and day care center are unable to relocate in the City of Harrisburg, there 
would be a major, direct, long-term, adverse impact to the business owners and a minor, 
direct, long-term, adverse impact to the City of Harrisburg economy. 

Construction of the proposed U.S. Courthouse on the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative 
would not directly impact economic conditions in the City of Harrisburg.  No businesses 
would be relocated under this alternative.  However, there would be moderate, indirect, 
short-term, adverse impacts to employment under this alternative.  Harrisburg Housing 
Authority (HHA) employees at the Jackson Lick Apartment complex may be temporarily 
unemployed if the HHA is unable to place them in new positions.   

Under each of the build alternatives there would be moderate, indirect, short-term, adverse 
impacts to employment.  Employees may be temporarily unemployed as businesses relocate.  
However, the relatively low unemployment rate in the region indicates that the displaced 
employees should be able to find new employment with relative ease.   

Construction of the proposed courthouse on any of the alternative sites would result in major, 
direct and indirect, short-term, beneficial impacts to the economy and employment through 
the hiring of construction workers and expenditures on construction supplies and services.  In 
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addition, operation of the courthouse would result in major, direct and indirect, long-term, 
beneficial impacts to the economy through the employment of court personnel and 
expenditures for court supplies and services. 

Taxes and Revenue 

Construction of the proposed U.S. Courthouse on the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative 
would result in a loss of tax revenue from residential and business taxes.  The loss of these 
tax revenues would have a moderate, direct and indirect, long-term, adverse impact on taxes 
and revenues for the City of Harrisburg.   

Construction of the proposed U.S. Courthouse on the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative 
would result in a loss of tax revenue from business taxes paid by Cumberland Court 
Apartments.  The Harrisburg Religious Society of Friends (Friends), which is also known as 
the Quaker Church, is tax exempt; however the church makes “In Lieu of Taxes” payments 
to the City of Harrisburg for the Friends Meeting House.  The loss of these tax revenues 
would have a moderate, direct and indirect, long-term, adverse impact on taxes and revenues 
for the City of Harrisburg.   

Construction of the proposed U.S. Courthouse on the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative 
would have no impact on taxes and revenue because the property is exempt from city taxes 
and does not contribute to business tax revenues. 

Construction and operation of the proposed courthouse would have direct and indirect, long-
term, moderate beneficial impacts on taxes and revenue through income taxes paid by 
construction workers, court employees, and employees of businesses related to the courts. 

Community Services  

Services provided by the Capital Area Transit Authority (CAT), the Harrisburg Bureau of 
Police, the Harrisburg Bureau of Fire, and emergency health care facilities would not be 
directly or indirectly impacted by the proposed action.  Under the N. 6th and Verbeke Street 
and N. 6th and Basin Street Alternatives, displacement of the residents of the Cumberland 
Court Apartments or the Jackson Lick Apartment could result in moderate, direct, long-term, 
adverse impacts to healthcare if these residents are not relocated to areas with access to 
health care services.  In addition, residents may experience moderate, direct, long-term, 
adverse impacts if they are not relocated to areas with access to public transportation. 
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Community Facilities 

Under the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative the loss of tax revenues would directly 
impact the budget of Harrisburg School District, therefore creating a minor to moderate, 
direct, long-term, adverse impact.  Under the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative the loss 
of tax revenue would directly impact the budget of the Harrisburg School District, therefore 
creating a minor, direct, long-term adverse impact.   

Under the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternatives, displacement of residents could change 
enrollment patterns for the Benjamin Franklin Elementary School.  However, as school age 
children from the N. 6th and Verbeke Alternative Site make up only 4 percent of the 
Benjamin Franklin School population, this impact is anticipated to be minor.  Additionally, 
with the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative, there would be a moderate, direct, short-term, 
adverse impact to the patrons of the Praise and Play Early Learning Center. 

Under both the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative and the N. 6th and Verbeke Street 
Alternative, there may be a fluctuation in membership of the YMCA with the loss of 
residents and a gain of Courthouse employees.  This would result in a minor, indirect, long-
term, adverse impact to the Harrisburg Area East Shore YMCA for the N. 3rd and Forster 
Street Alternative and the Camp Curtin YMCA for the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative.  
Under the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative, there would be major, direct and indirect, 
long-term, adverse impacts to the Jackson Lick Community Pool through the displacement of 
the pool house located on the Jackson Lick property which would necessitate closure of the 
swimming pool.   

Under the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative, the Harrisburg Friends Meeting House  
would be displaced resulting in a major, direct, long-term, adverse impact to this church and 
its congregation. 

Community Cohesion 

Based on input from members of the community and associated community groups, residents 
of the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative are highly committed to this neighborhood, and 
there is cohesion among this community.  Under the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative, the 
impact to residents as a result of being displaced from this community would be major, 
direct, adverse, and could be short-term or long-term, depending on personal circumstances, 
as some people adapt more readily to major life changes.  The loss of this neighborhood 
would be felt by surrounding residents as well. 
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Based on input from members of the community and associated groups, the N. 6th and 
Verbeke Street Alternative is a high quality subsidized apartment community, and the 
residents have expressed a satisfaction with living in this community suggesting that 
residents are committed to this community.  Cumberland Court Apartments has been 
characterized as a safe, stable neighborhood of upwardly mobile residents.  There is currently 
a two-year waiting list for one- and two-bedroom apartments and a five-year waiting list for 
three-bedroom apartments.  Under the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative, the impact to 
residents as a result of being displaced from this community would be major, direct, adverse 
and could be short-term or long-term, depending on personal circumstances, as some people 
adapt more readily to major life changes. The Friends Meeting House, its congregation, and 
the daycare operating in the Meeting House are located in an ideal location to serve this 
community.  The impact to the Friends congregation and the daycare operation would be 
moderate, direct, and adverse, and could be short-term or long-term depending on the time 
period for relocation.  The impact to the surrounding community as a result of the Friends 
congregation and the daycare center being displaced would be moderate, direct, adverse, and 
would be short-term or long-term depending on the site chosen by the Friends and the 
daycare center for relocation. 

Based on input from members of the community and associated groups, the elderly and 
disabled residents of Jackson Lick are vulnerable to disruptions and potentially less able to 
easily adapt to changes.  According to an advocate, many of the current residents were 
moved from the Jackson building when it was closed for renovation, and are now faced with 
the possibility of another move to an uncertain location (Jones, 2005).  Residents have 
expressed fear and apprehension about their unknown future. 

There is currently no available facility into which this entire community could be moved.  
This would mean for many residents, not only the loss of their homes in this familiar setting, 
but the loss of close companions.  Therefore, the potential loss of the Jackson Lick 
community to its residents would constitute a major, direct, long-term, adverse impact. 

Archeological Resources 

The N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative has a moderate to high potential for historic 
archeological resources associated with past uses on the sites.  Features that are most likely 
present include structure basements, outbuilding foundations, cisterns, wells, and privies. 
Demolition of existing structures, grading, and excavation activities associated with 
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construction of the proposed U.S. Courthouse may have a moderate, direct, long-term, 
adverse impact on archeological resources. 

The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative has a moderate potential for historic archeological 
resources associated with past uses on the sites.  The archeological deposits present in the 6th 
and Verbeke Street Alternative may include both features and deposits if settlement of the 
area predated ca. 1875, as appears to have been the case.  Demolition of existing structures, 
grading, and excavation activities associated with construction of the proposed U.S. 
Courthouse may have a moderate, direct, long-term, adverse impact on archeological 
resources. 

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative has a moderate potential for historic archeological 
resources associated with past uses on the sites.  The archeological deposits present in the 6th 
and Basin Street Alternative may include both features and deposits if settlement of the area 
predated ca. 1875, as appears to have been the case.  Demolition of existing structures, 
grading, and excavation activities associated with construction of the proposed U.S. 
Courthouse may have a moderate, direct, long-term, adverse impact on archeological 
resources. 

Historic Structures 

Construction of the proposed courthouse on the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative would 
result in the demolition of approximately 40 rowhouses, including those located in the 800 
block of Green Street, which have been individually described in the National Register 
nomination form as contributing resources to the Harrisburg Historic District.  Other 
resources that would be demolished and that are not specifically mentioned in the National 
Register nomination, but contribute to the overall significance of the district, include 
resources found on North and Briggs Streets.   

Additionally, the construction of the new courthouse would add a new visual feature that 
would be of a larger size and scale than the smaller-scaled rowhouses that characterize the 
Harrisburg Historic District.  Therefore, the 3rd and Forster Street Alternative would have a 
major, direct, long-term, adverse impact to historic structures.  Construction of the proposed 
courthouse on the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative would have moderate, indirect, long-
term, adverse visual impacts to Midtown Historic District, the Pennsylvania State Capitol 
District, and the Fox Ridge Historic District historic resources. 



U.S. Courthouse Harrisburg, Pennsylvania  Final Environmental Assessment 
 

- xiv - 

Construction of the proposed courthouse on the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative would 
not directly impact any historic structures.  Construction of the proposed courthouse on the 
N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative would have moderate, indirect, long-term, adverse 
impacts to the Broad Street Market, the German Evangelical Zion Lutheran Church and the 
Fox Ridge Historic District. 

Construction of the proposed courthouse on the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative would 
not directly impact any historic structures.  Because the proposed courthouse height, scale, 
massing, and setback on the site would be similar to that of the structures currently present 
on the site, the proposed courthouse would not result in a noticeable change of physical 
characteristics or setting to the Fox Ridge Historic District, the Broad Street Market, or the 
Bethesda Mission House.  Therefore, this alternative would have a negligible, indirect, long-
term, adverse impact on historic resources. 

Traffic Conditions 

Projected traffic growth to the alternative sites would be higher than the annual growth of 
traffic within the city; however, the number of trips to the proposed courthouse would be 
insignificant compared to the overall number of trips that would be entering the city.  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.  Therefore, this alternative would have 
a minor, direct, short-term and long-term adverse impact to operating conditions due to 
changes in existing traffic volumes and patterns.   

The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative and the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative would 
both have a minor, direct, short-term and long-term, adverse impact on operating conditions 
because existing traffic volumes and patterns would only be slightly altered.   

Parking 

All of the parking facilities in the vicinity of the build alternatives are currently operating at 
capacity and have waiting lists.  The Harrisburg Parking Authority is constructing a new 
garage at N. 2nd and South Streets and plans to expand the parking garage at N. 7th and 
Forster Street.  These garages will have some spaces available for use by the public. 
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Therefore, there would be a moderate, direct, long-term adverse impact to parking space 
availability in the downtown area due to the increase in number of employees, jurors, and 
visitors requiring all-day parking as well as visitors for shorter periods. 

Mass Transit 

Because traffic patterns would not be expected to change under any of the build alternatives, 
there would be no effect to the flow of mass transit vehicles.  Bus routes are located in close 
proximity to all of the build alternatives, making them accessible by mass transit.  Bus stops 
currently located on the alternative sites would need to be relocated due to the court’s 
security requirements, resulting in a minor, direct, long-term adverse impact.   

Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 

A negligible impact is anticipated for pedestrians as well as bicycles as a result of these 
traffic pattern changes.  The proposed site design for either location would include 
convenient entrances and exits for employees and visitors to arrive by foot or on bicycles.  
Depending on where entrances are located and from what direction the majority of the 
pedestrians and bicyclists travel to and from, existing crosswalks and pedestrian controls may 
not be sufficient.  Therefore, there would be a minor, direct, long-term adverse impact to 
pedestrian and bicycle access for each of these sites. 

Utilities 

The proposed courthouse can be accommodated within the planned capacities of regional 
utility providers.  Under the three build alternatives there would be a minor, direct, long-
term, adverse impact on electric services.   

For the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative there would be a moderate, direct, short-term, 
adverse impact to natural gas service because the existing low pressure systems in the area 
including the low pressure gas lines that run in a grid pattern within this site would not be 
sufficient to serve the proposed courthouse.  According to UGI, it would be difficult to 
accommodate the marginal increase in demand without upgrading the low pressure lines.  
However, if needed, UGI would install medium pressure lines to accommodate the proposed 
U.S. Courthouse. Therefore, there would be a moderate, direct, short-term adverse impact 
due to the relocation and cost to upgrade existing facilities (UGI Utilities, 2005).  
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 Impacts to natural gas would be moderate, direct, short-term, adverse impacts for all three 
build alternatives due to the cost of relocating existing natural gas lines.   

The N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative would have moderate, direct, short-term, adverse 
impact to centralized heating and cooling because existing steam lines would be to be 
relocated along Briggs Street.  There would be no impact to centralized heating and cooling 
services for the N. 6th and Verbeke Street and N. 6th and Basin Street Alternatives.  There 
would be a moderate, direct, short-term, beneficial impact to the courthouse if GSA would 
chose to have steam lines installed.   

Under the three build alternatives, there would be a minor, direct and indirect, short-term 
adverse impact to potable water and wastewater systems due to a slight increase in demand. 

 Comcast and Verizon’s telecommunication services would experience a moderate, direct, 
short-term, adverse impact on the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative due to relocation 
costs.  The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative would have a moderate, direct, short-term, 
adverse impact on Comcast services due to relocation costs and a loss in revenue, and 
negligible impacts to Verizon’s capacity and services.  The N. 6th and Basin Street 
Alternative would have no impact on Comcast services and negligible impacts to Verizon’s 
capacity and services.   

Site Contamination/Hazardous Waste 

Construction of the proposed courthouse would require site preparation, including demolition 
of existing structures that may have asbestos, pcb, or lead containing materials and the 
excavation of previously buried structures.  Removal and disposal of hazardous materials 
would be in compliance with the Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) (29 CFR 
1926.1101), the Resources Conversation and Recovery Act (RCRA), and state regulations.   

With proper handling of waste materials, the use of any of the alternative sites would have a 
minor, direct, short-term, adverse impact on public health and the environment from 
hazardous materials, wastes, or constituents. 
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1 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED 
ACTION 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

General Services Administration (GSA) proposes to undertake the site selection and 
construction of a new courthouse for the U.S. Courts for the Middle District of Pennsylvania 
in the City of Harrisburg.  Figure 1, Regional Location, illustrates the regional setting of the 
project. 

The proposed action consists of site selection and construction of a new, stand-alone U.S. 
Courthouse in the City of Harrisburg, Pennsylvania.  The courthouse would be approximately 
262,970 gross square feet in size and would include eight courtrooms.  As part of the 
Proposed Action, the Courts and related agencies would be relocated from the existing 
facilities in the Ronald Reagan Federal Building and U.S. Courthouse located on the corner 
of N. 3rd and Walnut Streets in the City of Harrisburg.  

Construction could begin in 2009, if the current moratorium is lifted.  The project would be 
completed in early 2012. 

Under the proposed action GSA anticipates reuse of the existing building for other federal 
activities.   

GSA has prepared this Environmental Assessment in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508), GSA Order ADM 1095.1F – 
Environmental Considerations in Decision Making, and the Public Building Service (PBS) 
NEPA Desk Guide, October 1999.  GSA has prepared this Environmental Assessment as part 
of its due diligence efforts to ensure all environmental issues are identified, potential impacts 
are assessed, and mitigation measures are outlined while selecting a site for the U.S. 
Courthouse.   
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Figure 1:  Regional Location 
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1.2 PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to construct a new U.S. Courthouse for the 
Pennsylvania Middle District Court in Harrisburg to meet the Court’s expansion needs and 
improve operational efficiency and judicial security.  The proposed courthouse would be 
designed to satisfy the 10-year space requirement and the immediate security needs of the 
U.S. District Court for the Middle District of Pennsylvania and related agencies, which 
include: the U.S. District Court, U.S. Bankruptcy Court, U.S. Probation Office, Office of the 
U.S. Attorney, U.S. Marshals Service, U.S. Trustee, and GSA.  The site should also be large 
enough to house the Courts’ 30-year space requirement.  The new Courthouse would 
improve the operational efficiency of the Court and serve the growth needs of the 
Pennsylvania Middle District.  It would also improve operations by replacing facilities that 
have no room for expansion.  The current U.S. Courthouse was constructed in the 1960s and 
does not meet the federal government’s security and expansion requirements.  

1.3 NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 

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 fully address 
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. 

The project needs fall into three main categories: security deficiencies, operational concerns, 
and inadequate space to meet current and future expansion requirements.  The needs may be 
summarized as follows:  

1.3.1 Security Deficiencies 

The National Security Survey Report gave the Ronald Reagan Federal Building and U.S. 
Courthouse a security score of 32.5 out of a possible 100 points in overall security.  The 
Marshals Service considers facilities scoring below 80 to have serious security deficiencies.  
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New GSA security guidelines require that there be a 50- to 100-foot setback between a 
federal courthouse and the street.  The existing U.S. Courthouse building is 15 to 45 feet 
from the curb of the surrounding streets.  The location of the current U.S. Courthouse 
adjacent to two parking garages and the presence of a post office on the ground floor expose 
the courthouse to additional security risks. 

Modern courthouses are designed with three separate circulation paths inside the buildings to 
separate and protect judges, defendants, juries, and the public.  The current U.S. Courthouse 
cannot provide these separate circulation systems nor do the current U.S. Courthouse 
facilities for maintenance of prisoners meet security standards.  Studies undertaken by the 
GSA indicate that it is cost prohibitive to try to create these functional requirements within 
the existing U.S. Courthouse. 

1.3.2 Inadequate Space for Current and Future Expansion Needs 

The 1960’s era U.S. Courthouse was initially constructed with just two courtrooms.  Two 
additional courtrooms were later added.  However, these courtrooms do not meet the U.S. 
Courts Design Guide requirements.   In addition, the four existing courtrooms are unable to 
accommodate the increasing Pennsylvania Middle District Court’s caseload; rather eight 
courtrooms are needed to support cases. 

Demographics of the area served by the Pennsylvania Middle District Court indicate a 23 
percent growth over the period from 1970 to 2000, and additional growth is projected for the 
future.  The Court’s workload also has seen a steady increase and is projected to grow in the 
future.  There has been an increase in the number of Court personnel in response to growing 
court workload, and additional judges are projected to be needed in the near future.  These 
factors translate to the need for expansion of the existing facilities.   

It is not technically or economically feasible to renovate or expand the current U.S. 
Courthouse building to meet security, operational, and space needs of the Court. 

1.3.3 Operational Concerns 

The current Harrisburg federal courthouse was constructed in the 1960s with two 
courtrooms.  Additional courtrooms were added later (in 1994 and 1996-1997), by converting 
office space on several floors into courtrooms.  However, due to space limitations and 
structural issues the additional courtrooms could not be constructed in a way that provides an 
unobstructed view of litigants and makes it impossible to conduct trials and hearings 
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involving multi-party litigants.  The courtrooms also present challenges for secure movement 
of prisoners and for presentation of evidence. 

The building lacks adequate conference rooms, waiting areas, attorney/witness conference 
rooms, secure hallways and elevators for movement of prisoners, jurors and judges and other 
areas required to conduct court operations properly. The construction and age of the building 
has also slowed the adoption of courtroom technology. 

In addition to many functional inadequacies, studies performed by the GSA indicate that this 
building currently requires a significant repair and alteration investment to bring it up to 
current facility standards for federal buildings.  The deficiencies include Architectural 
Barriers Act Accessibility Standards (ABAAS) upgrades, the need for additional fire egress 
stairs, and HVAC system replacement, as well as other major systems investments.  

1.4 NEPA PROCESS 

NEPA is intended to help public officials make decisions based on an understanding of 
environmental consequences, and to take actions that protect, restore, and enhance the 
environment.  These decisions are to be made based on accurate scientific analysis, expert 
agency comments, and public scrutiny of readily available environmental information.  
Federal agencies are obligated to follow the provisions of NEPA to identify and assess 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action that will avoid or minimize any adverse effects 
upon the quality of the human environment before proceeding with the proposed action. 

The level of NEPA analysis undertaken by a federal agency for a proposed action depends 
upon the assessment of probable impacts.  In order to determine the level of NEPA analysis 
to be performed by GSA for the proposed U.S. Courthouse, GSA examined potential impacts 
on the natural, cultural, social, and man-made environment.  The impacts considered were 
based on reasonably foreseeable changes resulting from implementation of the proposed 
action.  Issues that could affect the environment and/or the proposed project were identified, 
including the following: 

• Potential impacts to the natural environment including water resources, floodplains, 
wetlands, forested areas, and threatened and endangered species; 

• Potential impacts to the social environment including homeowners, residents, 
business owners, communities, community facilities and services, air quality, ambient 
noise, and compatibility with surrounding land use; 
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• Potential impacts to cultural resources including historic structures and archeological 
resources; and 

• Potential impacts to manmade facilities and resources including utilities, 
transportation facilities, parking, and site contamination. 

Based on review of these issues and because significant impacts were not anticipated, GSA  
elected to prepare an Environmental Assessment for the site selection and construction of the 
new U.S. Courthouse.  This Environmental Assessment reviews the probable impacts based 
on reasonably foreseeable consequences of the proposed action and recommends measures to 
mitigate impacts, as appropriate.  In addition, GSA has prepared a Social Impact Assessment, 
located in Appendix C, to fully assess social and economic impacts to the City of Harrisburg 
and the residents of the alternate sites. 

The current schedule for completing the NEPA process for the proposed action is provided 
below.  The schedule dates for the remaining actions will be maintained as closely as 
possible. 

30-day Public Scoping Comment Period June 30 - August 1, 2005 Completed 

Public Scoping Meeting July 14, 2005 Completed 

Public Meetings for Social Impact Assessment November 9 – 10, 2005 Completed 

Social Impact Assessment December 2006 Completed 

Publication of Notice of Availability for Draft 
Environmental Assessment 

April 6, 2006 Completed 

Public Comment Period on Draft 
Environmental Assessment 

April 6, 2006 – May 11, 
2006 

Completed 

Public Hearing on Draft Environmental 
Assessment 

April 18, 2006 Completed 

Publication of Notice of Availability for Final 
Environmental Assessment 

July 20, 2006 Completed 

Final Site Selection Summer 2006  
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1.5 PUBLIC AND AGENCY INVOLVEMENT 

1.5.1 Scoping Process 

In accordance with NEPA, a scoping process was conducted to aid in determining the scope 
of issues to be addressed and to identify the potentially significant issues related to this 
action.  Scoping is usually the first direct contact between proponents of the proposed action 
and the potentially affected public.  It is an ongoing process that occurs during planning and 
for the purposes of data gathering during preparation of an environmental document.  
Scoping has the following specific, but limited objectives: 

• To identify the affected public or agency concerns; 

• To facilitate an efficient environmental document preparation process through 
assembling cooperating agencies, assigning data collection and analysis tasks, and 
schedule appropriate reviews; 

• To define the issues and alternatives that will be examined in detail in the 
environmental document, while simultaneously devoting less attention and time to 
issues which cause no concern; and 

• To save time in the overall process by helping to ensure that the environmental 
document adequately addresses relevant issues. 

As part of the scoping process, GSA met with various federal, state, and local officials and 
other interested parties.  GSA also held three public scoping meetings on July 14, 2005, to 
solicit public comment on the project.  In advance of these meetings, public notices were 
published in the Patriot-News on June 12, 2005, and July 6, 2005.  Letters were also mailed 
to interested parties to announce the public meeting and solicit comments.  A comment 
period was established, with all comments to be returned by August 1, 2005.    

Public Scoping meetings were held at 8:30 a.m. at the Hamilton Elementary School and at 
1:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. at the Harrisburg Hilton Hotel.  Handouts describing the project 
need, site evaluation process, and project schedule were distributed at each meeting.  Display 
boards were exhibited to inform the public on the project activities, and members of the 
project team were available to answer any questions.     
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Approximately seven members of the television and newspaper media and 62 members of 
the public attended the 8:30 a.m. meeting.  Twenty-four public comment forms were 
completed and returned at the meeting. Common concerns expressed in the comment forms 
and by meeting participants included public transportation needs, impacts to the low income 
or elderly residents, and replacement housing for impacted residents.   

Approximately five members of the television and newspaper media and 87 members of the 
public attended the 1:00 p.m. meeting.  Thirty-four public comment forms were completed 
and returned at the meeting.  Common concerns expressed in the comment forms included 
loss of the Friends Meeting House, destruction of a historic neighborhood, and the 
availability of vacant lots within and outside of the city limits.   

Approximately two members of the newspaper media and 73 members of the public attended 
the 6:00 p.m. meeting.  Twenty-five public comment forms were completed and returned at 
the meeting.  Common concerns expressed in the comment forms included parking problems, 
residential displacements, impacts to the city tax base, and destruction of a historic 
neighborhood.   

Copies of letters, e-mails, and phone messages received during the public scoping comment 
period are part of the project’s administrative record.  A summary of the comments received 
is presented in Appendix A.   

Some of the common themes in the public scoping comments included loss of tax base, 
support or opposition of specific sites, impacts to low income and/or elderly residents, 
impacts to the Midtown Historic District, the availability of vacant lots in Harrisburg, 
displacement of residents and businesses, public transportation concerns, and traffic.  A 
summary of comments received from the scoping meeting and other public outreach are 
included in Table 1. 

1.5.2 Additional Public Involvement 

As part of the Social Impact Assessment conducted for this Environmental Assessment, 
additional public involvement activities, including resident surveys and public meetings, 
were conducted.  Surveys were distributed to all residents within the three sites.  The surveys 
solicited input on the affected neighborhoods in order to assess how the residents would be 
affected by relocation, if required.  Survey topics included transportation needs, employment, 
schools, daycare, and access to community services, shopping, and recreational areas. 
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Surveys were mailed on October 10, 2005, to the residents of the N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative and the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative.  At the request of Harrisburg 
Housing Authority (HHA), surveys were not mailed to the residents of the N. 6th and Basin 
Street Alternative; however, surveys were distributed to the residents at the Community 
Meeting at the Jackson Lick Apartments on November 10, 2005.   

Approximately 68 surveys were mailed to the residents of the N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative.  Twenty-six surveys were returned, which equates to approximately a 38 percent 
response rate.  The consensus of the resident surveys is that there is a great sense of 
community within the neighborhood of the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative.  Some 
residents own businesses within the neighborhood, and they are concerned that displacement 
would cause them to lose both their homes and businesses.  Surveys also concluded that 
residents are concerned about the potential destruction of their historic homes.  Although 
many residents own vehicles, they enjoy the ability to walk to restaurants, recreational areas, 
religious activities, and work.  Residents also commented that parking in their neighborhood 
is limited, especially on street cleaning days (twice every other week, year round).   

One hundred and six surveys were mailed to the residents of the N. 6th and Verbeke Street 
Alternative.  Twenty-four surveys were returned, which equates to a 23 percent response rate.  
The consensus of the resident surveys is that they rely heavily on public transportation (bus 
services) to commute to work, attend church, and travel to doctor appointments.  Some 
residents expressed concern for finding replacement housing suited to their fixed incomes.  
Residents also commented that many state employees park in their parking lot.   

Surveys were not mailed but distributed to the 55 residents of the N. 6th and Basin Street 
Alternative who attended the November 10, 2005, meeting at the Jackson Lick Apartments 
and provided to the apartments management for further distribution.  Fifteen surveys were 
returned.  The consensus of the resident surveys is that residents rely heavily on public 
transportation (bus and cab services) to commute to doctor appointments, church services, 
and the Uptown Plaza for shopping (approximately 15 blocks north at N. 7th and Division 
Street).  Many residents walk to the Broad Street Market for groceries and prepared foods.   

Community meetings were held on November 9 and 10, 2005, for the residents of the 
affected neighborhoods of the three build alternatives to discuss the proposed U.S. 
Courthouse Project.  The format of each meeting included a presentation of the current 
project status followed by a question and answer period.  A court reporter was present to 
create a verbatim record of the meeting.  Each attendee was given time to ask a question or 
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comment, and many attendees spoke more than once.  Those in attendance who did not feel 
comfortable speaking in a public format were given the opportunity to provide testimony, in 
private, to a court reporter.   

The meeting for the residents of the Cumberland Court Apartments and members of the 
Friends Meeting House (N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative) was held on November 9, 
2005, at 6:00 p.m.  Twenty-three people attended, which included approximately three 
residents from Cumberland Court Apartments and seventeen members of the Friends 
Meeting House.  Attendees expressed concern about parking problems; the potential 
destruction of the Friends Meeting House, which includes the Praise and Play Early Learning 
Center; the availability of abandoned/vacant lots within the city; the loss of resources within 
walking distance if the Cumberland Court residents were relocated; and finding a place to 
relocate the Friends Meeting House within the City of Harrisburg.  Although invitations were 
mailed to the Friends and the Praise and Play Early Learning Center, the Friends were under 
the impression that the meeting was only for the Cumberland Court residents.  However, 
invitations were mailed to the Friends Meeting House and the Praise and Play Early Learning 
Center. 

The meeting for the residents of the Jackson Lick Apartments (N. 6th and Basin Street 
Alternative) was held on November 10, 2005, at 2:00 p.m.  Approximately 55 residents; Carl 
Payne, Jerry Shenck, Irwin Aronson, and Leon Feinerman from HHA; John Bane, a 
representative from U.S. Congressman Tim Holden’s office; and Linda Thompson, City 
Councilwoman attended the meeting.  Attendees expressed concern about safety for the 
students at the Benjamin Franklin Elementary School, relocation or disbursement of residents 
to other HHA facilities, project schedule and moving timetable for residents (particularly the 
special needs of those who are disabled), and the availability of abandoned/vacant lots within 
the city.   

The meeting for the residents and business owners of the N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative was held on November 10, 2005, at 7:00 p.m.  Approximately 30 people attended 
the meeting.  Attendees expressed concern about destruction of historic properties, 
destruction of residences and businesses, the availability of abandoned/vacant lots within the 
city, the restriction on building the new courthouse in the floodplain, and the impaired view 
shed of the historic properties surrounding the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative.  
Attendees were also concerned about the prolonged project schedule; the destruction of 
close-knit neighborhood of homes, apartments, restaurants, shops, and other businesses; 
safety for children attending nearby elementary schools; the lack of replacement historical 
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homes; and the accuracy of the appraisers’ valuation of the historic properties.  Citizens were 
also concerned about parking problems that the new Courthouse facility may generate.   

 

COMMENT RESPONSE 

Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action 

No comments received  

Alternatives 

Alternatives should be considered that do 
not require acquisition of the Friends 
Meeting House. 

GSA must consider a site large enough to 
accommodate the Court’s requirements.  If 
the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative 
were selected, various site layouts would 
be studied. 

Alternatives utilizing a vacant lot should be 
considered. 

Either vacant lots were not of sufficient 
size, or, if adequate size, were not 
considered because sites north of Reily 
Street were deemed too remote from 
commercial markets and other amenities.  
Executive Order 12072 requires GSA to 
give preference to sites in areas adjacent to 
the Central Business District (CBD) and 
possessing a similar character to the CBD. 

Alternatives should not include sites in 
residential areas. 

No adequate alternatives were identified 
during the site selection process that did 
not include residential properties. 

Site should be selected in an area of the 
City needing revitalization. 

Sites in these areas were reviewed; 
however, only three sites were identified 
that met the requirements of GSA and the 
Courts. 
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COMMENT RESPONSE 

Site in the 1900 block of N. 6th Street 
should be assessed. 

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

Site in the 1300 block of Derry Street 
should be considered. 

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

An alternative on the State Hospital 
grounds should be considered. 

While GSA has authorization to site the 
new courthouse within the city limits of 
Harrisburg, Executive Order 12072 
requires us to give preference to sites in 
areas adjacent to the Central Business 
District CBD and possessing a similar 
character to the CBD.  Although two of the 
three short listed sites are outside of the 
CBD, they are both close to the CBD and 
located in areas that are of similar character 
to the CBD. 
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COMMENT RESPONSE 

Adding additional floors to the Forum 
Place Building should be assessed. 

Use of the Forum Place would exceed the 
government’s budget.  There would be a 
mix of federal and non-federal tenants 
under this option, which would create a 
security issue.  In addition, the Forum 
Place’s proximity to the 500-year 
floodplain and to the railroad would create 
security and safety concerns for the courts.  

Alternatives outside of the City of 
Harrisburg should be assessed. 

28 U.S.C. Section 118(b) requires that the 
courthouse be located within the City of 
Harrisburg. 

Exception to Executive Order 11988, 
Floodplain Management, should be 
pursued to allow development of an 
alternative on S. Front and Sycamore 
Streets. 

The Executive Order and GSA’s 
Administrative Order on floodplains allow 
GSA to pursue a site in a floodplain only if 
there are no other practicable alternatives.  
Practicable alternatives to the use of a 
floodplain have been identified for the 
proposed U.S. Courthouse. 

  

Environmental Consequences 

Natural Environment 

No comments received  

Social Environment 

Selection of the N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative would result in the loss of an 
important community. 

Impacts due to loss of community are 
assessed in Section 3.4.7, Community 
Cohesion. 

Comparable replacement housing is not 
available for the N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative.  

GSA consultants conducted a relocation 
assessment to determine the availability of 
replacement housing.  The results are 
summarized in Section 3.4.2, Population 
and Housing. 



U.S. Courthouse Harrisburg, Pennsylvania  Final Environmental Assessment 

-14 - 
 

COMMENT RESPONSE 

Selection of the N. 3rd and Forster 
Alternative would affect the safety of 
remaining neighborhood after construction 
of the new courthouse.  

The proposed U.S. Courthouse would be 
designed as a secure facility.  Operation of 
the courthouse would not affect 
neighborhood security. 

Selection of the N. 6th and Basin 
Alternative would impact the Jackson Lick 
Pool. 

Impacts to the Jackson Lick Pool are 
assessed in Section 3.4.6, Community 
Facilities. 

Needs of the residents of Jackson Lick and 
Cumberland Courts, including access to 
public transportation, medical and other 
services should be considered.  

Access to community services is assessed 
in Section 3.4.5  

Displacement of the Praise and Play Early 
Learning Center would remove an 
important community service. 

Impacts associated with displacement of 
the Praise and Play Early Learning Center 
are assessed in Section 3.4.5, Community 
Services. 

Selection of the 6th and Verbeke 
Alternative would displace the Friends 
Meeting House which serves as an 
important community facility. 

Impacts to community facilities, including 
the Friends Meeting House, are assessed in 
Section 3.4.6, Community Facilities. 

Economic Environment 

Selection of the N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative would have adverse economic 
impacts from the relocation of businesses 

Impact resulting from the acquisition and 
relocation of businesses are assessed in 
Section 3.4.3.   

Selection of the N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative would decrease property values 
of surrounding neighborhoods. 

Impacts to property values in surrounding 
neighborhoods are discussed in Section 
3.4.2. 

Selection of the N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative would result in the loss of tax 
revenue. 

Impacts to taxes and revenue are assessed 
in Section 3.4.4. 
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COMMENT RESPONSE 

Cultural Environment 

Selection of the N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative would have significant impacts 
to historic resources. 

Impacts to historic resources are assessed 
in Section 3.3.2, Historic Resources. 

Transportation and Parking 

Sufficient parking is not available to 
support the proposed courthouse. 

Availability and impacts to parking are 
assessed in Section 3.6.2. 

Construction of a parking garage to 
accommodate the proposed courthouse 
would affect additional residences and 
businesses. 

GSA has no plans to construct a parking 
garage as part of the proposed project.   

 

1.5.3 Public Hearing 

A Public Hearing was held on April 18, 2006 at the Benjamin Franklin Elementary School 
cafeteria from 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.  The Public Hearing provided an opportunity for the public 
to learn more about the findings in the draft Environmental Assessment and to provide public 
testimony on the documents findings.  The public was also given the option of providing 
private testimony and to submit written comments regarding the draft Environmental 
Assessment and Section 106 process.   

Approximately nine members of the television and newspaper media and 139 members of the 
public attended the Public Hearing.  Of the 139 members of the public, 25 members of the 
public gave public testimony and four people gave private testimony.  Common concerns 
expressed during the Public Hearing included parking problems, impacts to the city tax base, 
impacts to people and their quality of life; impacts to historic resources; possibilities of other 
sites north of Reily Street, and relocation of residents.   

A comment period for written comments was established, with all comments to be returned 
by May 11, 2006.  Copies of letters and e-mails received during the comment period and the 
transcripts of the Public Hearing are part of the project’s administrative record.  A copy of 
the comments and responses to those comments is presented in Appendix E   
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2  ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

This chapter describes alternatives considered for the Proposed Action and the process for 
evaluating prospective sites.  More than 25 sites were identified within the City of Harrisburg 
as potential locations for the new U.S. Courthouse.  After determining whether or not the 
proposed sites fulfilled the purpose and need of the project, sites were preliminarily evaluated 
based on a list of site selection criteria established for the project.  Through this process, 12 
sites – the “Long List” sites – were identified for further environmental inquiry.  After 
collecting additional information on the environmental features and issues associated with 
the sites, GSA evaluated the Long List and chose three sites for detailed analysis. 

The three sites under consideration in this Environmental Assessment and the No Action 
Alternative are described in this Chapter (Section 2.4, Alternatives Considered in Detail) 
followed by a summary of impacts for each alternative in Section 2.5, Comparison of the 
Alternatives Considered.  This comparison is based on the detailed information presented in 
subsequent chapters of this Environmental Assessment, Chapter 3, Affected Environment 
and Environmental Consequences. 

2.1 SOLICITATION FOR POTENTIAL SITES 

In May 2004, GSA placed public notices in FedBizOpps, the Patriot-News, the Central Penn 
Business Journal, and the NJPA Real Estate Journal to solicit properties for consideration, 
which led to identification of several potential sites.  Through this solicitation and other 
coordination efforts undertaken by GSA with various federal, state, and local officials, 
additional sites were suggested.  Realty specialists also identified sites. 

More than 25 sites were identified within the City of Harrisburg as potential locations, and 
many more outside of the city limits.  These sites that were considered are shown in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2:  Sites Considered for Proposed U.S. Courthouse 
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2.2 SITE SELECTION CRITERIA 

Site selection criteria are developed for all GSA construction projects prior to beginning the 
site selection process.  Some of these criteria are set by Executive Orders and federal 
regulations.  For example, by Executive Order 12072, federal agencies are required to give 
first consideration to the centralized community business areas when meeting space needs are 
located.  GSA was unable to find a sufficient number of sites to provide enough area for the 
new Courthouse within the Central Business District. GSA then returned to Congress for an 
expanded delineated area in the City of Harrisburg.  Unless compelling justification is 
demonstrated otherwise, GSA as a matter of policy locates Courts and Court-related agencies 
downtown in close proximity to other city, county, state and federal government facilities.  
Delineation cannot be expanded beyond the City of Harrisburg because it is federally 
mandated that Federal Court must be heard in the City of Harrisburg (28 U.S.C. Section 
118(b)).  Executive Order 11988 regarding floodplain management and GSA Order ADM 
1095.6, Consideration of Floodplains in Decision Making, require GSA to locate federal 
facilities outside of flood zones, unless there are no practicable alternatives. 

The site selection criteria for this project are outlined below.  In the lists that follow, the 
Minimally Responsive Criteria are developed to ensure that the sites under consideration are 
capable of fulfilling the purpose and needs of the project and any federal Executive Orders or 
regulations.  These criteria are considered prerequisite and must be achieved by the site.   

2.2.1 Minimally Responsive Criteria 

• Site must be located within the Harrisburg city limits, in compliance with 28 U.S.C. 
Section 118(b); 

• Site is not located within the 100-year floodplain; 

• Site must be of sufficient size and shape to construct a 262,970 gross square foot U.S. 
Courthouse (2.5 acres minimum, dependent upon configuration); 

• Site owner(s) must possess marketable title; 

• Site must be available within required time frame; and 

• Site costs for acquisition, relocation, remediation, etc. must be maintained within 
project budget. 
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The remaining criteria have been assigned varying levels of importance to aid in the 
evaluation of alternatives.  The sites under consideration may not meet, and in most cases, do 
not meet all remaining criteria. 

2.2.2 Project Requirement Criteria 

• Site accommodates 50-foot setback requirements or can achieve waivers; 

• Site offers opportunity for future expansion beyond the present need; 

• Site supports Courthouse Program of Requirements; 

• Site meets U.S. Marshals Service guidelines for security or mitigates deficiencies; 

• Site is located within the Central Business District of Harrisburg; 

• Site offers appropriate image and presence befitting a U.S. Courthouse; 

• Site offers opportunities for enhanced relationships with the city; 

• Site is within reasonable distance from City Government Center and other court 
functions; 

• Site is within reasonable distance to amenities such as dining, shopping, and daycare; 

• Site is accessible for judges, staff, and visitors; has parking and public transportation 
nearby; 

• Site provides for construction staging area, preferably on-site without street closures; 
and 

• Site provides opportunity for effective re-use of existing building. 

2.2.3 Technical Criteria 

• Site has no physical constraints to development that cannot be reasonably mitigated; 

• Choice of site would limit development within the 500-year floodplain; 

• Site has no environmental impacts that could not be reasonably mitigated; 
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• Site has no historic or archeological resource impacts that can not be reasonably 
mitigated; 

• Site contamination could be remediated by owner or within budget; 

• Site meets zoning requirements or can be mitigated; 

• Choice of site would not conflict with city goals; 

• Choice of site would have little or no impact on tax base; 

• Site has access to community services; 

• Site can be served by utility providers with no major relocation constraints; and 

• Site configuration that requires streets/alley closure would be acceptable to the city. 

2.2.4 Cost Criteria 

• Total site cost must be within project budget; 

• Nature and number of onsite improvements/tenants will be considered, for example, 
removal/demolition/reuse of existing structures, removal of hazardous materials, and 
relocation of business and residential occupants; 

• Relocation of site occupants could be accomplished within the project budget and 
schedule; 

• Site has reasonable preparation costs (on and off-site), for example, excavation, fill, 
pile foundations, and utility relocations; and 

• Site can be procured through funding from alternate sources and/or trades for existing 
assets. 

2.3 SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES 

Sites were preliminarily evaluated based on the site selection criteria established for the 
project.  Some of the sites considered did not fulfill the Minimally Responsive Criteria and/or 
had other immediately recognizable constraints to development of the site for the U.S. 
Courthouse.  Twelve sites – the “Long List” sites – were identified for further environmental 
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inquiry.  After collecting additional information on the environmental features and issues 
associated with the sites, GSA weighed the Long List against the Site Selection Criteria and 
chose three sites for detailed analysis. GSA has considered all sites that were presented to 
them by the public, including vacant lots within the vicinity of the three sites (See Section 
3.4.1, Figure 10). 

Table 1 provides a list of the sites that were considered for the project and a summary of the 
reasons the sites were or were not chosen for further analysis after site evaluation screening.  
The table is categorized in two groups, Long List sites and sites that were considered but did 
not make the Long List. 

Table 1:  Site Selection Summary 

Site Size 
(acres) Reason for Dismissal 

LONG LIST SITES 

N. 3rd & Forster St. 3.6 Site retained for detailed study 

N. 6th & Verbeke St.  6 Site retained for detailed study 

N. 6th & Basin St. 6.4 Site retained for detailed study 

YMCA block 3.1 
Partially within 500-yr floodplain 

Total cost exceeded budget 

Labor & Industry Building 5 Total cost exceeded budget  

N. 3rd to N. 2nd, Locust to 
South 5.6 Total cost exceeded budget 

Block south of Federal 
Building 1.7 

Insufficient acreage 

Inadequate security setbacks 

City Hall plus adjacent blocks 2.4 Parcel configuration unsuitable 
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Site Size 
(acres) Reason for Dismissal 

Rite Aid blocks (S.N. 3rd & 
Market) 

2.2 

 

Narrow configuration 

Inadequate security setbacks 

Proximity to parking garages is a security 
concern 

Potential delay of schedule and high cost for 
relocation of utility vaults 

Executive House block 2.1 
Narrow configuration 

Inadequate security setbacks 

N. 2nd & Vine 2.1 Entirely within 100-yr floodplain 

N. Front & Sycamore 12 Entirely within 100-yr floodplain 

SITES CONSIDERED BUT NOT SELECTED FOR THE LONG LIST 

N. 2nd & N. 3rd at Mulberry 
Courts 13 Entirely within 100-yr floodplain 

N. 5th & Walnut (Forum Place) 2.2 

Total cost exceeded budget 

Partially within 500-yr floodplain 

Proximity to railroad is a security concern 

100 N. Cameron St. 1.8 

Entirely within 100-yr floodplain 

Insufficient acreage 

Inadequate security setbacks 

22 N. Cameron St. 0.5 
Insufficient acreage 

Inadequate security setbacks 

S. 10th & Mulberry 4 Entirely within 100-yr floodplain 

N. 7th & Herr 6 

Narrow configuration 

Inadequate security setbacks 

Proximity to railroad is a security concern 
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Site Size 
(acres) Reason for Dismissal 

N. 7th & Herr to the north 6.2 

Narrow configuration 

Inadequate security setbacks 

Proximity to railroad is a security concern 

AMP, N. 3rd & Reily 2.5 
Narrow configuration 

Inadequate security setbacks 

N. 6th & Reily 5 
Overly remote from commercial markets, 
amenities, etc. 

Closure of Reily Street 

 

2.4 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL 

Three alternative sites for construction of the proposed U.S. Courthouse (Build Alternatives) 
(see Figure 3) and the No Action Alternative are analyzed in detail in this Environmental 
Assessment.  These alternatives are described below. 

2.4.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Pennsylvania Middle District Court in Harrisburg 
would continue to occupy the U.S. Courthouse in the Ronald Reagan Federal Building.  
Thus, this alternative would represent a continuation of the status quo with inadequate 
conditions in the Federal Building and U.S. Courthouse.  These conditions would persist and 
likely deteriorate as the District Court caseload continues to grow as projected.  The No 
Action Alternative does not meet the project purpose and needs of providing enhanced 
security, correcting operational deficiencies, and providing increased space for current and 
future needs of the U.S. Courthouse.  However, as required by NEPA, the No Action 
Alternative is included in this Environmental Assessment to provide a baseline for assessing 
the magnitude of environmental effects of the build alternatives. 

2.4.2 Build Alternatives 

Three sites were selected for detailed evaluation and are described in the following section.  
The three alternative sites are as follows: 
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• N. 3rd and Forster Street 

• N. 6th and Verbeke Street 

• N. 6th and Basin Street 

GSA has identified the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative as the Preferred Alternative for 
the U.S. Courthouse.  The “preferred alternative” is the alternative which GSA believes 
would best fulfill its statutory mission and responsibilities, giving consideration to economic, 
environmental, technical and other factors.  However, it is important to understand that the 
selection of a preferred alternative is not a final site selection. GSA will focus its efforts on 
the preferred site as we finalize the site evaluation and environmental studies.  A 
recommendation will be made to the GSA Regional Administrator, who will have the final 
approval on a site selection.  A final site selection is scheduled to be announced this summer. 
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Figure 3:  Alternatives Considered in Detail 
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2.4.2.1 N. 3rd and Forster Street 

The N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative consists of a 3.6 acre block bounded by N. 3rd 
Street, North Street, Green Street, and Forster Street (Figure 4).  Buildings located within this 
block include approximately 40 two- and three-story rowhouses in which uses include 
residences (both owner inhabited and tenant occupied), office, restaurant, and retail; two 
buildings with restaurant/entertainment businesses; and one five-story office building with 
associated parking.   

 

 

Figure 4:  N. 3rd and Forster Street 
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2.4.2.2 N. 6th and Verbeke Street (Preferred Alternative) 

The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative consists of a 6 acre block bounded by N. 6th 
Street, Herr Street, Capital Street, and Verbeke Street (Figure 5).  Buildings located within 
this block include the Cumberland Court Apartments (approximately 108 housing units) and 
associated surface parking lots and the Harrisburg Friends Meeting House.   

 

 

Figure 5:  N. 6th and Verbeke Street 
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2.4.2.3 N. 6th and Basin Street 

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative consists of a 6.4 acre block bounded by N. 6th Street, 
Basin Street, the PHEAA building, and the Benjamin Franklin Elementary School (Figure 6).  
Buildings located within this block include the Jackson Lick Apartments, consisting of two 
high-rise apartment buildings (one of which is vacant) and parking lots.  In addition, this 
alternative includes the pool house for the Jackson Lick Community Pool which is located on 
an adjacent parcel.  The pool is not included in this alternative. 

 

 

Figure 6:  N. 6th and Basin Street 

2.5 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

Based on the conclusions of the impact analysis, a comparative summary of alternatives was 
prepared and is presented in Table 2.  This table addresses only those impact topics with 
identified concerns addressed in Chapter 3.  
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Table 2. Comparison of Anticipated Impacts 

  No Action 
Alternative N. 3rd and Forster Street N. 6th and Verbeke Street N. 6th and Basin Street 

Natural Environment  

Floodplains and Flooding No Impact 

Outside 100 and 500-yr 
floodplain; minor, indirect, 

adverse impact on court 
operations should access 
roads become flooded. 

Outside 100 and 500-yr 
floodplain; minor, indirect, 

adverse impact on court 
operations should access 
roads become flooded. 

Outside 100 and 500-yr 
floodplain; minor, indirect, 

adverse impact on court 
operations should access 
roads become flooded. 

Social Environment 

Land Use and Zoning No Impact 

Moderate, direct and 
indirect, long term, adverse 

impacts on land use 
planning; minor, direct, 

long-term adverse impacts 
on zoning; no indirect 

impacts on zoning 

Moderate, direct, long term, 
adverse and beneficial 

impacts on land use 
planning; minor, direct, 

long-term, adverse impacts 
to local zoning; no indirect 

impacts to zoning. 

Moderate, direct, long term 
adverse and beneficial 

impacts on land use 
planning; minor, direct, 

long-term, adverse impacts 
to local zoning; no indirect 

impacts to zoning 

Population and Housing No Impact 

Minor, direct, long-term, 
adverse impact on housing 
stock; major, direct, short-

term, adverse impact to 
current residents 

Moderate, direct, long-term, 
adverse impact on the 

availability of subsidized 
housing; major, direct, short-
term adverse impact on the 

current residents 

Major, direct, long term, 
adverse impact on the 
housing stock for low-

income elderly and disabled 
persons; major, direct, long-
term adverse impact on the 

current residents 
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  No Action 
Alternative N. 3rd and Forster Street N. 6th and Verbeke Street N. 6th and Basin Street 

Economy and Employment 

Offices/Businesses No Impact 

Moderate, direct, long-term, 
adverse impact to individual 

office entities; negligible, 
direct, long-term, adverse 

impact to the City of 
Harrisburg economy 

Major, direct, long-term, 
adverse impact to the 

business owners if unable to 
relocate in City; minor, 

direct, long-term, adverse 
impact to the City of 
Harrisburg economy. 

Resource does not exist at 
this location. 

Restaurant No Impact 

Major, direct, long-term, 
adverse impact to the 

restaurant owners; moderate, 
direct, long-term, adverse 

impact to the City of 
Harrisburg economy. 

Resource does not exist at 
this location. 

Resource does not exist at 
this location. 

Night Club No Impact 

Major, direct, long-term, 
adverse impact to the 

nightclub; minor, direct, 
long-term, 

adverse impact to the City of 
Harrisburg economy 

Resource does not exist at 
this location. 

Resource does not exist at 
this location. 

Employment No Impact 
Moderate, indirect, short-
term, adverse impacts to 

employment 

Moderate, indirect, short-
term, adverse impacts to 

employment 

Moderate, indirect, short-
term, adverse impacts to 

employment 
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  No Action 
Alternative N. 3rd and Forster Street N. 6th and Verbeke Street N. 6th and Basin Street 

Taxes and Revenues No Impact 

Moderate, direct and 
indirect, long-term, adverse 

impacts on taxes and 
revenue to the City of 

Harrisburg. 

Moderate, direct and 
indirect, long-term, adverse 

impacts on taxes and 
revenue to the City of 

Harrisburg. 

No direct or indirect impacts 
on taxes and revenue. 

Property is exempt from the 
city property tax rolls and 
the site does not contribute 
to business tax revenue for 

the City. 

Community Services 

Mass Transit No Impact No Impact 

Moderate, direct, long-term, 
adverse impacts to the 

residents of Cumberland 
Court. 

Moderate, direct, long-term, 
adverse impacts to the 

residents of Jackson Lick. 

Police Services No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact 

Fire Services No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact 

Emergency Services No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact 

Healthcare Services No Impact No Impact 

Moderate, direct, long-term, 
adverse impacts to the 

residents of Cumberland 
Court. 

Moderate, direct, long-term, 
adverse impacts to the 

residents of Jackson Lick. 
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  No Action 
Alternative N. 3rd and Forster Street N. 6th and Verbeke Street N. 6th and Basin Street 

Community Facilities 

Libraries No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact 

Educational Facilities No Impact 

Loss of tax revenue from 
this site would be a long-
term, minor to moderate 

adverse impact; moderate, 
indirect, short-term, adverse 
impact to Ronald H. Brown 

Charter School due to 
increased noise during 

construction. 

Loss of tax revenue from 
this site would be a long-
term, minor to moderate 

adverse 
impact on the Harrisburg 
School system; moderate, 
direct,, short-term, adverse 

effect on patrons of the 
Praise N Play Daycare; 

moderate, indirect, short-
term, adverse impact to 

Benjamin Franklin 
Elementary School due to 

increased noise during 
construction 

No impact to the tax roll of 
the Harrisburg School; 

moderate, indirect, short-
term, adverse impact to 

Benjamin Franklin 
Elementary School due to 

increased noise during 
construction. 

Recreational Facilities No Impact 
Minor, indirect, long-term, 
adverse impact Harrisburg 
area recreational facilities 

Minor, indirect, short-term, 
adverse impact on the pool; 
minor, indirect, long-term, 

adverse impact on the Camp 
Curtin YMCA. 

Major, direct and indirect, 
long-term adverse impact to 

the Jackson Lick Pool. 

Religious Facilities No Impact Resource does not exist at 
this location. 

 Major, direct, long-term, 
adverse impact to Friends 

Meeting House 

Minor, indirect, short-term, 
impact to Friends Meeting 

House (construction 
activities) 
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  No Action 
Alternative N. 3rd and Forster Street N. 6th and Verbeke Street N. 6th and Basin Street 

Community Cohesion No Impact 

Major, direct, short term or 
long term, adverse impacts 

for residents; moderate, 
indirect, short-term, adverse 

impact to the larger CAN 
community 

Major, direct, short term or 
long term, adverse impacts 

for residents, Friends 
Meeting House, Praise N' 

Play Daycare and 
surrounding community 

Major, direct, long-term, 
adverse impact to residents 

Cultural Environment 

Archaeological Resources No Impact 
Moderate, direct, long-term, 

adverse impact on 
archeological resources. 

Moderate, direct, long-term, 
adverse impact on 

archeological resources. 

Moderate, direct, long-term, 
adverse impact on 

archeological resources. 

Historic Structures No Impact 

Major, direct, long-term, 
adverse impact to historic 

structures; moderate, 
indirect, long-term, adverse 
visual impacts to Midtown 

Historic District, the 
Pennsylvania State Capitol 
District, and the Fox Ridge 

Historic District historic 
resources. 

No direct impacts; moderate, 
indirect, long-term, adverse 
impacts to the Broad Street 

Market, the German 
Evangelical Zion Lutheran 
Church and the Fox Ridge 

Historic District from visual 
impacts. 

No direct or indirect impact 
to historic structures 

Man-Made Environment 

Traffic Conditions No Impact 

Minor, direct, long term, 
adverse impact to operating
conditions due to changes in 
existing traffic volumes and 

patterns. 

Minor, direct, long term, 
adverse impact to operating
conditions due to changes in 
existing traffic volumes and 

patterns. 

Minor, direct, long term, 
adverse impact to operating
conditions due to changes in 
existing traffic volumes and 

patterns. 
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  No Action 
Alternative N. 3rd and Forster Street N. 6th and Verbeke Street N. 6th and Basin Street 

Parking No Impact 
Moderate, direct, long-term 
adverse impact to parking 

space availability 

Moderate, direct, long-term 
adverse impact to parking 

space availability 

Moderate, direct, long-term 
adverse impact to parking 

space availability 

Mass Transit No Impact 
Minor, direct, long-term, 
adverse impact to mass 

transit. 

Minor, direct, long-term, 
adverse impact to mass 

transit. 

Minor, direct, long-term, 
adverse impact to mass 

transit. 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Access No Impact No impact as traffic patterns 
would not be altered. 

Negligible impact 
anticipated for pedestrians 
and bicycles as a result of 

traffic pattern changes. 

Negligible impact 
anticipated for pedestrians 
and bicycles as a result of 

traffic pattern changes. 

Electrical Power No Impact Minor, direct, long-term, 
adverse impact 

Minor, direct, long-term, 
adverse impact 

Minor, direct, long-term, 
adverse impact 

Natural Gas No Impact Moderate, direct, adverse, 
short-term, impact 

Moderate, direct, adverse, 
short-term, impact 

Moderate, direct, adverse, 
short-term, impact 

Centralized Heating and Cooling 
Services No Impact Moderate, direct, adverse, 

short-term, impact 
Resource does not exist at 

this location. 
Resource does not exist at 

this location. 

Public Water and Wastewater Systems No Impact Minor, direct, long-term, 
adverse impact 

Minor, direct, long-term, 
adverse impact 

Minor, direct, long-term, 
adverse impact 

Telecommunications No Impact 

Moderate, direct, short term, 
adverse impact to Comcast; 

negligible impacts to 
Verizon’s capacity, and 

moderate, short-term 
impacts to Verizon services. 

Moderate, direct, short term, 
adverse impact to Comcast; 

negligible impacts to 
Verizon’s capacity, and 

moderate, short-term 
impacts to Verizon services. 

Comcast resource does not 
exist at this location; 
negligible impacts to 

Verizon’s capacity, and 
moderate, short-term 

impacts to Verizon services. 
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  No Action 
Alternative N. 3rd and Forster Street N. 6th and Verbeke Street N. 6th and Basin Street 

Site Contamination/Hazardous Waste No Impact 

Minor, direct, short term, 
adverse impact on public 

health and the environment 
from hazardous materials, 

wastes, or constituents. 

Minor, direct, short term, 
adverse impact on public 

health and the environment 
from hazardous materials, 

wastes, or constituents. 

Minor, direct, short term, 
adverse impact on public 

health and the environment 
from hazardous materials, 

wastes, or constituents. 



III.  Affected Environment & 
Environmental Consequences
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3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Methodology 

Discussions presented in this Environmental Assessment for the affected environment and 
potential environmental impacts are categorized by impact topics.  In general, these impact 
topics are groupings of natural, cultural, social, and manmade resources that have the 
potential to be impacted by the project.  Impact topics were identified based on Executive 
Orders; federal, state, and local laws, regulations, and guidelines; and the project team’s 
understanding of the nature of the Proposed Action and its potential impacts based on similar 
undertakings. 

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. 

Section 3.4 of the Environmental Assessment includes an analysis of direct impacts, indirect 
impacts, and cumulative effects.  Direct impacts are caused by the action and occur at the 
same time and place.  Indirect impacts are caused by the action and are later in time or farther 
removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Cumulative impacts are the impacts 
on the environment, that result from the incremental impact of the action when added to other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or 
non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from 
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time (40 
CFR 1508.7 – 1508.8).     

Potential impacts are described in terms of: 

• Context - are the effects site-specific, local, or even regional? 

• Intensity - are the effects negligible, minor, moderate, or major? 

• Type - are the effects beneficial or adverse? 
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• Duration - are the effects short-term, lasting through construction or less than one 
year, or long-term, lasting more than one year? 

The thresholds of change for the intensity of impacts are defined as follows1: 

• negligible, when the impact is localized and not measurable or at the lowest level of 
detection; 

• minor, when the impact is localized and slight but detectable; 

• moderate, when the impact is readily apparent and appreciable; or 

• major, when the impact is severely adverse and highly noticeable.  

This chapter also includes information on potential measures the government could take to 
mitigate for impacts from the proposed action at the end of each impact topic.  Final 
decisions on mitigation measures will be included with the final site selection. 

For each of the alternatives considered in this Environmental Assessment, every attempt has 
been made to assess the “worst case” or greatest impacts that could occur.  Because site 
layouts have not been prepared for the build alternatives shown in Chapter II, Alternatives 
Considered, impacts were analyzed assuming the entire area within the alternatives would be 
disturbed.  GSA will continue to look for ways to minimize and mitigate impacts during final 
design and construction. 

3.1 IMPACT TOPICS ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS 

Environmental studies conducted for this Environmental Assessment revealed that certain 
resources are either not present in the project area or would be affected negligibly by the 
project.  These resources are briefly discussed below, along with the rationale for not 
including additional discussion in this Environmental Assessment.  No further study on these 
topics is necessary, and mitigation measures are not indicated.  

                                                 

1 Impact intensities 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 Assessments for GSA and other federal agencies.  For the 
purposes of this Environmental Assessment, a major impact may be indicative of 
significance under NEPA. 
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Air Quality 

As required by the Clean Air Act, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has 
developed National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six criteria pollutants:  
ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, particulate matter, and lead.  At 
concentrations of the air pollutants above these standards, effects to human health may occur.  
If a geographic area has measured levels of air pollutants that exceed these threshold air 
quality standards, the area may be classified as a nonattainment area.  By contrast, areas with 
acceptable levels of air pollutants are classified as attainment areas.  Since each criterion 
pollutant is measured separately, a geographic area may be an attainment area for one 
pollutant while also a nonattainment area for another pollutant. 

The City of Harrisburg is in the Harrisburg-Lebanon-Carlisle marginal nonattainment area 
for ozone.  Though it occurs naturally in the stratosphere, the reactivity of ozone causes 
human health problems, interferes with plant growth, and is the major component of smog.  
Ozone is not emitted directly into the air but is formed by certain gases that in the presence of 
oxygen react to form ozone.  These gases, mainly nitrous oxides and volatile organic 
compounds, are emitted from a variety of sources including motor vehicles, power plants, 
chemical factories, dry cleaners, and consumer products. 

The City of Harrisburg is also in the Harrisburg-Lebanon-Carlisle marginal nonattainment 
area for particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 micrometers (PM2.5).  
Particulate matter in air includes both solid particles and liquid droplets.  PM2.5 particles are 
believed to pose the largest health risks to humans because they can lodge deeply in the 
lungs.  Sources of these fine particulates include motor vehicles, power plants, wood burning 
activities, and other industrial processes. 

The operation of the proposed courthouse would not directly generate additional pollutants 
that would violate any air quality standards or contribute substantially to such violation.  
Short term air quality effects due to emissions from construction equipment may occur, but 
would be localized and of short duration.  After construction, an increase in motor vehicle 
emissions may be experienced if traffic volumes were to increase considerably as a result of 
the project.  However, based on the traffic study presented in Section 3.6.1, Traffic 
Conditions, the increase in traffic due to construction of the new courthouse is expected to be 
negligible by comparison to the projected traffic increase due to regional growth factors.  The 
Proposed Action is expected to have negligible impacts on ambient air quality; therefore, no 
mitigation measures are indicated.  
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Environmental Justice 

Executive Order (EO) 12898 (The White House, 1994) directs that “…each Federal agency 
shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, 
as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of 
its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income 
populations…”.  Although GSA is not a member of the Interagency Federal Working Group 
(IWG) on Environmental Justice, the agency, in accordance with the Executive Order, 
complies with the provisions of the Order and assesses Environmental Justice issues as part 
of its NEPA review and analysis.   

While Environmental Justice focuses on impacts to human health and environmental effects, 
GSA recognizes that the proposed U.S. Courthouse would have social and economic effects 
on the City of Harrisburg and the residents at the alternative sites.  Therefore GSA conducted 
a Social Impact Assessment to analyze the potential impact that the construction and 
operation of the proposed courthouse may have on the social and economic environment.  
The results of this study are located in Section 3.4. Social Environment and in Appendix C.   

According to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), “Environmental Justice is the fair 
treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national origin, 
or income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of 
environmental laws, regulations, and policies.”  Fair treatment means that no group of people 
should bear a disproportionate share of the negative environmental consequences resulting 
from industrial, governmental and commercial operations or policies. Meaningful 
involvement means that: (1) people have an opportunity to participate in decisions about 
activities that may affect their environment and/or health; (2) the public’s contribution can 
influence the regulatory agency's decision; (3) their concerns will be considered in the 
decision making process; and (4) the decision makers seek out and facilitate the involvement 
of those potentially affected.  In order to have an impact under Executive Order 12898, the 
impact must be an adverse affect on human health or environment, and the impact must be in 
a way that has an ostensibly disproportionate impact on minority populations and low-
income populations.   

Low-income and minority populations were identified through the review of U.S. Census 
Data and discussions with local agencies and officials including the Harrisburg Planning 
Office, the HHA, the Harrisburg Public Schools and the NAACP.  Based on this analysis, it 
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has been determined that the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative and the N. 6th and Verbeke 
Street Alternative have a majority of residents that qualify as low-income and minority. 

N. 3rd and Forster Street  

Based on Census data and discussions with the City of Harrisburg, the percentage of low-
income, minority, and elderly persons on the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative is below 
the average for the City of Harrisburg and the State of Pennsylvania (U.S. Census Bureau, 
2005). 

N. 6th and Verbeke Street  

The population on N. 6th and Verbeke Street is comprised of a higher percentage of low-
income and minority persons than the average of the City of Harrisburg and the State of 
Pennsylvania (U.S. Census Bureau, 2005).  The Cumberland Court Apartments consists of 
approximately 108 units (approximately 200 residents) that are subsidized by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) through the Rental Assistance 
Payments (RAP) program and Section 236 of the National Housing Act.  The elderly 
population on the N. 6th and Verbeke Alternative is below the City and State averages. 

N. 6th and Basin Street  

The population of the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative is comprised of a higher percentage 
of low-income and minority persons than the average of the City of Harrisburg and the State 
of Pennsylvania (HHA, 2005).  Residents of the Jackson Lick Apartments are all elderly or 
disabled.  The Jackson Lick Apartments consist of approximately 144 units occupied by 
residents who are 55 years or older and have an income less than 30 percent of the median 
income for the federal standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA).     

Public Involvement 

GSA took several steps to ensure the participation of low-income and minority populations in 
preparation of the Environmental Assessment.  Public meetings were scheduled in both the 
day time and evening to accommodate all persons.  A public scoping meeting was held on 
July 14, 2005 at the Hamilton Elementary School in the vicinity of the N. 6th and Basin 
Alternative and the N. 6th and Verbeke Alternative.  Notices were delivered to the residents 
of these sites, and the HHA provided transportation to the meeting for the elderly and 
disabled residents of the Jackson Lick Apartments.  
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Surveys were distributed to residents of the alternative sites to solicit input to assess how the 
residents would be affected by relocation, if required.  Survey topics included transportation 
needs, employment, schools, daycare, and access to community services, shopping, and 
recreational areas. 

Additional public meetings were held with the residents of each of the alternative sites on 
November 9 and 10, 2005 to solicit additional comments.  These meetings targeted affected 
residents of each of the alternative sites rather than the community as a whole.  The first 
meeting on November 9th was held at the Harrisburg Friends Meeting House and was within 
walking distance of the Cumberland Court Apartments.  Notices were mailed to each of the 
residents at the apartment complex.  A second meeting was held at the Jackson Lick 
Apartments on November 10th to accommodate the elderly and disabled residents.  
Additional information on the public meetings is included in Section 1.5.   

A public hearing was held on April 18, 2006 for the public to learn more about the findings 
in the draft Environmental Assessment and to provide public testimony on the documents 
findings.  The public was also given the option of providing private testimony and to submit 
written comments regarding the draft Environmental Assessment and Section 106 process.  
This public hearing was held at the Benjamin Franklin Elementary School located near both 
the N. 6th and Verbeke Street and N. 6 and Basin Street Alternatives to provide easy access to 
residents of these sites.  

Potential for Disproportionate Impacts 

Construction of the proposed courthouse would have social and economic effects on the 
residents at the alternative sites.  GSA conducted a Social Impact Assessment to analyze the 
potential impact that the construction and operation of the proposed courthouse may have on 
the social and economic aspects of the environment.  The results of this study are located in 
Section 3.4. Social Environment and in Appendix C.  

Construction of the proposed U.S. Courthouse on any of the alternative sites would not have 
ecological or human health effects on low-income and minority residents.  The proposed 
action would not adversely affect air quality or water quality, nor would the action expose the 
residents to harmful chemicals or toxins.  Therefore, Environmental Justice was dismissed as 
an impact topic in this Environmental Assessment.   
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Geology and Topography 

According to the Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources 
(PADCNR) Physiographic Provinces of Pennsylvania, Map 13, the City of Harrisburg is 
located in the Great Valley Section of the Ridge and Valley Province.  The Great Valley is 
very broad with rolling terrain.  The underlying rock type is comprised of shale, sandstone, 
slate, limestone, and dolomite.  The geologic structure is comprised of thrust sheets, nappes, 
overturned folds, and steep faults.  No unique geological features are present in the City of 
Harrisburg.   

The Harrisburg area is characterized by flat to gently rolling urban land.  Topographic 
contours within the City of Harrisburg have been significantly altered by urban construction.  
The elevation of the City of Harrisburg ranges from 315 to 355 feet above mean sea level.  
The N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative, located about five blocks from the east bank of the 
Susquehanna River, has an elevation of about 331 feet above mean sea level, and the site is 
relatively flat.  The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative, located about ten blocks east of 
the Susquehanna River, has an elevation of about 340 feet above mean sea level and slopes 
gently to the west.  The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative, located about 11 blocks from the 
east bank of the Susquehanna River, has an elevation of about 341 feet above mean sea level 
and slopes gently to the southwest.  The natural slope of this site has been distorted by 
grading and development.  

Based on review of readily obtainable published data, no geologic or topographic features 
were identified that would present a physical constraint for construction on any of the three 
build alternatives.  The Proposed Action is not expected to have topographic or geologic 
impacts; therefore, no mitigation measures are indicated.  

Groundwater 

According to the United States Geologic Survey (USGS), there is no historical depth to 
groundwater information for the City of Harrisburg. There are no domestic wells or public 
water supply wells close enough to the project area to offer relevant depth to groundwater 
data for any of the three build alternatives, nor are any wells close enough to be affected by 
the project.  The City of Harrisburg is served by public water; and groundwater would not be 
used for potable water. 

The direction of shallow groundwater flow is expected to reflect the overlying topography of 
the region and would therefore flow in a southwesterly direction. Deeper aquifers beneath the 
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project area are controlled by the underlying geologic structure and attitude of the aquifer 
formations and may reflect differing flow patterns.   

Based on review of readily obtainable published data, no groundwater conditions were 
identified that would present a physical constraint for construction on any of the three build 
alternatives, and no mitigation measures are indicated.  

Noise 

Noise is defined as unwanted sound.  It has both physical characteristics that can be 
measured and psychological factors that cannot be measured.  Despite the psychological 
factors (for example, some people may be annoyed by the same loud music that others 
enjoy), research has shown a strong correlation between a physical measure called the A-
weighted decibel (dBA) and public annoyance.  The A-weighted scale accounts for 
differences in human hearing at different frequencies or pitches.  Common sources have the 
following range of levels in the A-weighted scale: birds, 40 dBA; conversation, 60 dBA; 
lawn mower, 70 dBA; diesel locomotive, 90 dBA; and jet take-off, 120 dBA.  Sound levels 
vary depending on the proximity of the source. 

Noise levels for combinations of sounds are added and subtracted based on a logarithmic 
scale.  As a result, the addition of two noises, such as a two trucks, one 100 dBA and the 
other 95 dBA, would result in a cumulative sound level of 101.2 dBA, not 195 dBA.  It is 
generally accepted that an increase of less than 3 dBA is not perceptible to humans.  Noise 
levels decrease with distance from the source and are reduced by barriers, both man-made 
(e.g., sound walls) and natural (forested areas, hills, etc.).  

The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has published noise/land use 
compatibility guidelines that set sound levels up to 65 dBA day-night average as acceptable 
for residential land use.  Sound levels exceeding 65 dBA are normally considered 
unacceptable for residential use, unless mitigated.   

There are no major sources of extreme sound levels in the project area.  As is typical of an 
urban area, the most predominant noise source is street traffic.   

The operation of the proposed courthouse would not directly generate additional noise that 
would contribute substantially to the ambient noise levels.  Short term effects due to noise 
generated by construction equipment may occur, but would be localized and of short 
duration.  Construction activities would be subject to local noise ordinances and restrictions.  
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After construction, an increase in noise levels due to motor vehicle traffic may be 
experienced if traffic volumes were to increase considerably as a result of the project.  
However, based on the traffic study presented in Section 3.6.1, Traffic Conditions, the 
increase in traffic due to construction of the new courthouse is expected to be negligible by 
comparison to the projected traffic increase due to regional growth factors.  The Proposed 
Action is expected to have negligible impacts on ambient noise; therefore, no mitigation 
measures are indicated.  

Radon 

Radon is a gaseous radioactive element that occurs naturally and is colorless, odorless, and 
extremely toxic.  Sources of radon are soils, rock, groundwater, and building materials.  
Radon is diluted in outdoor air and therefore occurs at concentrations that present little 
concern.  Indoors, radon can accumulate to levels that pose human health hazards.  Lung 
cancer is the only health effect that has been definitively linked with radon exposure. 

Based on a national residential survey completed in 1991, the average indoor radon level in 
the U.S. is 1.3 picocuries per liter (pCi/L), compared to an outdoor level of 0.4 pCi/L.  U.S. 
EPA has established a threshold limit of 4.0 pCi/L for indoor radon levels.  The U.S. EPA 
and the U.S. Geological Survey have evaluated the radon potential nationwide and have 
developed a map to assist in identifying geographical zones with higher potential for levels 
that exceed the U.S. EPA threshold of 4.0 pCi/L.  Most of Pennsylvania, including the 
project area, is within Zone 1, which has the highest potential (predicted indoor radon levels 
greater than 4 pCi/L). 

For any of the build alternative sites, construction of the proposed courthouse would 
incorporate building design and materials that would assure proper ventilation to minimize 
the risk of exposing people to dangerous radon levels.  Therefore, the Proposed Action would 
have no radon-related impacts, and no additional mitigation measures are indicated. 

Seismic Conditions 

The earthquake hazard in Pennsylvania is minor.  While the vast majority of earthquakes 
strike in areas of known fault lines or continental margins, areas within a continental plate 
can also experience devastating earthquakes.  Such an event occurred near New Madrid, 
Missouri in 1811-1812. 
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It is difficult to predict an earthquake, and until recently (30+ years) there was no systematic 
observation of seismic events within Pennsylvania.  However, from review of available 
records, it appears that approximately 65 earthquakes have struck Pennsylvania since 1727.  
However, not all of these earthquakes had epicenters in the state.  In fact, the earthquake in 
New Madrid, Missouri also affected Pennsylvania. 

Most earthquake damage in Pennsylvania is minor and consists of contents damage in 
buildings and very minor structural damage. However, an earthquake-like event in 1954 in 
Wilkes-Barre caused severe damage, although it is not clear if the event was an earthquake, 
or actually an underground mine collapse.  Many geologists believe it was a mine collapse 
because damage was confined to a relatively small area of five blocks, and seismic shocks 
were not as far spread as would be expected for an earthquake affecting the area.  Geologists 
believe a small natural seismic event could have led to the more damaging mine collapse. 

Based on the information from the Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural 
Resources and the U.S. Geological Survey’s earthquake hazard event profile map, it may be 
concluded that most of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, including the project area, lies 
in an area of very low seismic activity.  No seismic activity impacts were identified that 
would present potential risks due to unstable geological features at any of the build 
alternatives.  The Proposed Action is not expected to have any seismic impacts; therefore, no 
mitigation measures are indicated aside from compliance with applicable building codes 
designed to minimize seismic-related damage. 

Soils 

According to the USDA Soil Conservation Service Soil Survey for Dauphin County, the 
predominant soil type on the property is Urban land, alluvial materials (Ua).  The profile of 
this soil has been destroyed or covered with impervious materials.  There is no capability 
class assigned to this soil type.  There are no documented development constraints.  The soil 
does not meet the requirements for a hydric soil or farmland soils as defined by the Farmland 
Protection Policy Act. 

Based on review of readily obtainable published data, no characteristics, such as highly 
erodible soils, were identified that would present a physical constraint for construction on 
any of the three build alternatives, and no mitigation measures are indicated.  
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Surface Water Resources 

The City of Harrisburg is located along the Susquehanna River.  However, review of 
available mapping and site visits have revealed no surface water resources, including 
wetlands, within the area of the three build alternatives.  The N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative, N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative, and N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative 
are located approximately five, 10, and 11 blocks (respectively) from the east bank of the 
Susquehanna River. 

Based on review of readily obtainable published data, no surface water conditions were 
identified that would present a physical constraint for construction on any of the three build 
alternative sites, and no mitigation measures are indicated.  

Vegetation, Wildlife, and Species of Special Concern 

Due to the highly developed character of the build alternatives and their presence in an urban 
area, no natural vegetation is present.  Vegetation observed at the three sites consists of 
landscaped lawns with various ornamental trees and shrubs, such as oaks, maples, and 
evergreens.   Wildlife species observed during field investigations included squirrels, 
sparrows, robins, finches, and pigeons.  Other species that may be present may include ones 
that are accustomed to human activity and are typically known to inhabit developed areas 
such as robins, crows, starlings, and mourning doves.   

Federal and state agencies responsible for regulating and protecting species listed by the 
government as threatened or endangered were contacted to identify those listed species and 
their habitats potentially occurring in the project area.  The agencies contacted were the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), PA Fish and Boat Commission (PFBC), PA Game 
Commission (PGC), and the PA Department of Conservation and Natural Resources 
(PADCNR) Bureau of Forestry – Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) office.  
PNDI, a partnership of The Bureau of Forestry, the Western Pennsylvania Conservancy, and 
the Nature Conservancy – maintains lists of Biota of Concern in Pennsylvania.   

Agency response letters were received from all of the contacted regulating agencies (see 
Appendix B).  Those responses were as follows: 

PADCNR, PNDI, September 15, 2004: “PNDI records indicate no known occurrences of 
plant species of special concern within the project area specified therefore we do not 
anticipate any impact on endangered, threatened, or rare plant species…”  
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USFWS, August 2, 2005: “Except for occasional transient species, no federally listed or 
proposed threatened or endangered species under our jurisdiction are known to occur within 
the three proposed project areas.” 

PFBC, August 10, 2005: “No adverse impacts expected from the proposed project.” 

PGC, August 17, 2005 “…we have determined that the proposed project should not have any 
adverse impacts on state listed bird and mammal species.” 

Based on this coordination with federal and state resource protection agencies, the Proposed 
Action is expected to have no impacts on natural vegetative communities, habitats, and 
species of special concern; therefore, no mitigation measures are indicated.  

3.2 IMPACT TOPICS STUDIED IN DETAIL 

In addition to the Social Impact Assessment in Appendix C, the following issues have been 
analyzed in detail in this Environmental Assessment.  Existing Conditions and potential 
impacts to these resources are assessed in the following sections. 

3.3 NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

3.3.1 Floodplains and Flooding 

3.3.1.1 Existing Conditions 

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 1095.6, Consideration of Floodplains in Decision Making, also 
prohibits construction within the floodplain unless there is no practicable alternative. 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps for the City 
of Harrisburg and GIS data from the City of Harrisburg were evaluated to characterize 
floodplains in the vicinity of the build alternatives.  The three build alternatives for the 
Proposed Action are not located within the 100-year floodplain or the 500-year floodplain 
(see Figure 7). 
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Historically, there have been approximately seven major flood events in Harrisburg.  One of 
the earliest major flood events on record happened in 1936 when heavy rains caused the 
Susquehanna River to flood the low lying areas of the city of Harrisburg.  (U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, 1999).  The most notable flood that created the greatest damage to the city was 
Hurricane Agnes on June 22, 1972.  Hurricane Agnes caused $2.3 billion of damage, which 
included damage and inundation of the first floor of the Governor’s mansion.  Another major 
flood event occurred as a result of the ice and snow melt from the “Blizzard of 1996”.  The 
flood caused the partial collapse of the Walnut Street Bridge, a pedestrian bridge, which had 
spanned the Susquehanna River.  The portion of the Walnut Street Bridge connecting 
Harrisburg to City Island remains.  The most recent flood event occurred in April 2005 when 
heavy rain caused the Susquehanna River to flood in the Harrisburg area (National Climatic 
Data Center, 2005).   

Flash floods have also had an impact on the City of Harrisburg.  Flash flooding from heavy 
rains often causes street closures and creates access difficulties for people commuting in and 
out of the city.  Low-lying areas susceptible to flash flooding include the railroad underpass 
on Market Street and Herr Street and the intersection of Cameron Street and Maclay Street.  
Flooding recedes quickly after the rain event.   

N. 3rd and Forster Street  

The 100-year floodplain of the Susquehanna River is approximately 950 feet west, and the 
100-year floodplain of Paxton Creek is approximately 2,000 feet to the east of the N. 3rd and 
Forster Street Alternative.  The 500-year floodplain of the Susquehanna River is 
approximately 650 feet west of the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative.   

N. 6th and Verbeke Street  

The 100-year floodplain of Paxton Creek is approximately 1,400 feet to the east, and the 100-
year floodplain of the Susquehanna River is approximately 1,400 feet to the west of the N. 
6th and Verbeke Street Alternative.  The 500-year floodplain of Paxton Creek is 
approximately 1,400 feet to the east, and the 500-year floodplain of the Susquehanna River is 
approximately 1,000 feet to the west.   

N. 6th and Basin Street 

The 100-year floodplain of Paxton Creek is approximately 1,100 feet to the east, and the 100-
year floodplain of the Susquehanna River is approximately 2,100 feet to the west of the N. 
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6th and Basin Street Alternative.  The 500-year floodplain of Paxton Creek is approximately 
1,000 feet to the east.  The 500-year floodplain of the Susquehanna River is approximately 
1,400 feet to the west.  

3.3.1.2 Impacts to Floodplains and Flooding 

Criteria of Evaluation 

The Proposed Action or an alternative may have the potential for a significant impact on 
flood risk if it would: 

• Place structures within a 100-year or 500-year flood hazard area, which would 
impede or redirect flood flows; 

• Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death from floods 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have no impact on potential for flooding or flood-related 
damage in the Harrisburg area. 

Build Alternatives 

Under the build alternatives, the proposed U.S. Courthouse would be constructed outside of 
the 100-year and 500-year floodplain.  Therefore, there would be no direct impacts on flood 
levels, and the proposed building would not be subject to flood damage.  In the event of a 
100-year or 500-year flood, access from major and secondary arterials to all of the sites 
would be disrupted.  Flash flooding may also temporarily impede access via commuter routes 
to all three sites and the City in general.  Therefore, there may be a minor, indirect, short-
term, adverse impact on court operations from floods.  No cumulative impacts to flood levels 
or flood-related damage are anticipated. 
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Figure 7:  Floodplains 

3.4 SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT 

In order to fully address issues and needs raised during the public scoping period, GSA 
conducted a Social Impact Assessment (SIA) to analyze the potential impact that the 
construction and operation of the proposed U.S. Courthouse may have on the social aspects 
of the environment. These aspects include (but are not limited to):  
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• The ways people cope with life through their economy, social systems, and cultural 
values.  

• The ways people use the natural environment, for subsistence, recreation, spiritual 
activities, cultural activities, and so forth.  

• The ways people use the built environment, for shelter, making livelihoods, industry, 
worship, recreation, gathering together, etc.  

• The ways communities are organized, and held together by their social and cultural 
institutions and beliefs.  

• Ways of life that communities value as expressions of their identity.  

• Art, music, dance, language arts, crafts, and other expressive aspects of culture.  

• A group's values and beliefs about appropriate ways to live, family and extra-family 
relationships, status relationships, means of expression, and other expressions of 
community.  

• The esthetic and cultural character of a community or neighborhood-its ambience.  

SIA involves characterizing the existing state of such aspects of the environment, forecasting 
how they may change if a given action or alternative is implemented, and developing means 
of mitigating changes that are likely to be adverse from the point of view of an affected 
population (GSA, 1998). 

The SIA for the Harrisburg U.S. Courthouse includes assessment of potential impacts to land 
use planning, population levels, housing availability, access to and operation of community 
services and facilities, affects on community cohesion, and affects on low-income and 
minority populations.  In addition, a detailed economic analysis was conducted to determine 
the potential effects on the economy, employment, taxes, and revenue. 

3.4.1 Land Use Planning and Zoning 

3.4.1.1 Existing Conditions 

Harrisburg is the Capital of Pennsylvania, and government activities are centrally located in 
the downtown area and Central Business District (CBD) (see Figure 8).   The CBD is 
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bounded by Forster Street to the north, Market Street to the south, N. 7th Street to the east, 
and N. Front Street to the west.  The city contains a typical urban mix of land uses.  
Residential and commercial areas are dispersed throughout the city and along the 
surrounding interstate highway system, called Capital Beltway, and adjoining highways.  
Industrial uses are concentrated to the east along Cameron Street.  Dining and entertainment 
establishments are also within the CBD; located on Market Street, N. 3rd Street, and the 
recently revitalized 2nd Street.   

Land use and zoning within the City of Harrisburg is regulated by the City of Harrisburg, 
General Bureau of Planning.  The General Bureau of Planning provides guidance to the 
public through the distribution of the City of Harrisburg, Planning & Zoning Code.  This 
planning tool lists all of the ordinances within the city and gives a detailed description and 
definition of each zone; including the appropriate use of each zone, as well as restrictions.  
Detailed zoning descriptions are provided in Appendix D.   

The land use and zoning information for this study was obtained through a literary review of 
the City of Harrisburg, Planning & Zoning Code and personal communications with staff 
members of the City of Harrisburg, General Bureau of Planning. 

N. 3rd and Forster Street  

The N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative is located in downtown Harrisburg and within the 
CBD.  This alternative is bound by Forster Street to the north, N. 3rd Street to the east, North 
Street to the south, and Green Street to the west.  The site is approximately 3.6 acres and is 
comprised of a mix of residential and commercial properties with associated parking areas.  
The alternative lies entirely within the Harrisburg Municipal Historic District.   

The surrounding land use is a mix of government activities, residential row homes, and small 
commercial properties.  The Ronald H. Brown Charter School and row homes are across 
Forster Street to the north, the Pennsylvania State Museum and the State Capitol Complex 
are across N. 3rd Street to the east, and there is a mix of historic commercial and residential 
structures across North and Green Street to the south and west. 

According to the City of Harrisburg, Planning and Zoning Code, the site is currently zoned: 

• Community Commercial Limited Zone (CCL).  Zoned primarily for commercial retail 
uses, with residential dwellings, restaurants, cocktail lounges, professional offices, 
and parking structure permitted. 
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• Residential Limited Zone B (RLB).  Zoned primarily for one and two-family detached 
and attached dwellings, with home occupation use permitted.  This zone also permits 
community buildings, such as government buildings, churches, and schools.   

• Residential Professional Office Zone (RPO).  Zoned primarily for residential uses 
with professional office spaces permitted on the first floors and basements of existing 
dwellings.  “Mixed vertical uses”, which are buildings with mixed residential, 
professional office, and commercial uses, are also permitted, as are government 
buildings, churches, and schools.   

Zoning of the area surrounding the site includes CCL, RLB, RPO, Special Planned 
Development District (SPD), and Business General Zone (BG).  Refer to Appendix D for 
complete descriptions of zones.   

N. 6th and Verbeke Street  

The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative is located in Midtown Harrisburg and just outside 
of the CBD.  The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative is bound by Verbeke Street to the 
north, N. 6th Street to the east, Herr Street to the South, and Capital Street to the west.   The 
site is 6.0 acres and is comprised of the Cumberland Court Apartments; six residential 
apartment buildings with associated landscaped lawn, surface parking lots, and playground 
area, and the Friends Meeting House; a religious meeting facility with a daycare. 

The surrounding land use is a mix of historic and newer residential and commercial 
properties.  These properties include the Broad Street Market across Verbeke Street to the 
north, Benjamin Franklin Elementary School and Jackson Lick Apartments across N. 6th 
Street to the east, row homes across Herr Street to the south, and Fox Ridge Townhomes and 
Tabernacle Baptist Church across Capital Street to the west.  

According to the City of Harrisburg, Planning and Zoning Code, the site is currently zoned: 

• Residence Zone No. 4 (R-4).  Zoned primarily for residential uses, including higher 
density attached dwellings.  This zone also permits many community and commercial 
buildings, such as government buildings, churches, schools, professional offices, 
banks, and insurance agencies.   

 
• Community Commercial Limited Zone (CCL).  Zoned primarily for commercial retail 

uses, with residential dwellings, restaurants, cocktail lounges, professional offices, 
and parking structures permitted.   

 



U.S. Courthouse Harrisburg, Pennsylvania  Final Environmental Assessment 
 

-55 - 
 

Zoning of area surrounding the site includes CCL, BG, RLB, and Residential Planned 
Conversion Zone (RPC).  Refer to Appendix D for complete descriptions of zones.   

N. 6th and Basin Street  

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative is situated on the eastern fringe of Midtown 
Harrisburg and just north of the CBD.  The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative is bound by 
Basin Street to the north, PHEAA to the east, the Benjamin Franklin Elementary School to 
the south, and N. 6th Street to the west.  The site is 6.4 acres and contains two high-rise 
apartment buildings which make up the Jackson Lick Apartments, resident surface parking 
lots, and the pool house that services the Jackson Lick Community Pool which is located on 
an adjacent lot. 

 The surrounding land use is low rise commercial and the Bethesda Mission to the north and 
east; a community pool, school, and residential high rise properties to the south; and 
residential row homes and the Broad Street Market to the west.   

According to the City of Harrisburg, Planning and Zoning Code, the site is currently zoned:   

• Residential Planned Conversion Zone (RPC).  Zoned primarily for residential uses, 
including planned residential development.  This zone also permits community and 
commercial buildings, such as government buildings, churches, schools, and 
professional offices.   

Zoning of area surrounding the site includes CCL, BG, R-4, and RLB.  Refer to Appendix D 
for complete descriptions of zones.   
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Figure 8: Central Business District 
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Figure 9 – Current Zoning
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3.4.1.2 Impacts to Land Use Planning and Zoning 

Criteria of Evaluation 

The Proposed Action or an alternative may have the potential for a significant impact on land 
use or zoning in the area if it would: 

• Result in land uses that are incompatible with adjacent uses; and/or 

• Conflict with any zoning ordinances, comprehensive planning, or regulations enacted 
by agencies having jurisdiction in the planning area. 

Land use and zoning impacts attributable to a project are determined by changes to the site 
and the surrounding area, including changes in density and use, induced development, 
spurred revitalization, or increased vacancy.  Such changes are typically a function of the 
scale of the proposed development, proximity of other uses to the project site, existing 
zoning, the availability of vacant or underutilized land, the condition of surrounding 
buildings, and outside development forces. 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed U.S. Courthouse would not be constructed 
and therefore would not result in changes to land use and/or zoning within the City of 
Harrisburg or at any of the alternative sites.  Therefore, no direct, indirect, or cumulative 
impacts to land use and/or zoning would occur.  Land use on the alternative sites could 
change in the future consistent with Harrisburg land use plans and zoning requirements.   

N. 3rd and Forster Street  

Land use on the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative would be substantially altered due to 
the demolition of existing structures and construction of the proposed courthouse.  Use of 
this alternative for the courthouse would be compatible with land uses in the CBD.  In 
addition, the alternative is directly across from the State Capitol Complex and is consistent 
with this government land use.   However, use of this alternative for the proposed courthouse 
would not be consistent with residential land uses to the south and west.  In addition, the City 
of Harrisburg has indicated that they prefer the N. 3rd and Forster Alternative to remain in 
residential and commercial use and therefore is not consistent with City land use plans.   
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As with all the alternatives under consideration, indirect impacts to land use may occur as 
properties in the vicinity of the courthouse are converted to commercial activities and 
parking to serve employees and visitors to the courts, or to provide office space for 
businesses with activities related to the courts.  Properties in the vicinity of the N. 3rd and 
Forster Street Alternative could experience a conversion from residential land use to 
commercial land use or parking activities.  Therefore, this alternative would have moderate, 
direct and indirect, long-term, adverse impacts on land use planning in the City. 

Based on the zoning and descriptions provided in the City of Harrisburg, Planning and 
Zoning Code, construction of the U.S. Courthouse on portions of the site would not be totally 
consistent with the existing zoning. RLB and RPO Zones allow for public and/or government 
buildings; CCL does not.  The new courthouse may exceed the City’s height restrictions for 
the site depending on final design.  Zones RLB and RPO have a height restriction of 45 feet 
and Zone CCL has a height restriction of 50 feet.  However, according to the City of 
Harrisburg, Bureau of Planning, the City recognizes the diminishing capacity of land for 
development and the inability to expand outward; therefore, the Zoning Hearing Board 
frequently grants special exceptions to allow for upward development (Bureau of Planning, 
City of Harrisburg, 2005).  Construction of the proposed courthouse on the N. 3rd and 
Forster Alternative would have minor, direct, long-term, adverse impacts to local zoning. 

New development in the vicinity of the courthouse which may occur as a result of the 
proposed action would either be consistent with the City of Harrisburg, Planning and Zoning 
Code or appropriate measures to change the zoning would have to be undertaken.  Therefore, 
no indirect impacts to zoning would occur under this alternative. 

Historically, the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative has been primarily residential with a 
mix of small commercial properties.  Development in the downtown area of Harrisburg was 
stagnant throughout the 1980s after the out-migration to suburbia.  In the 1990s the site 
experienced a resurgence of activity during the revitalization of the downtown and 
government center.  High rise office space began to develop along Front Street, Market 
Street, N. 3rd Street, and Walnut Street.  In early 2000, new restaurants began to open along 
N. 2nd Street.  Developers began renovating the existing downtown buildings and turning 
them into successful restaurants, night clubs, and small commercial businesses.  The 
renaissance of downtown began to attract younger home buyers and retirees back to the city 
where they began renovating the neglected rowhomes of the downtown and mid-town 
neighborhoods.  Since 2000, the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative and surrounding area 
has been transformed into a stable historic community.  Currently, there is no planned future 
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development for the site and/or surrounding area; however, the residential and downtown 
development trend is expected to continue (City of Harrisburg, 2005).  This trend is predicted 
regardless of the project; therefore, no cumulative impacts are anticipated under the N. 3rd 
and Forster Street Alternative.   

N. 6th and Verbeke Street  

Land use on the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Site would be substantially altered due to the 
demolition of existing structures and construction of the proposed courthouse.  Use of this 
alternative would be consistent with land uses to the east including the PHEAA building and 
with nearby commercial uses such as the Broad Street Market to the north.  However, use of 
this site would not be compatible with residential uses to the south and east.  Therefore, this 
alternative would have a moderate, direct, long-term, adverse impacts on land use planning in 
the City. 

Indirect impacts to land use may occur as increased development of the surrounding vacant 
lots along N. 6th Street and to the west occurs in support of the courthouse.  Therefore, this 
alternative would have moderate, indirect, long-term, beneficial impact on land use planning 
in the City. 

Based on the zoning and descriptions provided in the City of Harrisburg, Planning and 
Zoning Code, construction of the U.S. Courthouse would not be totally consistent with all of 
the existing zoning within the site. R-4 zone allows for public and/or government buildings; 
CCL does not.  The proposed courthouse may exceed the height restrictions for the site 
depending on final design.  Zones R-4 has a height restriction of 45 feet and Zone CCL has a 
height restriction of 50 feet.  However, according to the City of Harrisburg, Bureau of 
Planning, the City recognizes the diminishing capacity of land for development and the 
inability to expand outward; therefore, the Zoning Hearing Board frequently grants special 
exceptions to allow for upward development (Bureau of Planning, City of Harrisburg, 2005).  
Construction of the proposed courthouse on the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative would 
have minor, direct, long-term, adverse impacts to local zoning. 

New development in the vicinity of the courthouse which may occur as a result of the 
proposed action would either be consistent with the City of Harrisburg, Planning and Zoning 
Code or appropriate measures to change the zoning would have to be undertaken.  Therefore, 
no indirect impacts to zoning would occur under this alternative. 
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The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative has been used primarily for commercial activities 
with a mix of low rise residential properties from the 1800s until the mid-1970s.  The Friends 
Meeting House was constructed in 1964-65 and by 1975 the site also contained the existing 
Cumberland Court Apartments.  The anchor commercial property for the neighborhood was, 
and still remains today, the Broad Street Market. Other surrounding properties include the 
Jackson Lick Apartments, Benjamin Franklin Elementary School, Fox Ridge Townhomes, 
and the Tabernacle Baptist Church.  Aside from the Broad Street Market, commercial 
development in this area has been stagnant; however, in the past 5 years, residential 
development has significantly increased.  A new townhouse development, Capitol Heights 
Townhomes, has been built to the north and continues to grow and expand to the north and 
west.  The city recently announced plans for the Marketplace Townhomes at the corner of N. 
6th and Reily Streets.  There are also several vacant lots for sale to the north, along N. 6th 
Street, although there is currently no planned future development for these lots or the N. 6th 
and Verbeke Street Alternative (see Figure 10).  This period of revitalization for the N. 6th 
Street Corridor is expected to continue regardless of the project, but may increase in pace or 
may contribute to increased commercial development.  Therefore, with the N. 6th and 
Verbeke Street Alternative, moderate, long-term, beneficial cumulative impacts to land use 
are anticipated.   

N. 6th and Basin Street  

Land use on the N. 6th and Basin Street Site would be substantially altered due to the 
demolition of existing structures and construction of the proposed courthouse.  Use of this 
alternative would be consistent with land uses to the east including the PHEAA building and 
with nearby commercial uses such as the Broad Street Market to the northwest.  However, 
use of this site would not be compatible with residential uses to the west.  Therefore, this 
alternative would have moderate, direct, long-term, adverse impacts on land use planning in 
the City. 

Indirect impacts to land use may occur as increased development of the surrounding vacant 
lots along N. 6th Street and along N. 7th Street to the east occurs in support of the courthouse.  
Therefore, this alternative would have moderate, indirect, long-term, beneficial impact on 
land use planning in the City. 

Based on the zoning and descriptions provided in the City of Harrisburg, Planning and 
Zoning Code, construction of the U.S. Courthouse would not be totally consistent with the 
existing zoning for the site. The current zoning of the N. 6th and Basin Street site, RPC 



U.S. Courthouse Harrisburg, Pennsylvania  Final Environmental Assessment 

-62 - 
 

allows for the construction or placement of a government building.  The proposed courthouse 
would exceed the height restrictions of the zone as does the existing Jackson Lick 
Apartments.  Zone RPC has a height restriction of 45 feet.  However, according to the City of 
Harrisburg, Bureau of Planning, the City recognizes the diminishing capacity of land for 
development and the inability to expand outward; therefore, the Zoning Hearing Board 
frequently grants special exceptions to allow for upward development (Bureau of Planning, 
City of Harrisburg, 2005).  Construction of the proposed courthouse on the N. 6th and 
Verbeke Street Alternative would have minor, direct, long-term, adverse impacts to local 
zoning. 

New development in the vicinity of the courthouse which may occur as a result of the 
proposed action would either be consistent with the City of Harrisburg, Planning and Zoning 
Code or appropriate measures to change the zoning would have to be undertaken.  Therefore, 
no indirect impacts to zoning would occur under this alternative. 

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative has historically been comprised of a mix of 
commercial, industrial, and low rise residential activities. This mix of activities was present 
on the site until the mid-1950s.  In 1960, the existing Jackson Lick Apartments were 
constructed and the Jackson Lick Community Pool house was built on the site in 1968. 
Today, all activity on the site is associated with the residential high rise apartment complex 
and the pool house (the pool is located on an adjacent property). The primary commercial 
activity in the surrounding area revolves around the Broad Street Market, located across N. 
6th Street to the west.  Other commercial activity in the area includes a gas station, motel, 
Jackson Lick Community Pool, and PHEAA; however, they do not provide an interactive 
environment for the residents of the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative.  The Benjamin 
Franklin Elementary School is also located immediately south of the site, but the school does 
not provide any services for the Jackson Lick Apartments.  The remainder of the surrounding 
area is low rise residential townhomes.  The development of the Capitol Heights Townhomes 
has helped revitalize the dilapidated neighborhood.  The Marketplace Townhouse complex is 
slated for development directly west of the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative, across N. 6th 
Street.  There are also several additional vacant lots for sale to the north, along N. 6th Street; 
however, there is currently no planned future development for these lots (See Figure 10).  
This period of revitalization for the N. 6th Street Corridor is expected to continue regardless 
of the project, but may increase in pace or may contribute to increased commercial 
development.  Therefore, under the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative, moderate, long-term, 
beneficial cumulative impacts to land use are anticipated. 
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3.4.2 Population and Housing 

3.4.2.1 Existing Conditions 

Table 3 illustrates the population of the City of Harrisburg declined by 6.3 percent in the 
decade between 1990 and 2000 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2005).  The City of Harrisburg has also 
experienced a decline in the number of housing units between 1990 and 2000 for a net loss of 
1.1 percent (See Table 4).   

Table 3:  Population Change 1990-2000 
 

1990 
Population 

2000 
Population 

Population 
Change 

Percent 
Change 

Pennsylvania  11,881,643 12,281,054 399,411 3.4 

Dauphin County  237,813 251,798 13,985 5.9 

The City of Harrisburg 52,376 49,100 - 3,276 - 6.3 

Census Tract 201 / Block Group 1  86 1,196 1,110 1291 

Census Tract 201 / Block Group 1 / Blocks 
1002, 1003, 1011, 1013, 1025, 1059 
(N. 3rd and Forster Street) 

N/A 104 N/A N/A 

Census Tract 203 / Block Group 1  211 1,580 1,369 649 

Census Tract 203 / Block Group 1 / Block 1021 
(Includes N. 6th and Basin Street) 

N/A 641 N/A N/A 

Census Tract 203 / Block Group 1 / Blocks 
1031, 1032, 1033  
(N. 6th and Verbeke Street) 

N/A 226 N/A N/A 
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Table 4:  Housing Occupancy 

 1990 
Total 

Housing 
Units 

2000 
Total 

Housing 
Units 

Percent 
Change 

2000 
Occupied 
Housing 

Units 

2000 
Vacant 
Housing 

Units 

Pennsylvania  4,938,140 5,249,750 6.3 4,777,003 472,747 

Dauphin County  102,684 111,133 8.2 102,670 8,463 

The City of Harrisburg 24,590 24,314 - 1.1 20,561 3,753 

Census Tract 201 / Block 
Group 1  40 908 2,170 766 142 

Census Tract 201 / Block 
Group 1 / Blocks 1002, 
1003, 1011, 1012, 1013, 
1025, 1059 

(N. 3rd and Forster Street) 

N/A 81 N/A 68 13 

Census Tract 203 / Block 
Group 1  86 1,319 1,434 1,099 220 

Census Tract 203 / Block 
Group 1 / Block 1021 

(Includes N. 6th and Basin 
Street) 

N/A 674 N/A 536 138 

Census Tract 203 / Block 
Group 1 / Blocks 1031, 
1032, 1033 

(N. 6th and Verbeke 
Street) 

N/A 107 N/A 102 5 

N. 3rd and Forster Street  

The N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative consists of approximately 12 owner-occupied 
residential units, three owner-occupied multi units (i.e., owner-occupied plus one or more 
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Figure 10: Vacant Lot in the Vicinity of the Build Alternatives 
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tenants), 64 residential tenants, 16 office spaces, five restaurants, and one nightclub.  In 
addition, there is a billboard and two parking lots. 

The residential units in this area vary in condition.  Several units have been renovated or are 
being remodeled while maintaining historic characteristics.  Other units show evidence of 
physical deterioration.   However, the neighborhood is desirable and consequently, there is a 
low vacancy rate. This site is located within the Harrisburg Historic District, which is listed 
on the National Register of Historic Places.  The Harrisburg Historic District, according to 
City officials, “…has been flourishing…” since the mid 1980s.  The general opinion of 
occupants, city officials, historic district and appraisers interviewed is that this location is 
unique.  Furthermore, those interviewed indicated there are no other neighborhoods 
resembling the characteristics, features and architecture of this area close to downtown and 
the capital (H.C. Peck, 2005). 

N. 6th and Verbeke Street  

According to information provided by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2005), the N. 6th and 
Verbeke Street Alternative consists of approximately 108 subsidized apartment units with 
approximately 200 residents, including families, single adults, and elderly residents within 
the Cumberland Court Apartments. Cumberland Court Apartments are subsidized by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) through the Rental Assistance 
Payments (RAP) program and Section 236 of the National Housing Act.  The RAP program 
is one of HUD’s project-based rental assistance programs.  RAP is considered a “deep 
subsidy” because it typically covers the difference between an affordable, income-based rent 
paid by a household and the actual rent of the unit. RAP is similar to Section 8 and Rent 
Supplement housing; however, Section 8 voucher based assistance travels with the family, 
and the Rental Assistance Payment program ends when either the mortgage or the property 
goes away. 

Section 236 of the National Housing Act is a program in which HUD provides interest 
subsidies (Interest Reduction Payments (IRP) subsidies) and mortgage insurance to private 
developers of low and moderate income housing.  Assistance from Section 236 is considered 
a “shallow subsidy” because it typically provides less rental assistance per household than 
Section 8 and usually reduces the rent by some small fixed amount (National Housing Trust, 
2004).   
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There are approximately 24 one-bedroom, 72 two-bedroom, and 12 three-bedroom units 
within the Cumberland Court Apartments.  Rent for each unit is approximately 30 percent of 
the occupant’s monthly gross income.  Currently, there is a two year wait for one- and two-
bedroom apartments and a five year wait for three-bedroom apartments.   

N. 6th and Basin Street 

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative contains the Jackson Lick apartment complex which 
serves as subsidized housing for the elderly and the physically disabled.  The complex is 
owned by the HHA and consists of two 12-story high rises, known as the Jackson Building 
and the Lick Building.  

The Jackson building is currently vacant.  There are 20 units per floor for a total of 240 units.  
Each floor has four one-bedroom units each with approximately 580 square feet and 16 
efficiency/studio type units each with approximately 347 square feet. The Housing Authority 
vacated the residents as part of a plan to renovate the Jackson building in order to provide 
better assisted living when the tenants returned.  Renovation plans for the Jackson building 
were put on hold by HHA due to changes in the scope of the project.  HHA has kept 
renovation plans for the Jackson building on hold pending the outcome of the site selection 
for the U.S. Courthouse.    

The Lick building has 144 one-bedroom units and at the time of the survey, only two or three 
vacancies.  There is a waiting list for any vacancy.  Each floor has 12 units, four of which are 
smaller in size, measuring 588 square feet, and eight of which are larger units, measuring 650 
square feet. 

The rent for each one-bedroom unit is approximately 30 percent of the occupant’s income.  
In order to qualify for housing in the Jackson Lick Apartments, an applicant must be 55 years 
or older and have an income less than 30 percent of the median income for the federal 
standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA).   In 2005, 30 percent of the median income 
was $12,750 for one person and $14,550 for two people.  Most residents that reside in the 
Jackson Lick Apartments live in one person units (Harrisburg Housing Authority, 2005b).    
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3.4.2.2 Impacts to Population and Housing 

Criteria of Evaluation 

The Proposed Action or an alternative may have the potential for a significant impact on 
population and housing if it would: 

• Displace housing stock and large numbers of people residing in the planning area and 
necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. 

• Directly or indirectly cause large population and housing growth in the planning area 
that would conflict with local goals and supporting capabilities. 

The cost of residential relocations and the availability of replacement housing was assessed 
by H.C. Peck and Associates, Inc. for the General Services Administration (H.C. Peck, 
2005).  The results of that study were used to assist in assessing impacts to population and 
housing at each of the alternative sites. 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have no impact on population levels or housing stock in 
the City of Harrisburg. 

N. 3rd and Forster Street  

Construction of the proposed U.S. Courthouse on the N. 3rd and Forster Alternative would 
result in the displacement of 79 residential units (15 owner occupied, 64 tenant occupied).  
This would have a minor, direct, long-term adverse impact on housing stock in the City of 
Harrisburg.  Relocations would have major, direct, short-term adverse impacts to individual 
residents. 

There is ample replacement housing available in the City of Harrisburg for the 
homeowner/occupants of the N. 3rd and Forster Alternative though the replacement 
neighborhoods lack some of the historic ambiance of the subject site.  There are homes 
available for sale in a comparable historic neighborhood downtown, but since those houses 
lie in a floodplain, they were not included in the relocation report (H.C. Peck, 2005). 



U.S. Courthouse Harrisburg, Pennsylvania  Final Environmental Assessment 

-69 - 
 

The 64 residential tenant occupants of the N. 3rd and Forster site are paying close to market 
rent for their apartment homes. The survey of current Harrisburg apartment vacancies 
indicates an overall 4 percent vacancy for apartment complexes in the subject area after a 6-
month inactive period needed to move applications up the waiting lists, as well as a healthy 
20 to 25 units available per month from private landlords without the necessity of a wait.  
Both of these options would provide adequate replacement housing for tenant displacees 
from the N. 3rd and Forster Alternative.   As GSA would comply with the Uniform 
Relocation Act; there would be a minor, direct, long-term, adverse impact to residents. 

Moderate, indirect, long-term, adverse impacts to population and housing may occur if 
residential properties in the vicinity of the alternative site are converted to commercial uses 
compatible with the courthouse.   

N. 6th and Verbeke Street  

Construction of the proposed U.S. Courthouse on the N. 6th and Verbeke Alternative would 
result in the acquisition and relocation of 108 apartment units with approximately 200 
residents (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2005). This loss of housing 
would have a moderate ,direct, long-term, adverse impact on the availability of affordable, 
subsidized housing in the City of Harrisburg, and a major, direct, short-term adverse impact 
on the low-income residents of the apartment complex.  

Research indicates that although no similar subsidized housing with project-based assistance 
will be available in the foreseeable future, early payment of the mortgage by the property 
owner would qualify residents displaced under this alternative for superior, tenant based 
housing vouchers.  GSA would coordinate with HUD to ensure that Section 8 (Housing 
Choice) vouchers would be provided for the number of units at the property and allow the 
tenants, with the help of GSA relocation specialists, to secure housing on the private market.   
A family may choose a unit anywhere in the United States where there is a Public Housing 
Authority that administers a tenant-based housing choice voucher program. However, the 
family may only use the voucher to lease a unit in an area where the family is income eligible 
at admission to the program (24 CFR Part 982).  According to Harrisburg Housing Authority, 
there is substantial landlord interest in tenants with vouchers and this fact should supply 
adequate availability for relocation these families.  This would allow the tenants to obtain 
housing with HUD subsidy that is generally superior to their current subsidy and would 
mitigate some of the impact to displaced residents. 
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The costs associated with placing low income individuals with Housing Choice Vouchers 
into the private market housing ranges between $7,000 and $10,000 per family.  Under the 
Uniform Relocation Act, benefits to displaced individuals would expire after 42 months; 
however residents of the Cumberland Court Apartments would receive HUD Housing Choice 
Vouchers which would continue as long as the resident qualifies for assistance.  Replacement 
Housing Payments to the tenants under the Uniform Act would be required in addition to the 
vouchers if the replacement dwelling’s program required the tenant to pay an additional 
portion of the family’s income – 40 percent versus 30 percent at Cumberland Court – before 
the subsidy paid the remainder of the rent.  The difference between the percentage of 
monthly family income being paid at Cumberland Court and the amount required at the 
replacement location would be paid for a period of 42 months, after which time the subsidy 
would remain in place but the percentage differential would be discontinued.  Therefore, 
there would be a minor, direct, long-term, adverse impact on displaced residents under this 
alternative. 

Moderate, indirect, long-term, adverse impacts to population and housing may occur if 
residential properties in the vicinity of the alternative site are converted to commercial uses 
compatible with the courthouse.   

N. 6th and Basin Street 

Construction of the proposed U.S. Courthouse on the N. 6th and Basin Alternative would 
result in the acquisition and relocation of 144 occupied units in the Jackson Lick Apartments.   

No new public or private assisted-living housing for low-income elderly or disabled residents 
is or will be available in the Harrisburg area for the foreseeable future.  Displaced Jackson 
Lick residents could be relocated to other existing public housing in Harrisburg if units were 
available.  HHA has 1,736 units of public housing with 505 people currently on the waiting 
list.   The annual turnover rate is 125 residents, and the waiting list is open.  It is assumed 
that if the N. 6th and Basin Alternative were selected, no residents could be relocated into 
existing public housing because the long delay for available units would not produce an 
adequate number of units within the project time line.  The length of the existing wait list 
demonstrates that there is a high demand within the community for low-income, elderly 
housing and that demand would worsen if Jackson Lick residents were added to the list and 
the Lick Building is removed from the subsidized housing stock. 
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Regulations require that displacees in assisted housing be offered replacement housing in the 
same or similar program before being offered housing on the private market.  The special 
needs of the elderly and disabled residents of Jackson Lick require relocation to comparably 
equipped housing that only become available in the market at a rate of approximately seven 
per month after a mandatory 6-month application waiting period.   

The replacement housing payment (RHP) for each displaced resident is based on the 
individual contributing 30 percent of their gross monthly household income toward the rent 
and utilities of a comparable unit as they currently do to live at Jackson Lick.   The average 
rent payment for Jackson Lick residents is currently $203, and the high average of available 
replacement one-bedroom units in comparable complexes was found to be $750 per month.  
This high average of $750 per month is more than three times the current average rental 
payment for Jackson Lick residents.  The difference between the residents’ current rent and 
the market rate would be made up by benefits under the Uniform Relocation Act.  However, 
these benefits to displaced individuals would expire after 42 months leaving relocated 
residents with no continuing public housing assistance (H.C. Peck, 2005). 

If the project cannot move forward because housing cannot be found within that statutory 
limit, a one-time super payment is made to the residents under 24.404 - Housing of Last 
Resort.  A "super-payment" is a payment under this section that far exceeds the statutory cap 
outside of Housing of Last Resort, but is necessary to both provide the relocated resident 
with the financial means to obtain replacement housing and allows the project to advance on 
a timely schedule. Super payments are often required when very low income tenants can only 
find comparable available housing on the open market. 

These conditions result in a major, direct, long-term adverse impact on the housing stock for 
low-income, elderly and disabled persons in the City of Harrisburg, and a major, direct, long-
term adverse impact on the elderly and disabled residents currently residing in the apartment 
complex.   

Moderate, indirect, long-term, adverse impacts to population and housing may occur if 
residential properties in the vicinity of the alternative site are converted to commercial uses 
compatible with the courthouse.   
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3.4.3 Economy and Employment 

3.4.3.1 Existing Conditions 

According to local officials, the City of Harrisburg, was the second most distressed city in 
the nation in 1981.  Since then, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, in Dauphin County, has undergone 
an economic resurgence, with net gains in the number of businesses, private sector jobs, and 
a ten-fold increase in property values.  Harrisburg is now the region’s center for finance, 
transportation, commerce, recreation, special events, history, entertainment, arts, and 
government (Mayor’s Office of Economic Development, 2004).   

Table 5 presents the unemployment total and rate between 2000 and 2005 for the civilian 
labor force obtained from the Pennsylvania Center for Workforce Information and Analysis 
(CWIA) (Center for Workforce Information and Analysis, 2001) and the U.S. Census Bureau 
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2000).  The unemployment rate of the civilian labor force in the United 
States in 2000 was 5.8 percent, which decreased in 2004 to 5.3 percent, and decreased again 
in 2005 to 4.9 percent.  The unemployment rate in the State of Pennsylvania reflects the same 
trend as in the United States.  Dauphin County, Pennsylvania, had a slightly lower percentage 
(4.5 percent) of unemployment in 2000 to begin with than the U.S. percentage.  
Unemployment in Dauphin County increased slightly to 4.8 percent in 2004 but then 
decreased to 4.1 percent in 2005.  The unemployment rate in the Harrisburg-Carlisle 
Metropolitan Statistical Area averaged approximately 4 percent in 2005. 

Table 5.  2000-2005 Unemployment Total and Rate for Civilian Labor Force 

 2000 
Population 

Total 

2000 
Unemployment 

Total 

2000 
Unemployment 

Rate 

May 2004 
Unemployment 

Rate 

May 2005 
Unemployment 

Rate 

United States 137,668,798 7,947,286 5.8% 5.3% 4.9% 

State of 
Pennsylvania  5,992,886 339,386 5.7% 5.3% 4.7% 

Dauphin 
County  128,611 5,806 4.5% 4.8% 4.1% 

City of 
Harrisburg 23,283 2,292 9.8% Data not 

available Data not available 

Source:  U.S. Department of Labor 
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The following three City of Harrisburg alternative sites were chosen for the construction of 
the proposed U.S. courthouse. 

N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative 

The buildings on this site include a multi-story office building, mixed use 
residential/commercial buildings, and single family residences.  The N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative contains 17 office spaces occupied by businesses and non-profit organizations, 
five restaurants, and one nightclub.  The site is located within the City of Harrisburg Central 
Business District and the surrounding land uses include additional offices, restaurants, and 
residential areas. 

N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative 

The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative contains the privately owned Cumberland Court 
Apartments and the Friends Meeting House.  Within the Meeting House is the Praise and 
Play Early Learning Center.  Commercial land uses in the vicinity include the Broad Street 
Market located between N. 3rd and N. 6th Streets. The Benjamin Franklin Elementary 
School, located at 1205 N. 6th Street, is located east of the site. 

N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative 

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative contains the Jackson Lick Apartments, owned and 
operated by the Harrisburg Housing Authority, and the pool house associated with the 
Jackson Lick Pool, owned by the City of Harrisburg.  Commercial land uses in the vicinity 
include the Broad Street Market located between N. 3rd and N. 6th Streets and the PHEAA 
building located at 1200 N. 7th Street.  Surrounding land use also includes the Benjamin 
Franklin Elementary School, located at 1205 North 6th Street 

3.4.3.2 Relocation Impacts on Economy and Employment 

Criteria for Evaluation 

The Proposed Action or an alternative may have the potential for a significant impact on 
population and housing if it would: 

• Displace businesses in the planning area with resulting job losses and reductions in 
economic activity. 
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H.C. Peck and Associates conducted an assessment of relocations for the proposed U.S. 
courthouse.  These assessments were based on the assumption that all relocation services 
would be performed in accordance with federal regulations (Section 213, Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, Public Law 91-646, 84 Stat. 
1894 (42 U.S.C. 4601) as amended by the Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation 
Assistance Act of 1987).  

Impacts 

No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have no impact on the economic or employment conditions 
within the City of Harrisburg.  No businesses would be displaced under this alternative. 

N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative 

Construction of the proposed U.S. courthouse under this alternative would directly impact 
economic and employment conditions in the City of Harrisburg through the displacement of 
22 businesses: 17 office entities, five restaurants, and one nightclub.   

There is comparable office supply in Harrisburg to meet the demand of displaced office 
occupants from the N. 3rd and Forster Alternative (see Table 6).  The average price per 
square foot for available space for small, medium, and large offices is similar to existing 
rents at the N. 3rd and Forster site. In the two largest office categories examined, the price 
per square foot is lower than the current office rents.  In each of these categories, the 
identified rents for comparably sized locations were $4 per square foot less than current 
rents. However, the resulting costs for small displaced offices were higher than current rents. 
For example, an 800 square foot office could result in an annual rent increase of $9,600.  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.  
Therefore, there would be a moderate, direct, long-term, adverse impact to individual office 
entities and a negligible, direct, long-term, adverse impact to the City of Harrisburg 
economy. 
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Table 6.  Office Space Availability for the N. 3rd & Forster Street Alternative  

Office Size and 
Availability Number of Units Square Footage Average Price Per 

Square Foot 

Impacted Small 
Sized Offices 6 100 - 1,000 $16.00 

Available 10 100 - 800 $17.00 

Impacted Medium 
Sized Offices 4 1,000 – 1,500 $17.27 

Available 15 800 - 2,000 $13.14 

Impacted Large 
Sized Offices 7 1,500 – 4,000 $17.73 

Available 14 2,000 - 5,000 $13.11 
Source: H.C. Peck & Associates, Inc. 

One nightclub would be displaced under the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative.  Suitable 
relocation space has not been identified for this business. As this business’ clientele work or 
reside downtown, it is assumed that the nightclub would focus on remaining in Harrisburg.  
If the nightclub is unable to relocate within the City of Harrisburg, there would be a major, 
direct, long-term, adverse impact to the nightclub owner and a minor, direct, long-term, 
adverse impact to the City of Harrisburg economy. 

Five restaurants would be displaced under the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative.  Four 
properties were identified for the impacted restaurants; however, it cannot be assumed that 
these four businesses would immediately relocate to an available parcel. Other new 
businesses may plan to purchase these properties, or existing businesses in other parts of the 
city may relocate to these areas. Due to this limited supply and relocations by potential 
outside entities, the relocation report estimated a lead-time for the relocation of these 
businesses at 12 to 18 months. As the businesses are based downtown and potentially rely on 
a downtown lunch and dinner/happy hour clientele, it is assumed they would seek to remain 
in the downtown Harrisburg area. If the restaurants are unable to relocate within the City of 
Harrisburg, there would be a major, direct, long-term, adverse impact to the restaurant 
owners and a moderate, direct, long-term, adverse impact to the City of Harrisburg economy. 

Under the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative there would be moderate, indirect, short-
term, adverse impacts to employment.  Employees may be temporarily unemployed as 
businesses relocate.  However, the relatively low unemployment rate in the region indicates 
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that the displaced employees should be able to find new employment with relative ease.  
Residential relocations under the N. 3rd and Forester Street Alternative could result in 
reduced business traffic to businesses remaining in the area.  However, the employees and 
visitors associated with the new U.S. Courthouse would help to offset this impact.   

No cumulative impacts to economy and employment are anticipated due to business 
relocations. 

N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative 

Construction of the proposed U.S. Courthouse on the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative 
would directly impact economic and employment conditions through the displacement of the 
Cumberland Court Apartment complex,  and the Friends Meeting House, which houses the 
Quaker Church, and the Praise and Play Early Learning Center, both of which are non-profit 
organizations.  Relocation space similar to the existing facilities has not been identified for 
these entities.  The Friends Meeting House could be relocated into available commercial 
space in the vicinity of their current site until a new facility could be constructed.  If the 
apartment complex and daycare center are unable to relocate in the City of Harrisburg, there 
would be a major, direct, long-term, adverse impact to the business owners and a minor, 
direct, long-term, adverse impact to the City of Harrisburg economy. 

Under the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative there would be moderate, indirect, short-
term, adverse impacts to employment.  Employees of the apartment complex and the Praise 
and Play Early Learning Center may be temporarily unemployed. However, the relatively 
low unemployment rate in the region indicates that the displaced employees should be able to 
find new employment.  Residential relocations under the N. 6th and Verbeke Street 
Alternative could result in reduced business traffic to the Broad Street Market.  However, the 
employees and visitors associated with the new U.S. Courthouse would help to offset this 
impact.   

No cumulative impacts to economy and employment are anticipated due to business 
relocations. 

N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative 

Construction of the proposed U.S. Courthouse on the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative 
would not directly impact economic conditions in the City of Harrisburg.  No businesses 
would be relocated under this alternative.  However, there would be moderate, indirect, 
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short-term, adverse impacts to employment under this alternative.  Harrisburg Housing 
Authority (HHA) employees at the Jackson Lick Apartment complex may be temporarily 
unemployed if the HHA is unable to place them in new positions.  However, the relatively 
low unemployment rate in the region indicates that the displaced employees should be able to 
find new employment.  Residential relocations under the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative 
could result in reduced business traffic to the Broad Street Market.  However, the employees 
and visitors associated with the new U.S. Courthouse would help to offset this impact.   

No cumulative impacts to economy and employment are anticipated due to business 
relocations. 

3.4.3.3 Courthouse Impacts on Economy and Employment 

Criteria for Evaluation 

The Proposed Action or an alternative may have the potential for a significant impact on 
population and housing if it would: 

• Directly or indirectly cause large economic or employment growth in the planning 
area. 

Direct and indirect effects of employment associated with the proposed U.S. Courthouse 
were analyzed utilizing the United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic 
Analysis RIMS II (Regional Input-Output Modeling System).  The RIMS II provides a 
method to estimate the regional input–output multipliers for certain industries.  These 
estimated multipliers allow projects to be analyzed with an understanding of their impact on 
earnings and employment for the community as a whole. The current RIMS II multiplier 
tables account for nearly 500 U.S. industries and this information is further adjusted for 
regional economic variances.  The Harrisburg Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) was used 
to estimate the salaries of workers involved in and affected by the proposed project and was 
also used as the geographic base for the regional input-output information selected. 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative the proposed U.S. Courthouse would not be constructed and 
there would be no new changes to the economy or employment in the City of Harrisburg. 



U.S. Courthouse Harrisburg, Pennsylvania  Final Environmental Assessment 

-78 - 
 

Build Alternatives (N. 3rd and Forster Street, N. 6th and Verbeke Street, and N. 6th and 
Basin Street) 

Construction and operation of the proposed U.S. Courthouse would have direct and indirect 
beneficial impacts on the economy from the employment of construction workers, the 
disbursement of construction funding, and the employment of court employees. These 
impacts would be the same regardless of which alternative is selected. 

Construction of the U.S. courthouse would have major, direct and indirect, short-term, 
beneficial impacts to the economy and employment.  Based on a similar project in Eugene, 
Oregon, 160 construction employees are estimated to be employed for the courthouse 
construction. Construction salaries were based on average construction salaries from the 
Harrisburg MSA provided by the U.S. Department of Labor.2  The average annual wage for a 
construction worker in the City of Harrisburg in 2005 was $25,090 (U.S. Department of 
Labor, 2005).   A standard 2.7 percent growth rate was applied to project a wage of $27,911 
for 2009, a wage of $28,665 in 2010, and a wage of $29,439 in 2011 (see Table 7).  

Table 7.  Projected 2009 through 2011 Earned Wages for Courthouse Construction 
Employees 

 2009 2010 2011 

Projected Salary $27,911 $28,665 $29,439 

Number of Construction Employees 160 160 160 

Total Wages $4,465,832 $4,586,410 $4,710,240 

 

In addition to the direct employment of construction workers, indirect employment effects 
would be realized in secondary industries.  Utilizing a construction services multiplier, the 
RIMS II model indicates that 157 temporary jobs would be generated in the business services 
sector as a spin-off from the initial construction activities.  These new jobs would result in an 
additional $ $24,855,042.49 in earnings outside of construction earnings in 2009, 2010, and 
2011 (see Table 8).  

 

                                                 
2 Contracts, such as those for construction of the proposed U.S. courthouse, would be competitively bid.  There 
is no guarantee as to how many jobs would result from contracts that may be awarded as part of this project. 
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Table 8.  Impact of Courthouse Construction on Earning and Employment Estimations  

 Construction Workers Earnings $13,762,482  

Construction Employment 160 

Direct-Effect Multiplier 

 For Earnings 1.8060 

 For Employment 1.9793 

Total Impact on Area 

Total Resulting Earnings $38,617,524 

 Total Resulting Employment 317 

Net Indirect Impacts (Minus Construction Employment) 

Net Earnings $24,855,042 

Net Employment 157 
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis RIMS II Model 
 

Operation of the U.S. Courthouse would have major, direct and indirect, long-term, 
beneficial impacts to the economy and employment.  It is anticipated that the proposed 
courthouse would employ approximately 100 more people than the current courthouse.  
Based on the Fiscal Year 2006 national average wage for judiciary employees of $42,500 per 
year with a 2.7 percent annual growth rate, the 100 new employees at the U.S. Courthouse 
would generate $4,603,600 in new wages in the first year of the courthouse’s operation.  This 
new income would continue as long as there are no reductions in the number of courthouse 
employees. 

As with construction employment, employment at the U.S. Courthouse would result in 
indirect employment effects that would be realized in tertiary industries.  The U.S. 
Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis does not provide a multiplier for 
government workers, as government work is considered “an end product in itself.” Therefore, 
to estimate the impact on earnings and employment that 100 new federal courthouse 
employees would provide, the appropriate industry multiplier selected was Legal Services, 
since employees in the courthouse would be drawn in part from the legal field. This 
multiplier also takes into account the impact on various fields which support the legal 
profession, such as copying services and bail bondsmen.  Additionally, the impacts of the 
necessary service amenities such as restaurants were reflected. The multipliers for Legal 
Services resulted in a RIMS II model forecast for an additional 113 permanent jobs in the 
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Harrisburg area resulting in $2,137,912 in indirect earnings in 2012, the first year the 
courthouse would be operational (see Table 9). 

Table 9. Impacts of Additional Courthouse Employment on Earning Estimations 
Earnings $4,603,600 

Employment 100 

Direct-Effect Multiplier 

Earnings 1.4644 

Employment 2.1328 

Impact On Area 

Earnings $6,741,512 

Employment 213 

Net Indirect Impacts (Minus additional employment) 

Net Earnings $2,137,912 

Net Employment 113 
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis RIMS II Model 

3.4.4 Taxes and Revenue 

3.4.4.1 Existing Conditions 

The City of Harrisburg collects two taxes on property: the revenue generated from the “Real 
Estate Tax” is allocated to the city’s general fund, and the “School District Real Estate Tax” 
revenues are used to fund schools. The three alternatives under consideration for the new 
federal courthouse fall into two categories for Harrisburg property taxes: non-exempt and 
exempt.  The only site currently not exempt from Harrisburg property taxes is the N. 3rd and 
Forster Street Alternative; uses at the other two proposed sites are exempt from Harrisburg 
property taxes.  

The business tax revenue from these sites was provided by the City of Harrisburg Tax 
Enforcement Division.  The City provided this information on a per site total as to eliminate 
the potential for individual businesses to be identified.  Uses on the N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative are the only potential locations with present business tax responsibilities.  

As with property taxes, the City imposes a millage on businesses.  These revenues flow into 
the City’s general fund; a separate millage is earmarked to the Harrisburg School District.  
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Harrisburg assesses two income taxes on employees in the City: a 1 percent earned income 
tax, and a $10 per year occupational privilege tax.  In 2005, the City of Harrisburg collected 
$13,190,958 in real estate taxes; $3,395,822 in income taxes; $3,680,668 in business taxes; 
and $26,623; and estimated school taxes of $ 29,500,000 (City of Harrisburg, 2006). 

N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative 

The N. 3rd and Forster Street site currently has 79 residences and 23 businesses. The 2005 
property tax bill for this site totaled $304,161.  The N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative had 
a “Real Estate Tax” of $95,667 and a “School District Real Estate Tax” of $208,493 in 2005.  
Several non-profit and business associations located there are exempt from local business 
taxes.  The businesses that are eligible for business privilege taxes paid $12,041 in 2005. 

N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative  

The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative contains the Cumberland Court Apartments and 
the Friends Meeting.  The Cumberland Court Apartments had a Real Estate Tax of 
$20,703.72 and a School District Real Estate Tax of $31,416.15 in 2005. 

The Friends Meeting House which is also located on the site is exempt from the city property 
tax rolls under its current use (City Treasurer of Harrisburg, 2005).  As a religious facility, 
the Friends Meeting House is a tax exempt property.  However, the Friends indicated that 
they choose to pay taxes to the City of Harrisburg through a program known as “In Lieu of 
Tax”.  The “In Lieu of Tax” program allows tax exempt organizations to make a voluntary 
monetary contribution to the City of Harrisburg.  The Friends feels they benefit from services 
that the City provides, and therefore they make a monetary contribution to aid in the funding 
those services.   

The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative has two non-profit organizations located in the 
Friends Meeting House.  These organizations are exempt from business revenue tax.   

 N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative  

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative contains the Jackson Lick Apartments which are 
exempt from the city property tax rolls under their current use (City Treasurer of Harrisburg, 
2005).  However, at times HHA does make payments to the City for specific projects.  The 
N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative has no commercial or non-profit entities that would 
contribute to business taxes.    
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3.4.4.2 Relocation Impacts on Taxes and Revenue 

Criteria of Evaluation 

The Proposed Action or an alternative may have the potential for a significant impact on 
taxes and revenue if it would: 

• Convert properties that are currently subject to property taxes to tax-exempt status, 
resulting in a reduction in property tax revenue, and 

• Displace businesses in the planning area, resulting in job losses and reductions in tax 
income and business tax revenues. 

The direct economic costs of the new proposed federal courthouse on the City of Harrisburg 
would primarily be triggered by lost tax revenue.  The City could lose property, business and 
employment taxes from the displacement of current uses for the new federal courthouse, 
which would be exempt from Harrisburg property taxes. In addition, business entities 
contribute business tax revenues and their employees contribute Harrisburg payroll tax 
revenue. Potential lost tax revenue was calculated for the years 2009 through 2012. 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed U.S. Courthouse would not be constructed 
and no residents or businesses would be relocated.  The No Action Alternative would not 
result in any impacts to taxes and revenue for the City of Harrisburg. 

N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative 

Under the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative, 79 residences and 23 businesses would be 
displaced.  Existing taxes paid for the N. 3rd and Forster Street site were projected at a 2.7 
percent rate of growth annually to identify the tax revenue that would be lost under this 
alternative.  Table 10 identifies the amount of taxes lost in 2009, the first year after the 
relocation of businesses and residents.   Under this alternative, the loss of taxes represents 
0.80 percent of the total real estate taxes for the City of Harrisburg; 0.79 percent of the total 
school real estate taxes; 0.36 percent of the business privilege taxes; 4.1 percent of the 
income tax revenue. 
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As the Federal government does not pay taxes, tax revenues from this site to the City of 
Harrisburg would be permanently lost.  Therefore, this alternative would have moderate, 
direct and indirect, long-term, adverse impacts on taxes and revenue to the City of 
Harrisburg. 

N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative  

Under the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative, the Cumberland Court Apartments and the 
Friends Meeting House would be displaced.  Existing taxes paid for the Cumberland Court 
Apartments were projected at a 2.7 percent rate of growth annually to identify the tax 
revenue that would be lost under this alternative.  Table 10 identifies the amount of taxes lost 
in 2009, the first year after the relocation of Cumberland Court.   Under this alternative, the 
loss of taxes represents 0.17 percent of the total real estate taxes for the City of Harrisburg; 
0.12 percent of the total school real estate taxes; 0.04 percent of the income tax revenue. 

In addition there would be a loss of employment tax revenue from the relocation of the 
Friends Meeting House and the Praise and Play Early Learning Center as well as a loss of the 
“In Lieu of Taxes” payment that the Friends make to the City of Harrisburg.   

As the Federal government does not pay taxes, tax revenues from this site to the City of 
Harrisburg would be permanently lost.  Therefore, with the loss of the Cumberland Court 
Apartment taxes and the In Lieu of Taxes payments from the Friends Meeting, this 
alternative would have moderate, direct and indirect, long-term, adverse impacts on taxes and 
revenue to the City of Harrisburg. 

N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative 

According to the City Treasurer of Harrisburg, the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative is 
exempt from the city property tax rolls and the site does not contribute to business tax 
revenue for the City.  It is assumed that Harrisburg Housing Authority employees would be 
reassigned if this alternative were selected; hence, there would not be a change in 
employment taxes.  Therefore, relocation of the Jackson Lick Apartments under this 
alternative would not impact taxes and revenue. 

Therefore, this alternative would not have direct or indirect impacts on taxes and revenue. 
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Table 10.  2009 Potential Tax Revenue Lost Per Alternative 

N. 3rd & Forster 
 

N. 6th & Verbeke N. 6th & Basin Taxes 

Lost  Tax 
Revenue 

% of Total 
Harrisburg 

Tax 
Revenue 
(2005) 

Lost  Tax 
Revenue 

% of Total 
Harrisburg 

Tax 
Revenue 
(2005) 

Lost  
Tax 

Revenue 

% of Total 
Harrisburg 

Tax 
Revenue 
(2005) 

Property Tax Revenue 

Real Estate Tax $106,425 0.80 $23,032 0.17 $0 0 

School Real 
Estate Tax $231,939  0.79 $34,949 0.12 $0 0 

Business 
Privilege Tax 
Revenue 

$13,395 0.36 $0 0 $0 0 

Earned Income 
Tax Revenue $139,481 4.1 $1,425 0.04 $0 0 

Total Potential 
Tax Revenue 
Lost 

$491,240  0.97 $59,406  0.12 $0 0 

3.4.4.3 Courthouse Impacts on Taxes and Revenue 

Criteria for Evaluation 

The Proposed Action or an alternative may have the potential for a significant impact on 
population and housing if it would: 

• Directly or indirectly cause large economic or employment growth in the planning 
area that would generate new taxes and revenue. 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative the proposed U.S. Courthouse would not be constructed and 
there would be no new changes to the taxes and revenue for the City of Harrisburg. 
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Build Alternatives (N. 3rd and Forster Street, N. 6th and Verbeke Street, and N. 6th and 
Basin Street) 

Construction and operation of the proposed U.S. Courthouse would have direct and indirect 
beneficial impacts on taxes and revenue from the employment of construction workers and 
disbursement of construction funding, and the employment of court employees. These 
impacts would be the same regardless of which alternative is selected for the new courthouse. 

Construction of the U.S. Courthouse would have major, direct and indirect short-term, 
beneficial impacts to taxes and revenue for the City of Harrisburg.  Construction workers 
employed to build the new federal courthouse would generate additional tax revenue for the 
City of Harrisburg.  It is estimated that construction workers would generate approximately 
$93,722 in income taxes during the three year construction period. 

The indirect earnings of $24,855,042 generated from the federal courthouse’s construction 
(see Section 3.4.3.3) would result in earned income tax revenue of $248,550 over the 
construction period (2009-2011). The 157 additional indirect jobs would generate $3,140 in 
new business privilege tax revenue for the City of Harrisburg.  This figure again was again 
calculated annually for the years 2009 and 2011.  The total additional tax revenue from the 
indirect earnings and employment was calculated at $9,420 

The indirect earnings of $2,137,912 generated from the additional federal courthouse 
employees in 2012 (see Section 3.4.3.3) would result in earned income tax revenue of 
$213,791.  The 113 additional indirect jobs would generate $2,260 in new business privilege 
tax revenue for the City of Harrisburg in 2012.   

Further, the use of the present courthouse for new federal employees presents an additional 
tax revenue opportunity for the City of Harrisburg.  As mentioned previously, the present 
courthouse site would remain a federal property.  Assuming that these new federal employees 
would be transferred to this site from outside Harrisburg, they would also generate new tax 
revenue for the City.  New employment at the existing Federal Building is not currently 
known and, therefore, tax revenue from this employment can not be quantified. 
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3.4.5 Community Services 

Mass Transit 

Capital Area Transit Authority (CAT) operates more than 25 bus lines that serve Harrisburg 
and the surrounding metropolitan areas.  Approximately six bus routes operate in the City of 
Harrisburg, Monday thru Friday with reduced routes and schedules on Saturday (see Section 
3.6.3, Figure 15).  CAT offers the Share-A-Ride service, a Reduced Transit Fare Program, 
and a Free Transit Program for seniors 65 years and older.  Share-A-Ride offers door-to-door 
service throughout Dauphin County for senior citizens, riders with disabilities, and the 
general public.  The Reduced Transit Fare Program offers people with disabilities the option 
of riding all CAT buses at half fare during off-peak periods Monday through Friday and all 
day Saturday.  The Free Transit Program offers free rides to seniors all day Saturday as well 
as Monday through Friday except between 7a.m. and 8 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. and 5:30 p.m.   

Emergency Services 

The City of Harrisburg has police, fire, and ambulance facilities.  The Harrisburg Bureau of 
Police consists of approximately 183 unformed police officers and 45 civilian personnel.  
Police officers operate out of the Main Precinct which is located at the McCormick Public 
Services Center at Walnut Street and N. Front Street in Harrisburg.  The Harrisburg Bureau 
of Police also has an Uptown Police Department located on N. 6th Street in Harrisburg (see 
Figure 11).  The Police Department provides Technical, Investigative, and Uniformed 
Services.   The Police Department has many specialized divisions including Parking 
Enforcement, Animal Control, Warrant/Process Service, Organized Crime and Vice Control, 
Special Operations, Forensics, and Domestic Violence (Bureau of Police, 2004).   

The Harrisburg Bureau of Fire employs approximately 96 firefighters and has four stations 
that serve the City of Harrisburg (see Figure 11).  There are also four special operations 
teams which are broken down into one hazardous materials team, one high angle rescue 
team, one water rescue team, and one urban search and rescue team.  Fire Station #1 is 
approximately four blocks from the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative, five blocks from the 
N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative, and 10 blocks from the N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative.  Fire Station #6 is approximately 14 blocks from the N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative, 19 blocks from the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative, and 20 blocks from 
the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative.  Fire Station #6 is located approximately six blocks 
from the existing Courthouse.   
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Emergency medical services for the City of Harrisburg are provided by Community Life 
Team, Inc., located on Cameron Street in Harrisburg (see Figure 11).  Community Life 
Team, Inc. provides medical transport services, pre-hospital emergency medical services 
(EMS) and water rescue services for the residents and communities of the South Central 
Pennsylvania Region.  They can also provide basic and advanced life support, wheel chair/ 
litter van transport, and special event services.  Community Life Team, Inc. has 
approximately six ambulances that provide EMS services within the corporate limits of the 
City of Harrisburg.  They provide service to six local hospitals, which include Harrisburg 
Hospital, Community General Osteopathic Hospital, Holy Spirit Hospital, the Penn State 
Milton S. Hershey Medical Center, Seidel Hospital, and Polyclinic Hospital.  The West 
Shore EMS, Susquehanna Township EMS, Steelton Fire Department Ambulance, Chambers 
Hill Fire Company Ambulance, and South Central EMS also respond to emergency calls 
within the City of Harrisburg when Community Life Team, Inc. needs back up (Community 
Life Team, 2005).   

Health Care Services for People with Personalized Healthcare 

The Capital Region Health System (CRHS) at Hamilton Health Center provides three 
medical sites, two dental sites, and 22 mobile van sites within Harrisburg and surrounding 
areas in Dauphin County for people with and without personalized health care.  The base of 
operations for the Hamilton Health Center is located at 1821 Fulton Street in Harrisburg.  
Services available include pediatrics; women, infants, and children (WIC); a triage unit; 
diabetic management; and free pregnancy testing.  The Hamilton Health Center works in 
partnership with various governmental agencies, including the U.S. Department of Health 
and Human Services, Harrisburg School District, and HHA (Hamilton Health Center, 2005a). 

The mobile van service run by Hamilton Health Center is solely for WIC participants.  The 
mobile van sites do not service the city of Harrisburg, but do service other areas in Dauphin 
County.  WIC assistance programs within the city of Harrisburg are located at 1650 Walnut 
Street, 500 Kelker Street, and Foose Elementary School (1301 Sycamore Street).  Hamilton 
Health Center’s WIC program serves approximately 6,000 people in Dauphin County.  WIC 
service closest to the residents of all three build alternatives is located at 500 Kelker Street.  
The Kelker Street Clinic is located approximately 8 blocks from the N. 6th and Basin Street 
Alternative, 9 blocks from the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative, and 16 blocks from the 
N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative (Hamilton Health Center, 2005b).  Under the HHA 
Resident Service Program, Hamilton Health Center provides a visiting doctor once a week at 
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the Lick Building for medical care for the residents of the Jackson Lick Apartments.  
(Hamilton Health Center, 2005c).   

There are no other healthcare clinics in the city of Harrisburg that provide medical care and 
services to people without personalized healthcare.  Dauphin County does not have any direct 
delivery of services to people without personalized healthcare within the city of Harrisburg 
(Hamilton Health Center, 2005c).   
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Figure 11:  Community Facilities and Services 
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3.4.5.1 Impacts to Community Services 

Criteria of Evaluation 

The Proposed Action or an alternative may have the potential for a significant impact if it 
would directly or indirectly affect the levels of service for healthcare, police protection, 
emergency services, and fire protection in the planning areas or affect the ability for residents 
to access these services.   

Impacts 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, future operations at the existing Federal Courthouse would 
not affect current responsibilities of the Harrisburg Bureau of Police, Harrisburg Bureau of 
Fire, and Harrisburg EMS or public safety in the city.  There would be no impact to the 
Harrisburg Bureau of Police, Harrisburg Bureau of Fire, Harrisburg EMS, and Hamilton 
Health Center.  There would also be no changes affecting the ability of City residents to 
access these services.   

N. 3rd and Forster Street  

Future operations of the CAT bus service, Hamilton Health Center, Harrisburg Bureau of 
Police, Harrisburg Bureau of Fire, and Harrisburg EMS would not be affected by the 
Proposed Action.  The closing of Oliver Alley and Dubbs Alley, within the site, would not 
impact access for any emergency vehicles to remaining properties outside of the site.  The 
Federal Protection Service and U.S. Marshals Service would provide security required by the 
Courthouse; therefore, no impact would be incurred by the Harrisburg Bureau of Police.  The 
Harrisburg Bureau of Fire is currently able to meet the demands of calls in the CBD.  The 
presence of the new facility would have no impact on their ability to do so.  The proposed 
facility would be designed and constructed in accordance with national fire protection 
standards.    There would also be no changes affecting the ability of residents of the N. 3rd 
and Forster Street Alternative to access these services.   
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N. 6th and Verbeke Street 

Future operations of the Harrisburg Bureau of Police, Harrisburg Bureau of Fire, and 
Harrisburg EMS would not be affected by the Proposed Action.  The Federal Protection 
Service and U.S. Marshals Service would provide security required by the Courthouse; 
therefore, no impact would be incurred by the Harrisburg Bureau of Police.  The Harrisburg 
Bureau of Fire is currently able to meet the demands of calls.  The presence of the new 
facility would have no impact on their ability to do so.  The proposed facility would be 
designed and constructed in accordance with national fire protection standards. 

The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative would displace residents in the Cumberland Court 
Apartments that may use the Hamilton Health Center or satellite clinics for health services. 
Cumberland Court Apartments are located approximately eight blocks from the Hamilton 
Health Center, Fulton Street Center, and the Kelker Street WIC facility.  Residents of 
Cumberland Court Apartment may use the Hamilton Health Center due to a lack of 
personalized healthcare.  If residents were relocated, healthcare service may become 
inaccessible and unaffordable because similar facilities may not be available.  Increasing a 
participants driving distance to another facility may increase the cost of accessing healthcare 
for Cumberland Court residents.  These conditions would create moderate, direct, long-term, 
and adverse impacts to the residents of Cumberland Court.   

The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative would also displace residents who rely on nearby 
bus routes to commute to work and doctor appointments.  Residents may experience 
moderate, direct, long-term, adverse impact if they are not relocated to areas with access to 
public transportation.   

N. 6th and Basin Street 

Future operations of the Harrisburg Bureau of Police, Harrisburg Bureau of Fire, and 
Harrisburg EMS would not be affected by the Proposed Action.  The Federal Protection 
Service and U.S. Marshals Service would provide security required by the Courthouse; 
therefore, no impact would be incurred by the Harrisburg Bureau of Police.  The Harrisburg 
Bureau of Fire is currently able to meet the demands of calls.  The presence of the new 
facility would have no impact on their ability to do so.  The proposed facility would be 
designed and constructed in accordance with national fire protection standards. 

The N. 6th and Basin Street would displace residents who have health care services provided 
to them by Hamilton Health Center.  Under the HHA Resident Service Program, Hamilton 
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Health Center provides a visiting doctor once a week at the Lick Building for medical care 
for the residents of the Jackson Lick Apartments.  (Hamilton Health Center, 2005c).  
Hamilton Health Center does not provide a doctor to any other HHA facility, so relocation to 
other HHA facilities could impact the residents of the Jackson Lick Apartments.  These 
conditions would create moderate, direct, long-term, and adverse impacts to the residents of 
Jackson Lick.  Hamilton Health Center would coordinate with HHA, if residents were 
displaced, in order to continue to provide healthcare for the residents of Jackson Lick 
Apartments, if space were provided for them to operate.  Hamilton Health Center would also 
work to provide transportation for residents to access the center if residents were disbursed 
amongst other HHA facilities (Hamilton Health Center, 2005c).   

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative would also displace residents of Jackson Lick 
Apartments who rely heavily on nearby CAT bus to provide Share-A-Ride and other low-
income services for residents to commute to doctor appointments and shopping areas.     

Residents may experience moderate, direct, long-term, adverse impacts if they are not 
located to areas with access to public transportation.   

3.4.6 Community Facilities 

Libraries 

The two main libraries located within the City of Harrisburg are the Harrisburg Downtown 
Branch of the Dauphin County Library System and the State Library of Pennsylvania.  The 
Dauphin County Library System’s Harrisburg Downtown Branch is located at 101 Walnut 
Street between North Front Street and North River Alley.  The Harrisburg Downtown Branch 
first opened in 1899 as the Harrisburg Public Library.  In 1914, the Harrisburg Downtown 
Branch was constructed with 7,000 square feet of net space.  Currently there are 43,944 
volumes of books at the library.  There are seven other branch libraries located throughout 
Dauphin County.  The State Library of Pennsylvania is located within the Forum Building at 
the intersection of Commonwealth Avenue and Walnut Street.  The Mission Statement of the 
State Library of Pennsylvania is to provide information for State Government and citizens 
while collecting and preserving our written heritage through material published for, by, and 
about Pennsylvania.  The State Library of Pennsylvania is one of the largest libraries in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and is utilized by state government, state institutions, and 
the general public.  The State Library of Pennsylvania has seven main collections - Federal 
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Documents, Geneaology/Local History, General Collection, Law, Newspapers, Pennsylvania 
Publications, and Rare Books/Assembly Collection.   

Educational/Daycare Facilities  

The Harrisburg School District (HSD) is comprised of 17 primary and secondary educational 
facilities.  The HSD has approximately 8,351 students and 1,198 faculty and staff. According 
to HSD, all of the alternative sites are served by the Benjamin Franklin Elementary School, 
located on N. 6th Street.  The Benjamin Franklin Elementary School currently employees 79 
faculty and staff and has an enrollment of 655 students, 400 of which have been temporarily 
transferred from the Woodward School due to renovations.  These 400 students, 
Kindergarten through 8th grade, will be bussed to the Benjamin Franklin Elementary School 
for the next two years (Harrisburg School District, 2005c). 

A majority of the students ride the bus to school.  Approximately 300 students ride the bus 
from the Woodward area, 170 students are bussed from other areas of the City as part of the 
Math and Science program, 80 students are transported as part of the Special Education 
program, and the remaining 105 students walk to school, as most of the students who reside 
in the immediate area walk to school (Harrisburg School District, 2005c). 

The Benjamin Franklin Elementary School participates in the free and reduced lunch 
program.  Approximately 73 percent of the 655 students receive free and/or reduced lunch 
and therefore are recognized as economically disadvantaged.  Many of these students are also 
enrolled in the after-school program which includes academic tutorials for reading and 
mathematics, and personal skills training such as self-esteem building and conflict resolution.  
The school also provides community service opportunities and recreational activities. There 
is no pre-school program at Benjamin Franklin; however, pre-school children in the N. 6th 
Street area are transported to Camp Curtin for these services (Harrisburg School District, 
2005c). 

There are also two private schools and one charter school within the Study Area.  One of the 
private schools, St. Stephen’s Episcopal School was founded in 1989 and is located at 215 
North Front Street.  The second private school, the Cathedral Consolidated School, is located 
at 212 State Street, approximately two blocks south of the N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative.  Ronald H. Brown Charter School opened in 2000 and has an elementary school 
located at 279 Boas Street and a middle school located at 909 Green Street.  The middle 
school is located approximately one block east of the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative. 
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The Praise and Play Early Learning Center is located within the Friends Meeting House.  
Approximately 20 to 30 percent of the parents and guardians of the 50 toddlers, preschoolers, 
and school-aged children live within approximately one to two blocks from the daycare 
facility either at Cumberland Court or at the Fox Ridge Townhouse Community.  Fifty 
percent of the parents and guardians work for the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.  The 
Praise and Play Early Learning Center does not offer infant care and currently has a waiting 
list for one-year-old children.  Funding for about half of the children who attend Praise and 
Play is subsidized by the state government (Praise & Play Early Learning Center, 2005).   

Recreational Facilities 

The City of Harrisburg Department of Parks and Recreation has two community pools in the 
City of Harrisburg:  The Jackson Lick Community Pool (City Pool 1) and the Penn National 
Insurance Pool & Playground (City Pool 2).  The Jackson Lick Community Pool is located 
adjacent to the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative and the Penn National Insurance Pool and 
Playground is located at the intersection of South 18th Street and Cloverly Terrace.  

The Penn National Insurance Pool has two small parking lots with a total of 40 parking 
spaces, which are owned and maintained by the Harrisburg Department of Parks and 
Recreation.  The Jackson Lick Community Pool has two parking areas, one at the rear of the 
pool and one in front of the pool.  The front parking lot is located on the Jackson Lick 
Apartments property and is maintained and operated by HHA.  There are approximately 50 
to 60 parking spaces in the front parking lot that are available to pool patrons.  The rear 
parking lot is located in the southeast corner of the Benjamin Franklin Elementary School 
property and is maintained and owned by Harrisburg School District.  There are 
approximately 40 parking spaces in the rear lot that are available to pool patrons.  Parking is 
not a major concern at Jackson Lick Community Pool because most people either walk, are 
dropped off and picked up, ride the bus, or ride their bike to the pool in the summer 
(Harrisburg Bureau of Recreation, 2005).    

According to the Harrisburg Department of Parks and Recreation, the Jackson Lick 
Community Pool and Penn National Insurance Pool each average approximately 350 to 400 
visitors per day.  The pool season starts in early June and closes the Tuesday after Labor 
Day.  The pool is open from 12:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. Tuesday thru Sunday and during all 
holidays that fall on Monday during the pool season. Table 11 illustrates the 2005 
membership rates for the pool.   
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Table 11:  2005 City Pool Membership Rates 

 City Residents Non City Residents 

Age/Org. Summer 
Membership 

Daily Rates Summer 
Membership 

Daily Rates 

12 and Under $20 $1 $40 $2 

13-59 $25 $2 $50 $4 

60+ $20 $1 $40 $2 

Family of 6+ $75 N/A $150 N/A 

Organization of 
25+ $150 N/A $250 N/A 

The Jackson Lick Community Pool is also open for three days in the middle of September for 
a fishing derby.  The fishing derby draws between 2,500 to 3,000 people.  Jackson Lick 
Community Pool also runs learn to swim programs for children, adults, and seniors and other 
summer programs (Harrisburg Department of Parks and Recreation, 2005a).   

The Harrisburg Area East Shore YMCA and the Camp Curtin YMCA are two other 
community recreational facilities within the City of Harrisburg (see Figure 11).  A Harrisburg 
landmark, the East Shore YMCA is an 80,000 square foot facility opened in 1932 and is 
located at 701 North Front Street in Harrisburg. The East Shore YMCA offers after school 
programs for the Central Dauphin School District, a downtown childcare center, aerobics 
classes, aquatic programs, and sponsors community athletic events such as the Harrisburg 
Mile race (Harrisburg East Shore YMCA, 2005a).  The Camp Curtin YMCA is 35,000 
square foot facility located at 2135 N. 6th Street in Harrisburg.   The Camp Curtin YMCA 
has a gymnasium, free-weight, aquatic, and education facilities.   

Religious Facilities 

There are approximately 32 religious facilities (catholic, protestant, and others) located 
within the City of Harrisburg.  Some religious facilities such as St. Stephen’s Episcopal 
Church and St. Patrick’s Cathedral have affiliated schools with faith based education 
programs.  Most churches offer a variety of programs including community outreach, 
missions, women’s and men’s ministry programs, and vacation bible schools.   

The Harrisburg Friends Meeting House is located on the N. 6th and Verbeke Street 
Alternative.  The church holds regular meetings for its congregation and also offers meeting 
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space for a variety of religious and social organizations which do not have their own 
facilities.  The Friends Meeting House has an attendance of 60 to 80 people on Sundays.   

3.4.6.1 Impacts to Libraries 

Criteria of Evaluation 

The Proposed Action or alternative may have the potential for a significant impact if it would 
directly or indirectly affect library facilities and levels of service in the planning area.   

Impacts 

No Action Alternative 

The No Action alternative would have no impact on library services in the Harrisburg Area.   

Build Alternatives  

The build alternatives would not displace an existing library facility and would not result in a 
substantial change in the service population that would adversely affect library capacity.  
Therefore, the selection of either alternative site would have no impact on the operational 
characteristics of the existing library facilities.   

3.4.6.2 Impacts to Educational/Daycare Facilities 

Criteria of Evaluation 

The Proposed Action or an alternative may have the potential for a significant impact if it 
would directly or indirectly affect the school system and student enrollment in the Study 
Area.   

Impacts 

No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have no impact on the Harrisburg School District and 
educational facilities.     
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N. 3rd and Forster Street  

The N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative would not displace any educational facilities; 
however, the loss of tax revenue generated by the existing residential and commercial 
properties at this location would directly impact the budget of the Harrisburg School District.  
The loss of tax revenue from this site would be a minor to moderate, long-term, adverse 
impact.  Tax loss is calculated based on the loss of property tax, business tax, and 
employment tax.  If the residents and businesses of this site would relocate within the City of 
Harrisburg, the loss of tax revenue would be temporary; however, if the residents relocate 
outside the City of Harrisburg, the loss of tax revenue to the Harrisburg School District 
would be permanent.  

The N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative is located two blocks north of the Cathedral 
Consolidated School, and west of the Ronald H. Brown Charter School middle school.  Due 
to the distance from the site, minimal impacts to the Cathedral Consolidated School are 
anticipated.  The Ronald H. Brown middle school could be temporarily affected by increased 
noise during construction activities resulting in a moderate indirect, short-term, adverse 
impact.  Noise levels would return to pre-construction levels after the completion of the 
courthouse. 

Displacement of residents may indirectly affect area schools through changes in enrollment 
patterns.  However, this impact is anticipated to be minor as there are relatively few school-
aged children living in this neighborhood, and the project would not substantially alter 
population trends within the city.  

No impacts to private schools are anticipated because enrollment in private schools is not 
dependent on the residential location of its students.   

N. 6th and Verbeke Street  

The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative would not displace any educational facilities; 
however, the loss of tax revenue generated by the existing Cumberland Court Apartment 
complex would directly impact the budget of the Harrisburg School District.  The loss of tax 
revenue from the site would be a minor, direct, long-term, adverse impact.  Tax loss is 
calculated based on the loss of property tax, business tax, and employment tax. The residents 
of Cumberland Court Apartments pay only employment tax; therefore, the loss of tax 
revenue would be minor. If the residents of this site would relocate within the City of 
Harrisburg, the loss of tax revenue would be temporary; however, if the residents relocate 
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outside the City of Harrisburg, the loss of tax revenue to the Harrisburg School District 
would be permanent.  

The site is located to the east and across N. 6th Street from the Benjamin Franklin 
Elementary School.  The Benjamin Franklin Elementary School could be temporarily 
affected by increased noise during construction activities resulting in a moderate indirect, 
short-term, adverse impact.  Noise levels would return to pre-construction levels after the 
completion of the courthouse. 

Displacement of residents from the Cumberland Court Apartments may indirectly affect 
other area schools through changes in enrollment patterns.  However, this impact is 
anticipated to be minor because only 29 children, ages 6 to 12 years, currently live in the 
Cumberland Court Apartments, which is a relatively small percentage of the school 
enrollment, and the project would not substantially alter population trends within the city. 

The displacement of the Praise and Play Early Learning Center would directly impact 
residents from Fox Ridge and other parents who currently use daycare facilities at Praise and 
Play.  The daycare center could relocate in the area if a suitable location is available and the 
owner chooses to do so.  Parents would most likely have to find other daycare facilities in the 
vicinity of Praise and Play.  Other nearby daycares in the city of Harrisburg open to the 
public  include Capital Kids Care, located at 200 N. 3rd Street, and the East Shore YMCA, 
located at 701 N. Front Street.  The East Shore YMCA currently provides daycare to a few 
children from Cumberland Court Apartments and would be able to accommodate more 
children, if needed.  The East Shore YMCA also offers financial aid to families in need (East 
Shore YMCA, 2005b).  Capital Kids Care does not currently have children from Cumberland 
Court Apartments enrolled, but does have facilities to accommodate more children (Capital 
Kids Care, 2005).  There would be a moderate, direct, short-term, adverse impact to patrons 
of the Praise and Play Early Learning Center. 

N. 6th and Basin Street 

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative would not displace any educational facilities. The 
site is located directly north and adjacent to the Benjamin Franklin Elementary School. The 
Jackson Lick Apartments are owned by HHA and is tax exempt; therefore, the loss of the 
Jackson Lick Apartments would have no impact to the tax roll of the Harrisburg School 
District. Additionally, the Jackson Lick Apartments are restricted to residents who are 55 
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years of age and older, hence the relocation of these tenants would not require the transfer of 
school students.  

 The Benjamin Franklin Elementary School could be temporarily affected by increased noise 
during construction activities resulting in a moderate indirect, short-term, adverse impact.  
Noise levels would return to pre-construction levels after the completion of the courthouse. 

3.4.6.3 Impacts to Recreational Facilities 

Criteria of Evaluation 

The Proposed Action or an alternative may have the potential for a significant impact if it 
would directly or indirectly affect recreational facilities and levels of service in the planning 
area.   

Impacts 

No Action Alternative 

The No Action alternative would have no impacts on recreational facilities in the region 
because existing facility conditions and demand would not be altered.   

N. 3rd and Forster Street  

The N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative would not displace any recreational facilities but 
would be constructed in the vicinity of the Harrisburg Area East Shore YMCA.   There could 
be a fluctuation in membership with a loss of residents and a gain of Courthouse employees. 
Therefore, this alternative would have a minor, indirect, long-term, adverse impact on the 
Harrisburg area recreational facilities.   

N. 6th and Verbeke Street  

The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative would not displace any recreational facilities but 
would be constructed in the vicinity of the Jackson Lick Community Pool.  A potential 
indirect impact to the Jackson Lick Community Pool would be anticipated due to the 
displacement of children and families from the Cumberland Court Apartments that utilize the 
pool facilities.  In addition, the pool could be affected by construction related noise, resulting 
in a minor, indirect, short-term, adverse impact. 
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There could be a fluctuation in membership at the Camp Curtin YMCA with a loss of 
residents and a gain of Courthouse employees. Therefore, this alternative would have a 
minor, indirect, long-term, adverse impact on the Camp Curtin YMCA.   

N. 6th and Basin Street  

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative would displace the pool house for the Jackson Lick 
Community Pool, but would not displace the pool itself.  According to the Harrisburg 
Department of Recreation, it is unlikely that the pool house could be relocated within the 
current property.  The Jackson Lick Community Pool would have to close if the pool house 
were taken, due to Department of Health regulations for community swimming pools 
(Harrisburg Department of Parks and Recreation, 2005b).  This would create a major, 
indirect, and direct, long-term adverse impact.   

3.4.6.4 Impacts to Religious Facilities 

Criteria of Evaluation 

The Proposed Action or alternative may have the potential for a significant impact if it would 
directly or indirectly affect church facilities and levels of service in the planning area.   

Impacts 

No Action Alternative 

The No Action alternative would have no impact on church services in the Harrisburg Area.   

 N. 3rd and Forster Street  

Construction of the proposed U.S. Courthouse on the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative 
would not displace or be constructed in the immediate vicinity of any religious facilities.  
There would be no substantial change in the service population that would adversely affect 
church capacity.  Therefore, this alternative would have no impact on religious facilities.   

N. 6th and Verbeke Street  

Construction of the proposed U.S. Courthouse on the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative 
would displace the Friends Meeting House resulting in a major , direct, long-term, adverse 
impact to this religious facility and its congregation.   
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In addition, the courthouse would be constructed in the vicinity of the Tabernacle Baptist 
Church.  A minor to moderate, indirect, long-term, adverse impact to Tabernacle Baptist 
Church would be anticipated due to the displacement of children and families from the 
Cumberland Court Apartments that attend the church.   

N. 6th and Basin Street  

Construction of the proposed U.S. Courthouse on the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative 
would not displace any religious facilities but would be constructed in the vicinity of the 
Friends Meeting House, which would be a minor, short-term impact.   

3.4.7 Community Cohesion 

A Social Impact Assessment (SIA) was conducted in order to analyze the potential impact 
that the construction and operation of the proposed U.S. Courthouse may have on the social 
aspects of the environment.  Information on community cohesion and the impacts of the 
proposed U.S. Courthouse on communities and their citizens were determined based on 
resident survey comments, input from community meetings, and interviews with public 
officials, service providers, and community leaders.   

3.4.7.1 Existing Conditions 

Community cohesion is a term to describe the level of commitment residents have to their 
community, both as a physical and social environment.  It is characterized by the degree of 
interaction and interdependence within residents of a community.  A community can be 
defined by geographical boundaries, ethnic and cultural characteristics, social boundaries, or 
a combination of these features. 

N. 3rd and Forster Street 

The N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative is located in what is considered Downtown 
Harrisburg.  The streets are lined with low rise residential historic row homes and small 
commercial businesses, including restaurants, nightclubs, and office space.  The site lies 
entirely within the Harrisburg Municipal Historic District and is part of the Harrisburg 
Historic District, which is listed on the National Register of Historic Places.  The 
demography of the neighborhood comprising the site is characterized by young professionals 
and retired professionals of primarily Caucasian descent.  Residents of the neighborhood 
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have been described as having a “strong preservation ethos” and the neighborhood as an 
important part of the larger community (Historic Harrisburg, 2006).   

The N. 3rd and Forster Street site is part of a larger community organized as the Capital Area 
Neighbors (CAN).  CAN defines its neighborhood boundaries as N. Front Street to N. 3rd 
Street in the east-west direction and Forster Street to Walnut Street in the north-south 
direction.  CAN has provided a great deal of input for the assessment of community impacts, 
including sending a petition opposing selection of the N. 3rd and Forster Street site and 
providing comments during the public scoping and community meetings. 

In a letter from CAN, the organization’s president stated, “Residents within this area have 
chosen and committed to an urban residential lifestyle in a historic district with its inherent 
features.  This choice involves seeking out opportunities that minimize need for private 
transportation in lieu of pedestrian travel or public transportation.  This choice allows simple 
access to urban amenities including parks, sporting events, museums, art centers, work, 
restaurants and bars.  The choice to occupy a historic residence also represents a commitment 
to a quality of life that supports restoration and preservation.”  (Capital Area Neighbors, 
2005).   

In comment letters, emails, surveys, and public testimony, residents echo these sentiments.  
Pride in the neighborhood, a “look out for your neighbor” attitude, and investment in 
restoring historic homes were common themes. 

N. 6th and Verbeke Street 

The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative is located in Midtown Harrisburg and consists of 
the Cumberland Court Apartments and the Friends Meeting House. 

The Cumberland Court Apartments is described as a well-maintained, peaceful, subsidized 
community.  According to information provided by HUD, currently, approximately 200 
people reside in the Cumberland Court Apartments (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, 2005).  The average family size is two persons.  Approximately one-quarter of 
the residents are children under the age of 17, and approximately one-tenth are elderly.  
Residents of the complex are primarily of African American descent, with the balance made 
up of Hispanic and Caucasian persons.   

Cumberland Court Apartments has been characterized as a safe, stable neighborhood of 
upwardly mobile residents.  One advocate noted that persons in Harrisburg who live in 
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subsidized housing regard Cumberland Court Apartments as a community to aspire toward.  
(Pickering, 2005)  There is currently a two-year waiting list for one- and two-bedroom 
apartments and a five-year waiting list for three-bedroom apartments.   

According to surveys returned by residents of the apartment complex, the community is 
somewhat dependent on public transportation.  For those without vehicles, the location of the 
Cumberland Court Apartments is convenient to public transportation or within walking 
distance to the State Capitol Complex for work, Benjamin Franklin Elementary School, 
facilities that provide subsidized health services, and shopping markets.  While being 
somewhat reliant on the nearby facilities and services in the surrounding community, 
residents of Cumberland Court did not indicate much interaction with surrounding residential 
communities.  The level of commitment of residents to the Cumberland Court community is 
difficult to gauge due to limited public input from residents on the subject.  However, based 
on the attractive aspects of the Cumberland Court Apartments and the waiting list to move 
there, residents are generally pleased to be tenants of this apartment complex and are 
somewhat stable compared to other rental communities. 

Another component of the alternative’s community is the Harrisburg Friends Meeting.  The 
Friends Meeting House occupies the southeast corner of the N. 6th and Verbeke Street site 
and has been at this location since 1965.  The congregation itself has been in existence in 
Harrisburg for the past 64 years, with evidence of earlier worship meetings dating back to 
1908.  

In a statement from the Friends, they described their decision to build the Meeting House in 
the urban setting of Harrisburg so that they would be in position to, “…become a center for 
religious activity and social concerns in Harrisburg.”  (Koser, 2005)  Today, in addition to 
being a place of worship and fellowship for the Friends, the Meeting House serves as a 
meeting place for a wide variety of community groups, including religious and social 
organizations.  Representatives of several of these organizations submitted letters of support 
for mission of the Friends and the importance of the Meeting House. 

The Meeting House also houses the Praise and Play Early Learning Center.  According to the 
director of the daycare center, approximately 50 children are enrolled, 20 to thirty percent of 
which live in the nearby Fox Ridge Townhouse and Cumberland Court communities.  (Praise 
& Play Early Learning Center, 2005)  According to the director, funding for about half of the 
children is subsidized by the state government. 
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N. 6th and Basin Street 

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative is situated on the eastern fringe of Midtown 
Harrisburg.  The site contains Jackson Lick Apartments and the pool house for the Jackson 
Lick Community Pool (the pool itself is on an adjacent property).  The Jackson Lick 
Apartments, two high-rise buildings owned and operated by the HHA, offer subsidized 
housing for residents who are 55 years of age and older and have an income less than 30 
percent of the median income for the federal standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA).   
Currently there are approximately 145 residents in the Lick Building, the majority of whom 
are African American.  The Jackson building has been vacant for approximately one year.   

The Jackson Lick Apartments operates as its own community.  Residents are reliant on 
services provided by HHA, including the very basic domestic needs.  A visiting doctor from 
Hamilton Health Services provides healthcare monitoring.  Those who are physically able 
walk across the street to Broad Street Market.  Residents are heavily dependent on public 
transportation (bus and cab service) for travel off-site for shopping, doctor appointments, and 
religious activities. 

In a letter from the Greater Harrisburg Area NAACP, the organization’s president stated, 
“Nearly half of the Lick residents are significantly handicapped.  These elderly are in wheel 
chairs, dependent on walkers, require assistance to be ambulatory, or must be aided because 
of blindness” (Jones, 2005). 

In comment letters, emails, surveys, and public testimony comfort in current living 
arrangements; proximity to public transportation and shopping areas due to the age and 
physical limitations of the residents, and availability of health care were common themes in 
descriptions of the community at Jackson Lick.   

3.4.7.2 Impacts to Community Cohesion 

Potential social impacts were assessed on the residents and businesses of each alternative 
site.  Impacts were determined based on background data and demographics, resident survey 
comments, input from community meetings, and comments from public officials, service 
providers, and community leaders.   
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Criteria of Evaluation   

The Proposed Action or an alternative may have the potential for significant disruption of 
community cohesion if it would: 

 
• Displace a significant portion of a community; 
 
• Separate a community or isolate a portion of a community from the larger 

community; 
 
• Change the degree of interaction between residents of a community; or 

 
• Cause a trend of reduced commitment to the community for residents and 

businesses. 

Impacts 

Disruption of community cohesion that may occur as a result of this project was evaluated 
based largely on community input compiled from the public scoping process, community 
surveys, and community meetings.  Descriptions of these activities are presented in Section 
1.5, Public and Agency Involvement. 

Community cohesion impacts are a result of displacement of residents, but are not the same 
as displacement impacts.  The loss and compensation for property, homes, businesses and 
subsequent relocation of residents is considered displacement.  How the displacement of 
people and businesses affect communities is assessed as community cohesion impacts.   

No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have no impact on community cohesion.   

Build Alternatives 

Some temporary disruption to the three project communities has been realized as a result of 
this site selection process.  These temporary impacts include residents putting home 
improvement plans on hold and the anxiety that comes with facing uncertain future 
circumstances.  Long-term effects of property abandonment and reduction of commitment to 
the community is not anticipated for the neighborhoods affected by this project.  Therefore 
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there would be a short-term, minor to moderate adverse impact during this site selection 
phase to residents of all sites. 

N. 3rd and Forster Street 

Residents are highly committed to this neighborhood, and there is cohesion among this 
community of renters, property owners, and businesses.  The personal loss of neighborhood 
ties, friends, and familiar surroundings would be deeply felt here according to numerous 
comments and affidavits provided by community members.  The impact to residents as a 
result of being displaced from this community would be major, direct, adverse, and could be 
short-term or long-term, depending on personal circumstances, as some people adapt more 
readily to major life changes. 

The loss of this neighborhood would be felt by surrounding residents as well.  Those 
remaining would lose neighbors and local gathering places as affected residents, restaurants 
and bars/clubs would move out of the neighborhood.  Some residents of surrounding areas 
have indicated that they would not want to live “in the shadow” of the new courthouse.  
Additionally, some residents predict parking problems including court visitors parking in 
residential areas, which would result in long-term, indirect, moderate, adverse impacts.   

N. 6th and Verbeke Street 

The fact that this community is considered a high quality subsidized apartment community 
would suggest that residents here are committed to this community.  The impact to residents 
as a result of being displaced from this community would be major, direct, and adverse and 
could be short-term or long-term, depending on personal circumstances, as some people 
adapt more readily to major life changes. 

There does not appear to be much interaction between the Cumberland Courts residents and 
surrounding residential communities; therefore impacts to a larger surrounding area are not 
anticipated as a result of displacing the Cumberland Court residents. 

The Friends Meeting House, its congregation, and the daycare operating in the Meeting 
House are located in an ideal location to serve this community.  The Friends interact with and 
are part of a larger community of people who utilize the facilities at the Meeting House for 
local meetings.  If displaced, the Friends could re-establish their place of worship within the 
community, to which they have expressed a great commitment, or relocate elsewhere.  The 
daycare operation could also be re-established nearby or move elsewhere.  The impact to the 
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Friends and the daycare as a result of being displaced from this community would be 
moderate, direct, and adverse and could be short-term or long-term, depending on the time 
period for relocation.  The impact to the surrounding community as a result of the Friends 
and the daycare center being displaced would be moderate, direct, adverse, and would be 
short-term or long term depending on the site chosen by the Friends and the daycare center 
for relocation. 

If the daycare center would choose not to relocate within the nearby community, patrons of 
this business would seek other daycare centers.  Daycare centers with availability for 
enrollment and access to public transportation have been identified in the vicinity of this site 
(See Section 3.4.6, Community Facilities). 

N. 6th and Basin Street 

Based on input from the community, HHA, and the NAACP, the elderly and disabled 
residents of Jackson Lick are vulnerable to disruptions and potentially less able to easily 
adapt to changes.  According to an advocate, many of the current residents were moved from 
the Jackson building when it was closed for renovation, and are now faced with the 
possibility of another move to an uncertain location (Jones, 2005).  Residents have expressed 
fear and apprehension about their unknown future. 

Residents are reliant on the services provided by HHA.  HHA would ensure that these basic 
needs are addressed.  However, there is currently no available facility into which this entire 
community could be moved.  This would mean for many residents, not only the loss of their 
homes in this familiar setting, but the loss of close companions.  The NAACP has expressed 
concern that the relocation and potential separation of the elderly residents could result in 
long-term effects on the mental and physical health of the residents.  The potential loss of the 
Jackson Lick community to its residents would constitute a major, direct, long-term, adverse 
impact. 

There does not appear to be much interaction between the Jackson Lick residents and 
surrounding residential communities; therefore impacts to a larger surrounding community 
are not anticipated as a result of displacing the Jackson Lick residents. 

3.5 CULTURAL ENVIRONMENT 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) requires Federal 
agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, and 
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afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), and other consulting parties a reasonable opportunity to 
comment.  In Pennsylvania, the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission (PHMC) 
is the SHPO.  GSA has initiated consultation through the Section 106 process with the 
PHMC and the ACHP.  Consistent with 36 CFR 800.8(c)(iv), GSA is coordinating the public 
review process for Section 106 of the NHPA with the NEPA public review process.  
Comments on the Section 106 process can be submitted throughout the consultation process 
with PHMC and the ACHP. 

3.5.1 Archeological Resources 

3.5.1.1 Existing Conditions 

GSA prepared a Phase 1A Archeological Assessment to determine the potential for impacts 
to archeological resources (G&O, 2005).  For each alternative, an Area of Potential Effects 
was defined, known archeological sites in or near the alternate studied, and historic maps 
researched.  This background information was then evaluated to determine the archeological 
potential for each alternative.  The Area of Potential Effect for archeological resources has 
been defined as the area of worse-case limits of disturbance for each proposed alternative 
which corresponds to the site boundaries.  Relatively few archeological surveys have been 
conducted within the central business district and adjacent areas of the City of Harrisburg. 
An examination of an approximately two-mile radius around the three alternative sites 
revealed that five Phase I archeological site identification projects have been conducted.  
These surveys have been conducted prior to the construction of county, state, and federal 
buildings and flood protection studies in the City of Harrisburg and adjacent areas, but have 
resulted in the identification of surprisingly few historic and prehistoric sites.  

N. 3rd and Forster Street  

The N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative is 3.6 acres and currently contains approximately 
40 two- and three-story row homes, apartments, restaurants and entertainment businesses, 
one five-story office building, small retail shops, and parking areas.  Historical research 
revealed that the site has been in mixed residential and light commercial use for the past 120 
years.    
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N. 6th and Verbeke Street  

The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative is 6.0 acres and currently contains the Cumberland 
Court Apartments with associated paved surface parking areas, landscaped lawn, tennis 
courts, and playground areas.  The site also contains the Friends Meeting House.  Both the 
Cumberland Court Apartments and the Friends Meeting House were present on site by 1977.  

Historically, the site has contained a mix of domestic dwellings and commercial business. 
Previous commercial business has included restaurants, hotels, manufacturing facilities, auto 
repair facilities, a “sanitary and dyeing works” facility, a clinic, a printing facility and a coal 
yard with an associated storage area.  This development dates to at least 1875.  

N. 6th and Basin Street  

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative is comprised of two parcels, Parcel 6 and Parcel 17, 
totaling 6.4 acres.  Parcel 6 is 4.74 acres and the Jackson Lick Apartments which were 
constructed in 1960.    Historical fire insurance maps depict the presence of a “china laundry” 
on Parcel 6 between 1884 and 1929.  A review of historical fire insurance maps revealed the 
presence of the J.H. Santo Coal and Wood Yard on Parcel 17, in the southeast corner.  The 
coal and wood yard is depicted on the 1884 map and remains until the 1905 map.   

3.5.1.2 Impacts to Archeological Resources 

Criteria of Evaluation 

The Proposed Action or an alternative may have the potential for a significant impact on 
archeological resources in the planning area if it would: 

• Adversely affect properties eligible for or listed on the National Register, including 
archeological or Native American or traditional heritage resources 

• Disturb or alter unknown archeological resources eligible for the National Register 

• Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside a formal cemetery 
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Impacts 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative the proposed demolition of the existing structure and 
subsequent construction of the new courthouse facility in downtown Harrisburg would not 
take place; therefore no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to archeological resources 
would occur.   

N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative 

The N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative has a moderate to high potential for historic 
archeological resources associated with past uses on the sites.  The accumulation of cultural 
debris on the sites may span from the nineteenth century to the present.  Features that are 
most likely present include structure basements, outbuilding foundations, cisterns, wells, and 
privies. Demolition of existing structures, grading, and excavation activities associated with 
construction of the proposed U.S. Courthouse may have a moderate, direct, long-term, 
adverse impact on archeological resources. 

N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative 

The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative has a moderate potential for historic archeological 
resources associated with past uses on the sites.  The accumulation of cultural debris on the 
sites may span from the nineteenth century to the present.  The archeological deposits present 
in the 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative may include both features and deposits if settlement 
of the area predated ca. 1875, as appears to have been the case.  Features that may be present 
include structure basements, outbuilding foundations, cisterns, wells, and privies. Demolition 
of existing structures, grading, and excavation activities associated with construction of the 
proposed U.S. Courthouse may have a moderate, direct, long-term, adverse impact on 
archeological resources. 

N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative 

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative has a moderate potential for historic archeological 
resources associated with past uses on the sites.  The accumulation of cultural debris on the 
sites may span from the nineteenth century to the present.  The archeological deposits present 
in the 6th and Basin Street Alternative may include both features and deposits if settlement of 
the area predated ca. 1875, as appears to have been the case.  Features that may be present 
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include structure basements, outbuilding foundations, cisterns, wells, and privies.  
Demolition of existing structures, grading, and excavation activities associated with 
construction of the proposed U.S. Courthouse may have a moderate, direct, long-term, 
adverse impact on archeological resources. 

3.5.2 Historic Structures 

3.5.2.1 Existing Conditions 

GSA prepared a Determination of Eligibility and Determination of Effects assessment for the 
proposed courthouse (G&O, 2005).  For each alternative, an Area of Potential Effects was 
defined and resources listed on or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places were identified.  The Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the proposed actions were 
developed in the field by examining views to the proposed sites from different vantage points 
taking into consideration the natural topography, surrounding buildings and their uses, and 
how they relate and are oriented to the proposed sites.  Figure 12 illustrates the APEs and the 
listed and eligible National Register resources in the vicinity of each alternative.  Figure 12 
also illustrates the City of Harrisburg’s Municipal Historic Districts. 

Resources within the APEs were assessed to determine if they were listed on or eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places.  "Historic properties,” as defined by the 
implementing regulations of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800), are 
defined as any  prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object included in, 
or eligible for inclusion in,  the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  This term 
includes artifacts, records, and the remains that are related to and located within such 
properties, as well as traditional and culturally significant Native American sites and historic 
landscapes.  The term, "eligible for inclusion in the National Register”, includes both 
properties formally determined eligible and all other properties that meet National Register 
listing criteria.   

The significance of historic properties is generally judged against a property's ability to meet 
the four criteria for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places (36 CFR 60): 

Criteria A:  Association with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 

our history; or 

Criteria B:  have an association with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 
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Criteria C:  that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or 
that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant 

and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or 

Criteria D:  that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 

history. 

Properties may be eligible for the National Register for contributions at the national, state, or 
local level.  Ordinarily, properties achieving significance within the last 50 years are not 
considered eligible unless they are integral parts of historic districts or unless they are of 
exceptional importance; the most common types of properties less than 50 years old listed on 
the National Register are works of modern architecture or scientific facilities.    

 

N. 3rd and Forster Street  

The APE for the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative is comprised of several blocks that 
surround this intersection and stretch from the northeast corner of Boas and N. 2nd Street 
roughly to the intersection of N. 6th and Forster and including the State Capitol, to the 
southeastern corner of N. 2nd and State Street (see Figure 12).   

The N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative lies partially within the Harrisburg Historic 
District, which is listed on the National Register.  Other historic resources within the APE 
include the National Register-listed Midtown Historic District and the Pennsylvania State 
Capitol Historic District, and the National Register-eligible Fox Ridge Historic District. 

The Harrisburg Historic District illustrates one of Harrisburg’s primary residential areas 
during the early 19th century.  The proximity of the state office complex and the main 
business district made this area a desirable place for middle and upper class homes.  The 
Harrisburg Historic District derives its significance through the finely articulated 
architectural styles including many examples of the Late Victorian revival styles.  
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Figure 12:  Area of Potential Effect 
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The Midtown Historic District is considered significant as one of Harrisburg’s most intact 
collection of buildings ranging from the mid 1860s to 1910 and illustrating row homes with 
the Late Victorian Revival styles.  The neighborhood was originally devoted to farm land and 
a remnant of this earlier period can be found along Penn Street.  By 1860, the area that 
comprises the Historic District was completely within the city limits of Harrisburg.  
According to Historic Harrisburg Association, the homes in this neighborhood are on the 
semi-annual house tour and many of the houses have been designated as premier examples of 
historic preservation and restoration through the groups Preservation Award program which 
signles out preservation project for excellence (Historic Harrisburg, 2006). 

The Fox Ridge Historic District was determined eligible for the National Register under 
Criterion A for its association with the development of Harrisburg and as an important focus 
of commercial activity.  It is also eligible under Criterion C for the high level of architectural 
integrity.     

The Pennsylvania Capitol Historic District is listed in the National Register under Criterion 
A for its associations with the political growth of the Pennsylvania and under Criterion C for 
its architecture.   

N. 6th and Verbeke Street  

The APE for the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative is comprised of several blocks that 
surround this location and extend from the corner of N. 3rd and Sayre, to N. 3rd and Forster 
Street, northward to the rear of the properties along N. 6th Street between Forster and Reily 
(see Figure 12).   

The alternative is situated between the National Register listed Broad Street Market to the 
west and the eligible Fox Ridge Historic District to the east.  Anchored adjacent to the Fox 
Ridge Historic District is the individually listed German Evangelical Zion Lutheran Church 
that is located at the corner of Capitol and Herr Street immediately across from the proposed 
site.  The Broad Street Market has been in continuous operation since 1863 and is one of the 
oldest farmers markets in Pennsylvania.  Consisting of two separate buildings, the circa 
1856-1860 structure is of ashlar stone masonry laid in a coursed broken bond.  The rear 
annex of the Market is a red brick structure built in three sections between 1874 and 1886 
with the noteworthy central monitor and clerestory windows that provide the natural ceiling 
light.   
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The German Evangelical Zion Lutheran Church was constructed in 1886 for the use of the 
many German-speaking immigrants who lived in the neighborhood.  As the population 
shifted, the Baptist Church acquired the property in 1967 and is currently the Baptist 
Tabernacle.  The structure illustrates the Gothic style with the arched windows and detailed 
brick work, especially the corbelling details.           

Other properties within the APE that are currently being evaluated for their National Register 
eligibility include properties located along the western side of the Broad Street Market on 
Verbeke Street that are included as part of the City of Harrisburg’s Old Uptown Harrisburg 
Historic District, but were excluded from the National Register Old Uptown Harrisburg 
Historic District; and the Friends Meeting House.  Of the resources located along the western 
side of the Broad Street Market on Verbeke Street, it is expected at this point in the analysis 
that none of these resources would be considered eligible for the NRHP as they exhibit a 
certain loss of integrity of materials, design, feeling, and association.    The Friends Meeting 
House located at the intersection of N. 6th Street and Herr does not appear to be eligible for 
the NRHP as it is less than 50 years of age and unlikely to meet Criteria Consideration G, a 
property achieving significance within the past 50 years if it is of exceptional importance 
(NPS, 1990). 

N. 6th and Basin Street  

The APE for the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative is comprised of several blocks of 
properties stretching to the farthest point west along Boyd Street to the southern point of N. 
3rd Street, up Forster Street and along the rear of the properties on the south side of N. 7th 
Street.  Historic standing structures within the APE for this site include the National 
Register-listed Broad Street Market and the Fox Ridge Historic District.   

Other properties that were identified as being 50 years or older and within the APE include 
the Bethesda Mission House and several other homes along Reily Street, a block of row 
homes on N. 6th Street between Reily and Boyd, and row homes on the south side of Fulton 
Street.  These properties, except the Bethesda Mission House, do not appear to be eligible for 
the National Register due to a lack of integrity of materials, workmanship, feeling, and 
association.   

The Bethesda Mission House was constructed in 1904 as a YMCA for the Pennsylvania 
Railroad Company.  In, 1933 the Pennsylvania Railroad YMCA joined the Central YMCA 
and the facility at Reily Street was closed.  The Bethesda Mission was organized in 1914 and 
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was originally named the Harrisburg City Rescue Mission.  The Mission was incorporated in 
1917 with the formal name of Bethesda Mission.  In 1934, the Bethesda Mission purchased 
the former YMCA Railroad facility at Reily Street.  The Bethesda Mission currently runs the 
facility as a shelter for men.  Due to its association with the Pennsylvania Railroad, the 
spread of the YMCA, and due to the well executed revival architectural detailing, the 
Bethesda Mission House may be eligible for the National Register under Criterion A, 
resources that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of our history; and Criterion C,  resources that embody the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that represent the work of a 
master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable 
entity whose components may lack individual distinction (NPS, 1990). 

3.5.2.2 Impacts to Historic Structures 

Criteria of Evaluation 

The Proposed Action or an alternative may have the potential for a significant impact on 
historic resources if it would: 

• Adversely affect properties eligible for or listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places 

Guidelines for evaluating impacts to historic resources are set forth in the regulations of the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation at 36 CFR Part 800, as amended and effective by 
August 5, 2004.  The regulations [36 CFR 800.16(i)] define an effect as the alteration to the 
characteristics of a historic property qualifying it for inclusion in or eligible for the National 
Register. The regulations then specify that the agency official shall determine if the effect is 
adverse as detailed in 36 CFR 800.5 and are as follows:   

An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the 
characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the National 
Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property's location, design, 
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. Consideration shall be given to all 
qualifying characteristics of a historic property, including those that may have been identified 
subsequent to the original evaluation of the property's eligibility for the National Register.  

Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that 
may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance or be cumulative. 
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Impacts 

No Action Alternative  

The No Action Alternative would have no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to historic 
buildings, structures, objects, or districts.  

N. 3rd and Forster Street  

Construction of the proposed courthouse on the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative would 
physically alter the Harrisburg Historic District through the demolition of existing buildings 
along Susquehanna, Green, and North Street and the subsequent construction of the 
courthouse on the subject site.  The demolition includes approximately 40 rowhouses, 
including those located in the 800 block of Green Street, which have been individually 
described in the National Register nomination form as contributing resources to the 
Harrisburg Historic District.  Other resources that would be demolished and that are not 
specifically mentioned in the National Register nomination, but contribute to the overall 
significance of the district, include resources found on North and Briggs Streets.  This 
includes the structure located at the corner of Briggs and Green Streets, which has won a 
Preservation Award.  The physical absence of these contributing resources would have an 
impact on the setting, feeling, and association of the Harrisburg Historic District.  
Additionally, the construction of the new courthouse would add a new visual feature that 
would be of a larger size and scale than the smaller-scaled rowhouses that characterize the 
district.  The physical and visual impacts to the Harrisburg Historic District are considered 
adverse as the proposed construction would diminish the integrity of the Harrisburg Historic 
District’s design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.  Therefore, this 
alternative would have a major, direct, long-term, adverse impact to historic structures.  

The Pennsylvania Capitol Historic District’s boundary lies at the east corner of North and N. 
3rd Street, just opposite to the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative.  The Pennsylvania 
Capitol building has views of the surrounding area that includes many buildings that were 
constructed in the same time period as the capitol building itself.  The construction of the 
proposed courthouse in close proximity to the Capitol Historic District would impact these 
views.  The Midtown Historic District borders the Harrisburg Historic District and the N. 3rd 
and Forster Street Alternative.  Resources in the Midtown Historic District that face Forster 
Street have views of the state capitol building and the domed churches on State Street. 
Construction of the proposed courthouse could partially obscure these views.  The Fox Ridge 
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neighborhood is considered eligible for the National Register and its boundaries lie to the 
north of 3rd Street and to the northwest of Forster Street.  Resources along N. 3rd Street 
currently have views of the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative and the Susquehanna River.  
Construction of the proposed courthouse on the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative would 
have moderate, indirect, long-term, adverse visual impacts to Midtown Historic District, the 
Pennsylvania State Capitol District, and the Fox Ridge Historic District historic resources. 

N. 6th and Verbeke Street  

Structures located within the 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative site consist of the circa 1975 
Cumberland Court Apartment and the circa 1954 Friends Meeting House.  Construction of 
the proposed courthouse on the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative would not directly 
impact any historic structures.   

The construction of the proposed courthouse adjacent to the Broad Street Market would 
introduce a new visual element to the environment that would be larger in scale and massing 
than the current development and the surrounding neighborhood.  It would also physically 
separate the residential connection of the market building to the neighborhoods (south and 
east) including the eligible Fox Ridge Historic District.  The proposed courthouse would 
visually impact the German Evangelical Zion Lutheran Church by introducing a new visual 
element that is larger in scale and massing.  This would result in an impact to the setting, 
feeling, and association of the church and neighborhood.  The proposed courthouse would 
visually impact the Fox Ridge Historic District by altering the setting, feeling and association 
of the neighborhood.  It would also physically sever the separate the residential neighborhood 
and historic district with the Broad Street Market.  Construction of the proposed courthouse 
on the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative would have moderate, indirect, long-term, 
adverse impacts to the Broad Street Market, the German Evangelical Zion Lutheran Church 
and the Fox Ridge Historic District. 

N. 6th and Basin Street  

Structures currently on the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative consist of the Jackson Lick 
apartment buildings and its associated parking lot.  Construction of the proposed courthouse 
on the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative would not directly impact any historic 
structures. 
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The Jackson Lick apartment buildings are high rises that are set back on the lot and the 
immediate environs around the site have an urban density.  Historic resources within the APE 
include the Broad Street Market, the National Register-eligible Fox Ridge Historic District, 
and the Bethesda Mission House. However, because the buildings are a mixture of 
rowhouses and free standing structures, the density of structures near this site is less cohesive 
than that at the 3rd and Forster or 6th and Verbeke Alternatives.   

The demolition of the existing high-rise apartment buildings and their replacement with the 
proposed courthouse would visually impact the Broad Street Market, the National Register-
eligible Fox Ridge Historic District, and the Bethesda Mission House.  The proposed 
courthouse height, scale, massing, and setback on the site would be similar to that of the 
structures currently present on the site.  The proposed courthouse would not result in a 
noticeable change of physical characteristics or setting to the Fox Ridge Historic District, the 
Broad Street Market, or the Bethesda Mission House.  Therefore, this alternative would have 
a negligible, indirect, long-term, adverse impact on historic resources. 

3.6 MAN-MADE ENVIRONMENT 

3.6.1 Traffic Conditions 

3.6.1.1 Existing Conditions 

The downtown portion of Harrisburg is served by an established network of intersecting local 
streets and arterials.  Major north-south roadways within the study limits include from west 
to east: Front Street, 2nd Street, N. 3rd Street, Commonwealth Avenue/ N. 6th Street, and 7th 
Street.  Major east-west roadway include from south to north:  Chestnut Street, Market 
Street, Walnut Street, State Street, Forster Street, Verbeke Street and Reily Street.  Within 
these major roadways exists an interconnecting system of smaller roadways/alleys that 
complete the roadway grid of downtown Harrisburg.  Several one-way couplings have been 
established over the years to improve traffic flow in the downtown area.  The most notable of 
these couplings are Front Street & 2nd Street; Walnut Street & Market Street; and Herr Street 
& Boas Street.  Figure 13 depicts the roadway network of downtown Harrisburg. 
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Figure 13:  Estimated Trip Distribution 
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There are numerous access points into and out of the downtown area.  Eight major access 
routes have been identified as commuter routes into the city.  They are as follows: 

• M. Harvey Taylor Memorial Bridge (Forster Street) 

• Market Street Bridge (Market Street) 

• 2nd Street (From I-83 and Paxton Street) 

• Mulberry Street (From Derry Street) 

• Soldiers & Sailors Memorial Bridge (State Street) 

• Herr Street (From Cameron Street)  

• North N. 6th Street (From Maclay Street/Cameron Street) 

• Front Street (From I-81) 

Major proposed transportation projects within the study area for this project include the N. 
7th Street Reconstruction Project.  This project will consist of reconstructing N. 7th Street 
from Forster Street to Maclay Street with widening from two lanes to four lanes occurring 
between Reily Street and Maclay Street.  In addition, there are several signalization projects 
that are planned, primarily along N. 7th Street and Commonwealth Avenue/N. 6th Avenue.   

3.6.1.2 Impacts to Traffic Conditions 

Criteria of Evaluation 

Potentially significant impact on operating conditions and surrounding streets would occur if 
any of the proposed alternatives would cause any of the following consequences: 

• Substantially increase traffic as compared to the existing traffic load and capacity of 
the street system; 

• Substantially alter present patterns or circulation movements; or 

• Conflict with the goals or policies of regional or local transportation plans. 
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Impacts 

The traffic impacts of any proposed project are typically evaluated for the traffic generated 
during the AM and PM peak hours when traffic congestion is the highest.  Approximately 
160 employees are planned for relocation from the existing federal building.  Of these 160 
employees, it was assumed that approximately 120 trips or 0.75 trips per employee occur on 
any given weekday into and out of Harrisburg during the AM and PM peak hours using one 
of the major routes discussed above.  This assumption was based on the typical trip 
generation rate of office buildings as presented in the ITE Trip Generation Manual.  The 
number of visitors that access the Federal Courthouse can vary on any given day depending 
on the size of the juror pool.  It is estimated that as many as 485 visitors may access the site 
as a worst case scenario.  Of these visitors, it is estimated that approximately 180 would be 
accessing the site during the AM peak hour.  When added to the number of employee trips, it 
is estimated that approximately 300 trips would be entering the city during the AM peak 
hour.  These trips were distributed between the major routes based on the amount of traffic 
that currently uses each route.  Although travel patterns to the court may change once the 
new courthouse is in operation, this method of estimating is sufficiently accurate for the 
purpose of this study since the total number of trips is relatively insignificant in relation to 
the overall amount of traffic entering or exiting the city during the peak hours.   

Once the trips were assigned, assumptions were made as to which route commuters would 
use to access the existing Federal Building once they were in the city.   It is important to note 
that most employees park either in the Locust Street Garage or Walnut Street Garage, both 
located adjacent to the existing Federal Building.   Figure 13 illustrates how the current trips 
were distributed among the major commuter routes. 

It is estimated that with expansion, the new courthouse would employ 260 persons.   For the 
purpose of this study, traffic from these employees was assessed in the year 2017, 5 years 
after the new building is constructed.    This assumes approximately 10 percent growth 
annually over these five years.  Therefore, it is estimated that the number of visitors would 
grow at the same rate.  2017 employee/visitor AM/PM peak hour trips are estimated to be 
approximately 485 trips as shown on Figure 13. 

According to the City Planning Office, the only major planned development within the city is 
the new Judicial Center along North Street between Commonwealth Avenue and 7th Street.  
There are plans to break ground in 2006.  It is uncertain at this time how many new employee 
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trips would be accessing the city due to this development.  Therefore, for the purpose of 
projecting future traffic volumes, a 3 percent annual growth factor has been used. 

No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have no impact on operating conditions because existing 
traffic volumes and patterns would not be altered. 

N. 3rd and Forster Street  

The N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative is located approximately 1,500 feet north of the 
existing Federal Building.  It is assumed that the most desirable employee parking would still 
be at the Locust Street and Walnut Street Garages and that employees would walk to the N. 
3rd and Forster Street Alternative from these two locations.   

While the projected growth in trips to the new site is expected to be higher than the annual 
growth of traffic within the city, the number of trips to the proposed courthouse would still 
be negligible compared to the overall number of trips that would be entering the city.   

Under this 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.  Therefore, this alternative would have a minor, direct, short-term and 
long-term, adverse impact to operating conditions due to changes in existing traffic volumes 
and patterns.   

N. 6th and Verbeke Street 

The most desirable parking for the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative would be along N. 
7th Street at either the N. 7th Street Garage, the N. 7th Street surface lots located across from 
the PHEAA Building or at the Reily and N. 7th Street Surface Lot.  As shown on Figure 13, 
in 2012 it is estimated that approximately 9,000 vehicles would enter or leave the city during 
the peak hours on the eight major commuter routes identified.  The number of trips that 
would be re-routed due to the selection of this site would constitute approximately 3.3 
percent of the total trips on these major routes.  When the several additional routes into and 
out of the city that contribute to traffic volume within the city limits are factored in, the 
number of trips associated with this site as compared to the total number of trips becomes 
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even more diluted and less significant.  Breaking these numbers down in different terms, this 
shift in traffic equates to approximately five vehicles/minute be re-routed through the city.  In 
2017, employee/visitor peak hour trips are estimated to still only represent 4.2 percent of the 
total trips entering or leaving the city on the major commuter routes during the peak hours or 
approximately eight vehicles/minute being re-routed through the city.     

Therefore, this alternative would have a minor, direct, short-term and long-term, adverse 
impact on operating conditions because existing traffic volumes and patterns would only be 
slightly altered.  It is important to note that currently all of the parking facilities along N. 7th 
Street are operating at capacity and have waiting lists.  This evaluation represents the worst 
case scenario for potential impacts to operating conditions because it assumes the most 
extreme potential shift in parking location for employees. 

N. 6th and Basin Street 

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative is located just north of the N. 6th and Verbeke Street 
Alternative; therefore, the same assumptions about employee parking can be made.  
Therefore, this alternative would have a minor, direct, short-term and long-term, adverse 
impact on operating conditions because existing traffic volumes and patterns would be 
slightly altered. 

3.6.2 Parking 

3.6.2.1 Existing Conditions 

The Harrisburg Parking Authority (HPA) is the major supplier of off-street parking in the 
City of Harrisburg.  PRK-MOR, Inc. and MLC Parking, Inc., both privately-owned 
companies, also manage parking facilities within the city limits.  Table 12 is a list of major 
public off-street parking facilities located within the City of Harrisburg.  As indicated in the 
table, downtown off-street parking is basically running at capacity with most of the facilities 
having a waiting list for parking spaces.  Figure 14 shows the locations of these major 
parking facilities.  While structured parking for private or employee use is provided by 
Harrisburg Hospital, the State government, PHEAA, and several hotels and employers, 
public structured parking is exclusively the domain of the HPA. 

Currently, there are plans to build/expand three parking garages within the city: a new 
parking garage on the NE corner of the intersection of Forster Street and Commonwealth 
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Avenue, which is currently under construction by the PA Department of General Services; an 
expansion of the N. 7th Street Parking Garage by HPA; and a new parking garage along 
South Street between N. 2nd and N. 3rd Street by HPA.  The parking structures on 
Commonwealth Avenue and N. 7th Street are being constructed to help offset the parking 
loss that would occur when the new Commonwealth Judicial Center is built on North Street 
between Commonwealth Avenue and N. 7th Street, where approximately 860 existing 
parking spaces would be lost.  Table 13 shows the planned future parking expansion within 
the downtown area, which equates to approximately 2,600 additional spaces.  However, from 
conversations had with the HPA, the majority of these spaces are already reserved or 
allocated to current or new tenants.  HPA will set aside spaces for public parking in the N. 
7th Street Parking Garage and the new parking garage along South Street between N. 2nd 
and N. 3rd Street.  On-street parking is a mix of permit only, metered, and free parking.  
Metered parking is either all-day, 2-hour limit or 4-hour limit based on field observations.  
Field observations were made for all three proposed sites during a non-peak weekday 
morning period when parking spaces are most likely to be occupied by vehicles which 
arrived during the peak hour.  The visitor parking evaluation boundary for each proposed site 
ranges from one to three blocks from the site boundary.  Permit-only parking was not 
included in the visitor parking evaluation.  Figure 14 shows these boundaries. 

Table 12:  Off-Street Parking 

ID 
# Garage Name Location Owner/ 

Operator 
# of 
Spaces

Available 
Spaces 

Type of 
Parking 

1 Walnut Street 
Garage 215 Walnut Street HPA 1,032 Waiting 

List 
General 
Public/Permits

2 Chestnut Street 
Garage 

S. 4th & Chestnut 
Street HPA 1,088 Waiting 

List 
General 
Public/Permits

3 N. 5th Street 
Garage 

N. 5th and Market 
Street HPA 856 Waiting 

List 
General 
Public/Permits

4 Locust Street 
Garage 214 Locust Street HPA 628 Waiting 

List 
General 
Public/Permits

5 Market Square 
Garage 

N. 2nd and 
Chestnut Street HPA 577 Waiting 

List 
General 
Public/Permits



U.S. Courthouse Harrisburg, Pennsylvania  Final Environmental Assessment 
 

-128 - 
 

ID 
# Garage Name Location Owner/ 

Operator 
# of 
Spaces

Available 
Spaces 

Type of 
Parking 

6 River Street 
Garage 218 N. 2nd  Street HPA 850 Waiting 

List 
General 
Public/Permits

7 
N. 7th Street 
Garage/Surface 
Lot 

N. 7th and Forster 
Street HPA 1,334 Waiting 

List 
General 
Public/Permits

8 M&T Garage 220 Chestnut 
Street 

PRK-
MOR, Inc. 400 Waiting 

List Permit Only 

9 Forum Place 
Garage 

N. 5th and Walnut 
Street 

PRK-
MOR, Inc. 1,450 Waiting 

List Permit Only 

10 
Front & 
Barbara Street 
Garage 

N. Front and 
Barbara Street 

PRK-
MOR, Inc. 312 Waiting 

List Permit Only 

11 PA Place 
Garage 

301 Chestnut 
Street 

PRK-
MOR, Inc. 100 Waiting 

List Permit Only 

12 Mulberry St. 
Surface Lot 

S. N. 3rd and 
Mulberry Street HPA 89 Waiting 

List Permit Only 

13 
N. 4th & 
Market St. 
Surface Lot 

N. 4th and Market 
Street HPA N/A Waiting 

List 
Rented to 
DEP 

14 City Island 
Surface Lots City Island HPA 847 Waiting 

List 
General 
Public/Permits

15 City Island 
Garage City Island HPA 484 Waiting 

List 
General 
Public/Permits

16 N. 7th Street 
Surface Lot #1 

N. 7th and Herr 
Street 

MLC 
Parking 156 Waiting 

List Permit Only 

17 N. 7th Street 
Surface Lot #2 

N. 7th and Herr 
Street 

MLC 
Parking 75 Waiting 

List Permit Only 

18 N. 7th Street 
Surface Lot #3 

N. 7th and Herr 
Street 

MLC 
Parking 105 Waiting 

List Permit Only 
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ID 
# Garage Name Location Owner/ 

Operator 
# of 
Spaces

Available 
Spaces 

Type of 
Parking 

19 Herr Street 
Surface Lot #1 Herr Street MLC 

Parking 75 Waiting 
List Permit Only 

20 Herr Street 
Surface Lot #2 Herr Street MLC 

Parking 45 Waiting 
List Permit Only 

21 
N. 7th and 
Reily Street 
Surface Lot 

N. 7th and Reily 
Street 

PRK-
MOR, Inc. 260 Waiting 

List 
Permit Only/ 
State Leases 

 

Table 13:  Future Off-Street Parking Expansion 

ID 
# 

Garage 
Name Location New/ 

Expansion 
# of 
Spaces 

Type of 
Parking 

Completion 
Date 

7 N. 7th Street 
Garage 

Forster and 
N. 7th Street Expansion 960 

General 
Public/ 
Permit 

N/A 

13 
N. 4th and 

Market Street 
Garage 

N. 4th and 
Market 
Street 

Expansion 
from 

Surface to 
Garage 

600 Permit Only N/A 

22 L&I Garage 

Commonwe
alth Avenue 
and Forster 

Street 

New 840 Permit 2006 

23 South Street 
Garage 

N. 2nd and 
South Street New 750-150 

= 600 

General 
Public/ 
Permit 

2006 
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Figure 14 – Downtown Parking 
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3.6.2.2 Impacts to Parking 

Criteria of Evaluation 

A project alternative would have a potentially significant impact on parking in the planning 
areas if it would cause any of the following consequences: 

• Cause a shortage of parking space availability in the downtown area; or 

• Substantially conflict with the goals and principles of regional or local transportation 
plans.  

Parking availability for each proposed alternative was evaluated for two conditions: 
employee parking needs (off-street parking) and visitor parking needs (on-street and off-
street parking).  As stated previously, there would be a need to park approximately 120 
employees on a daily basis in 2012.  As shown in Table 14, it is estimated that approximately 
285 visitors would desire off-street parking and approximately 165 visitors are expected to 
use on-street parking throughout the course of the day.  Currently the U.S. District Court 
reimburses the HPA for juror parking in HPA facilities.  The courts would continue to 
reimburse HPA for parking under all of the build alternatives.   

Table 14.  Visitor Parking Needs 

Office # of Daily 
Visitors 

Visitors 
Arriving 

during the 
AM Peak 

Hour 

# of Visitors that 
would Desire Off-street 

Parking 
(Visit anticipated to 

last more than 2 hours) 

# of Visitors Expected 
to Use On-street 

Parking 
(Visit anticipated to 

last less than 2 hours) 

U.S. Trustees* 150 20 0 150 

U.S. Marshal's Office** 20 0 20 0 

U.S. Bankruptcy Court 40 0 40 0 

U.S. Probation Office 50 0 50 0 

U.S. Attorney's Office *** 30 0 15 15 

Jurors, litigants, and 
observers **** 160 160 160 0 

Totals 450 180 285 165 
* 90% of these visitors access site for 1/2 hour hearings. 
** Visitors are usually in the building for 1/2 to full day. 
*** Visitors are usually in the building 1/2 day or less.  Assume 50/50 split between on- and off-street parking. 
**** It is assumed that all jurors would desire off-street parking because length of visit is uncertain. 
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Impacts  

Permit-only parking is not included in the visitor parking evaluation and is not included in 
Tables 15, 16, or 17.   

N. 3rd and Forster Street  

Currently, most of the employees at the Federal Building park at either the Walnut Street 
Garage or the Locust Street Garage.  As was assumed earlier, if the N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative is selected, employees would most likely still use these two garages to park and 
walk to the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative via N. 3rd Street.  The Walnut Street Garage 
is located approximately four blocks (1,500 feet) and the Locust Street Garage is 
approximately three blocks (1,350 feet) from the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative.  It is 
estimated that it would take approximately 10 minutes to walk from the Walnut Street 
Garage and 8 minutes to walk from the Locust Street Garage to the N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative.  It is anticipated that by 2017, an additional 225 off-street parking spaces would 
be desired to accommodate the increase in employees and visitors.  Currently, the HPA has 
waiting lists at most of its facilities for permits that range from three to 128 people.  HPA 
estimates that about 10 percent of the spaces at their parking facilities are open to the general 
public, which equates to approximately 750 parking spaces citywide. The Harrisburg Parking 
Authority is also constructing a new garage at N. 2nd and South Streets and plans to expand 
the parking garage at N. 7th and Forster Street.  These garages will have some spaces 
available for use by the public.  Therefore, there would be a moderate, direct, long-term 
adverse impact to parking space availability in the downtown area due to the increase in 
number of employees and visitors requiring all-day parking. 

On-street parking availability appears that it would be adequate for those visiting the 
courthouse for less than four hours, based on data that was collected during the parking 
study.  Table 16 indicates that approximately 200 spaces were available within the on-street 
parking evaluation boundary for this site.  The survey did not consider residential permitted 
parking spaces in the available space count.  As shown in Table 15, approximately 165 
visitors are expected to use on-street parking throughout the course of the day for visits 
lasting less than four hours.  At any given time, it can be expected that the number of 
available on-street spaces would be far greater than the number of visitors trying to park.    
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Table 15:  On-Street Parking Evaluation – N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative 

Type of Parking # of Available 
Spaces 

% Usage – 
Weekday 

Morning – non-
peak 

# of Unused 
Spaces 

All-Day Meters 42 62% 16 

2-hour Limit Meters 229 50% 115 

4-hour Limit Meters 125 46% 68 

Total 396 50% 199 

N. 6th and Verbeke Street  

For the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative, it is assumed that employees would desire to 
park at one of the N. 7th Street parking facilities because they are the closest parking 
facilities to this site.  All of the facilities in this area are currently operating at capacity and 
have waiting lists.  Employees would have the option to continue parking at the same 
location and walk to this site.  The distance from the Locust Street and Walnut Street 
Garages near the Ronald Regan Federal Building to the N. 6th and Verbeke Street 
Alternative is approximately 3,200 feet or about a 13-minute walk. The Harrisburg Parking 
Authority is also constructing a new garage at N. 2nd and South Streets and plans to expand 
the parking garage at N. 7th and Forster Street.  These garages will have some spaces 
available for use by the public.  There would be a moderate, direct, long-term adverse impact 
to parking space availability in the downtown area due to the increase in number of 
employees and visitors requiring all-day parking. 

On-street parking availability appears to be adequate for those visiting the courthouse for less 
than four hours based on data collected during the parking study.  Table 16 indicates that 
approximately 200 spaces were available within the on-street parking evaluation boundary 
for this site.  The survey did not consider residential permitted parking spaces in the available 
space count.  As shown in Table 15, approximately 165 visitors are expected to use on-street 
parking throughout the course of the day for visits lasting less than four hours. At any given 
time, it can be expected that the number of available on-street spaces would be far greater 
than the number of visitors trying to park.    
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Broad Street Market is operational on Thursdays, Fridays, and Saturdays.  According to 
HPA, parking at the Broad Street Market consists of two surface lots that were created by the 
Harrisburg Redevelopment Authority.  Broad Street Market also has angled parking along 
Verbeke Street with a designated two hour limit.  The surface lots and angled parking areas 
are not metered and parking in these areas is not enforced. Therefore, there would be a major, 
direct, long-term, adverse impact to the Broad Street Market on the days that the market is 
open, unless the parking areas designation changes and the parking in these areas is enforced.      

Table 16:  On-Street Parking Evaluation – N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative 

Type of Parking # of Available 
Spaces 

% Usage – 
Weekday Morning 

– non-peak 

# of Unused 
Spaces 

All-Day Meters 153 51% 75 

2-hour Limit 
Meters 152 61% 59 

4-hour Limit 
Meters 37 43% 21 

No Meters 156 73% 42 

Total 498 60% 197 

N. 6th and Basin Street  

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative has the same issue with parking as N. 6th and 
Verbeke Street Alternative.  7th Street parking facilities would be the most desirable option 
for employee parking, but the availability is not there.  As was the case with N. 6th and 
Verbeke Street Alternative, employees would have the option to continue parking at the same 
location near the Ronald Regan Federal Building and walk to this site.  However, the 
distance from the Locust Street and Walnut Street Garages to N. 6th and Basin Street 
Alternative is approximately 4,500 feet, or about a 20-minute walk.  The Harrisburg Parking 
Authority is also constructing a new garage at N. 2nd and South Streets and plans to expand 
the parking garage at N. 7th and Forster Street.  These garages will have some spaces 
available for use by the public.  Therefore, there would be a moderate, direct, long-term 
adverse impact to parking space availability in the downtown area due to the increase in 
number of employees and visitors requiring all-day parking. 
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On-street parking availability for those visiting the courthouse for less than four hours 
appears to be adequate based on data collected during the parking study.  Table 17 indicates 
that approximately 480 spaces were available within the on-street parking evaluation 
boundary for this site.  The survey did not consider residential permitted parking spaces in 
the available space count.  As shown in Table 15, approximately 165 visitors are expected to 
use on-street parking throughout the course of the day for visits lasting less than four hours. 
At any given time, it can be expected that the number of available on-street spaces would be 
far greater than the number of visitors trying to park.  

Broad Street Market is operational on Thursdays, Fridays, and Saturdays.  According to 
HPA, parking at the Broad Street Market consists of two surface lots that were created by the 
Harrisburg Redevelopment Authority.  Broad Street Market also has angled parking along 
Verbeke Street with a designated two hour limit.  The surface lots and angled parking areas 
are not metered and parking in these areas is not enforced. Therefore, there would be a major, 
direct, long-term, adverse impact to the Broad Street Market on the days that the market is 
open, unless the parking areas designation changes and the parking in these areas is enforced.      

Table 17:  On-Street Parking Evaluation – N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative 

Type of Parking # of Available 
Spaces 

% Usage – 
Weekday Morning 

– non-peak 

# of Unused 
Spaces 

All-Day Meters 31 45% 17 

2-hour Limit 
Meters 83 66% 28 

4-hour Limit 
Meters 20 25% 15 

No Meters 655 35% 426 

Total 789 38% 486 

3.6.3 Mass Transit 

3.6.3.1 Existing Conditions 

The Capital Area Transit Authority (CAT) operates more than 25 bus lines that serve 
Harrisburg and the surrounding metropolitan areas, including areas east of the Susquehanna 
River.  CAT routes use the majority of the commuter routes, mentioned in the previous 
section, to transport commuters into and out of Harrisburg.  Figure 15 shows CAT routes in 
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the vicinity of the three build alternatives.  CAT has 15 Park & Ride locations in the 
surrounding metropolitan area enabling commuters to park their vehicles and ride buses into 
the downtown area.  For travel to and from the downtown, bus fares are $1.50 for regular 
routes and $1.60 for express routes.  Discounts are available by purchasing multiple ride 
tickets or monthly passes.  Children age five and under ride for free.  CAT also charges a 
$0.25 transfer fee and a $0.35 zone fare when traveling between their three zones.  CAT 
buses have a limited schedule on Saturdays and they do not operate on Sundays or any major 
holidays.   

CAT also offers the Share-A-Ride service, a Reduced Transit Fare Program, and a Free 
Transit Program for seniors who are 65 years and older (Share-A-Ride is described in the 
Community Services Section).  

Rail 

Commercial rail access to Harrisburg is provided by Amtrak and is available on the 
Pennsylvanian Route only, which runs between New York and Pittsburgh.  The Market 
Square Transfer Center, which houses both the Amtrak Station and the CAT Bus Terminal, is 
located at the southeast end of Harrisburg between Market Street and Chestnut Street, east of 
4th Street.  On a daily basis from this station, commuters are offered 11 trips to and from 
Philadelphia and one trip to and from Pittsburgh. 

In 1997, the CAT Board of Directors launched the Modern Transit Partnership (MTP), a non-
profit organization that supports and promotes public transportation with the ultimate goal of 
bringing commuter rail to Central Pennsylvania.  Corridor One is the name of the regional 
rail system being proposed by MTP that would link Harrisburg with Carlisle to the west and 
Lancaster to the east.   The proposed line would have 11 stations and service would be 
provided every half hour during the peak periods and every hour in non-peak periods.  The 
current schedule projects that the Lancaster to Harrisburg service becoming operational in 
late fall 2008 (Modern Transit Partnership, 2006).   

Airport 

The Harrisburg International Airport (HIA) is located approximately 10 miles from 
downtown Harrisburg and serves both commercial and general aviation flights.  Eight major 
airlines offer approximately 120 flights daily to and from HIA with non-stop service to 14 
domestic cities and Toronto.  Four major freight-forwarding carriers serve HIA as well.  The 
PA Air National Guard’s 19N. 3rd Special Operations Wing is also based at HIA. 
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Figure 15: CAT Bus Routes 
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3.6.3.2 Impacts to Mass Transit 

Criteria of Evaluation 

A project alternative would have a potentially significant impact on mass transit if it would 
cause any of the following consequences: 

• Substantially alter present patterns or circulation movements impeding access to mass 
transit facilities or flow of mass transit vehicles; or 

• Conflict with the goals and principles of regional or local transportation plans.  

Impacts 

No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have no impact on mass transit, because existing mass 
transit conditions would not be altered. 

N. 3rd and Forster Street  

Since traffic patterns would not be expected to change if this alternative would be selected, 
there would be no affect to the flow of mass transit vehicles.  The N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative has several bus routes that use N. 3rd Street and Forster Street with several bus 
stops located in close proximity along N. 3rd Street, making this site accessible by mass 
transit.  One bus stop, located on the south side of N. 3rd Street between Forster and Briggs 
Street would need to be relocated due to the court’s security requirements.  The closure of 
Oliver Alley and Dubbs Alley under this alternative would not impact mass transit routes.  
Therefore, there would be a minor, direct, long-term, adverse impact to mass transit. 

N. 6th and Verbeke Street and N. 6th and Basin Street  

Since traffic patterns would not be expected to change if these alternatives would be selected, 
there would be no affect to the flow of mass transit vehicles.  Both of these sites have bus 
routes that pass by in close proximity, making both sites accessible by mass transit.  
However, the closest bus stops are located along the north side of 6th Street along the 
boundary of the N. 6th and Basin St. site.  Under the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative, both 
of these stops would need to be relocated due to the court’s security requirements.  
Therefore, there would be a minor, direct, long-term, adverse impact to mass transit.  
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3.6.4 Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 

3.6.4.1 Existing Conditions 

Pedestrian access within the city is generally good with the majority of the streets having 
sidewalks and crosswalks, as well as pedestrian signal controls (see Figure 15). 

With the exception of the major north-south and east-west roadways mentioned earlier in this 
report, traffic volumes are relatively low on most side streets.  There were no observed 
striped bike lanes within the city; however, bicycle access could still be considered adequate.  
Harrisburg is surrounded by the Capital Area Greenbelt, a 20-mile recreational trail.  The 
trail runs the entire length of Front Street within the study limits.  From Front Street, there 
are several low volume roadways that lead to each of the three proposed sites. 

3.6.4.2 Impacts on Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 

Criteria of Evaluation 

A project alternative would have a potentially significant impact on pedestrian and bicycle 
access if it would cause any of the following consequences: 

• Result in safety hazards for pedestrian traffic due to generation of additional trips or 
altered traffic circulation patterns; or 

• Result in closing of bicycle lanes or decreased bicycle access due to high traffic 
volumes and construction. 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have no impact on pedestrian and bicycle access, because 
existing sidewalk and bicycle path conditions would not be altered. 

N. 3rd and Forster Street  

Since the employees would be expected to park in the same location they currently park, 
traffic circulation would not be altered; therefore, there would be no increase in safety 
hazards for pedestrian traffic.  However, the relocated employees would be required to walk 
an additional five to six blocks further down N. 3rd Street to access this site.  The proposed 



U.S. Courthouse Harrisburg, Pennsylvania  Final Environmental Assessment 
 

-143 - 
 

site design would include convenient entrances and exits for employees and visitors to arrive 
by foot or on bicycles. 

N. 6th and Verbeke Street and N. 6th and Basin Street  

It has already been stated that the change in commuter trips associated with either one of 
these proposed sites would have a negligible impact to operating conditions as well as the 
surrounding streets.  A negligible impact is also anticipated for pedestrians as well as 
bicycles as a result of these traffic pattern changes.  The proposed site design for either 
location would include convenient entrances and exits for employees and visitors to arrive by 
foot or on bicycles. 

Depending on where these entrances are located and from what direction the majority of the 
pedestrians and bicyclists travel to and from, existing crosswalks and pedestrian controls may 
not be sufficient.  Therefore, there would be a minor, direct, long-term adverse impact to 
pedestrian and bicycle access for each of these sites. 

3.6.5 Electrical Power 

3.6.5.1 Existing Conditions 

Pennsylvania Power and Light (PPL) Electric Utilities distributes electric power for the 
existing facility as well as the three potential build alternative sites.  PPL controls about 
12,000 megawatts of generating capacity in the United States and delivers electricity to 
approximately five million customers in Pennsylvania, the United Kingdom, and Latin 
America.  In the mid 1990s, construction was completed on $16 million substation at Seventh 
and North Streets, including improvements to the nearby Walnut Street substation and to the 
underground low-tension network. The substations dramatically increase service capacities of 
the CBD and the City of Harrisburg.  

3.6.5.2 Impacts to Electrical Power 

Criteria of Evaluation 

The Proposed Action or an alternative may have the potential for a significant impact on 
electrical power in the planning area if it would: 

• Directly exceed the capacity of a regional supplier of electrical power. 
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• Induce population growth in the service area of a regional supplier of electrical power 
well above projections for future demand.   

• Require extensions of utility lines well beyond existing service areas or require the 
acquisition of new rights-of-way.   

Impacts 

No Action Alternative 

The No Action alternative would have no impact on suppliers of electrical power in 
Harrisburg, because the alternative would not affect existing conditions for these services.   

Build Alternatives 

The build alternatives would consolidate existing Court facilities as well as provide 
additional space for courtrooms.  This action would only slightly increase the net demand of 
the city.  The existing PPL system would be able to accommodate these shifting needs as 
well as the marginal increase in demand (PPL Electric Utilities, 2005).  Therefore the 
proposed courthouse can be accommodated within the planned capacities of regional energy 
providers and would have a minor, direct, long-term, adverse impact on these resources. 

3.6.6 Natural Gas 

3.6.6.1 Existing Conditions 

The Gas Division of UGI Utilities which supplies natural gas to approximately 277,000 
customers in 14 counties, including Dauphin County, in Southeastern Pennsylvania.  80,000 
of the 277,000 customers are within the Harrisburg region of Dauphin, Cumberland, 
Lebanon, and northern York counties.   

3.6.6.2 Impacts to Natural Gas Service 

Criteria of Evaluation 

The Proposed Action or an alternative may have the potential for a significant impact on 
natural gas service in the planning area if it would: 

• Directly exceed the capacity of a regional supplier of natural gas. 
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• Induce population growth in the service area of a regional supplier of natural gas well 
above projections for future demand.   

• Require extensions of utility lines well beyond existing service areas or require the 
acquisition of new rights-of-way.   

Impacts 

No Action Alternative 

The No Action alternative would have no impact on suppliers of natural gas in Harrisburg, 
because the alternative would not affect existing conditions for these services.   

N. 3rd and Forster Street  

The N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative would have a moderate, direct, short-term, adverse 
impact because it would be difficult to service with natural gas due to the low pressure 
systems in the area including the low pressure gas lines that run in a grid pattern within this 
site.  According to UGI, it would be difficult to accommodate the marginal increase in 
demand.  However, if needed, UGI would install medium pressure lines to accommodate the 
proposed U.S. Courthouse. Therefore, there would be a moderate, direct, short-term, adverse 
impact due to the relocation and cost to upgrade existing facilities (UGI Utilities, 2005).   

N. 6th and Verbeke Street 

The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative would have no direct impact to the natural gas 
supply because there is a medium pressure system that runs through the site that would be 
able to accommodate the marginal increase in demand (UGI Utilities, 2005).  There would be 
a moderate, direct, short-term, adverse impact due to the cost of relocation. 

N. 6th and Basin Street  

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative would have no direct impact to the natural gas 
supply because there is a medium pressure main line that runs through the site that would be 
able to accommodate the marginal increase in demand (UGI Utilities, 2005).  There would be 
a moderate, direct, short-term, adverse impact due to the cost of relocation.   
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3.6.7 Centralized Heating and Cooling Services 

3.6.7.1 Existing Conditions 

NRG Energy Center Harrisburg, Inc. operates the downtown district heating and cooling 
system for the City of Harrisburg.  NRG operates a co-generation plant that generates 
electricity and steam using conventional oil and gas-fired boilers.  Currently, NRG has 
approximately 270 residential, commercial, and industrial customers via seven miles of 
underground steam pipes.  NRG has entered into a contract with the Harrisburg Authority to 
purchase steam from the Harrisburg Materials Energy, Recycling and Resource Recovery 
Facility (HMERRF)’s incinerator.  Therefore, approximately 70 percent of the steam from 
Harrisburg comes from the burning of municipal solid waste instead of oil and/or gas fuel.   

3.6.7.2 Impacts to Centralized Heating and Cooling Service 

Criteria of Evaluation 

The Proposed Action or an alternative may have the potential for a significant impact on 
centralized heating and cooling service in the planning area if it would: 

• Directly exceed the capacity of a regional supplier of centralized heating and cooling 
services. 

• Induce population and economic growth in the service area in a manner that would 
increase demand on centralized heating and cooling services well above projections 
for future demands.     

• Require extensions of centralized heating and cooling utility lines well beyond 
existing service areas or require the acquisition of new rights-of-way.   

Impacts 

No Action Alternative 

The No Action alternative would have no impact on suppliers of centralized heating and 
cooling services in Harrisburg, because the alternative would not affect existing conditions 
for these services.   



U.S. Courthouse Harrisburg, Pennsylvania  Final Environmental Assessment 
 

-147 - 
 

N. 3rd and Forster Street  

The N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative would have a moderate, direct, short-term, adverse 
impact because there are existing steam lines that would need to be relocated along Briggs 
Street between Green Street and N. 3rd Street.  There is also a steam lines that run along 
North Street and Green Street that could be accessed for use without impacts (NRG, 2005).   

N. 6th and Verbeke Street  

The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative would have no impact because there are no 
existing steam lines on site.  There would be a moderate, direct, short-term, beneficial impact 
associated with cost if GSA would choose to have steam lines installed in the new 
Courthouse facility (NRG, 2005).     

N. 6th and Basin Street 

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative would have no impact because there are no existing 
lines on site.  There are existing steam lines at PHEAA that NRG could access for use at the 
new Courthouse facility, if needed (NRG, 2005).   

3.6.8 Public Water and Wastewater Systems 

3.6.8.1 Existing Conditions 

The City’s Bureau of Water distributes potable water to over 60,000 customers in the City of 
Harrisburg as well as Penbrook Borough, Susquehanna Township, Swatara Township, and 
Lower Paxton Township.  The main water source is located at a reservoir north of Harrisburg 
at DeHart Dam’s six-billion gallon raw water reservoir.  Harrisburg’s water system is also 
supplied by a 50 million gallons of water stored throughout the city.  The City’s Bureau of 
Water services the existing Courthouse as well as the three build alternative sites.   

The Bureau of Sewerage, also known as the Advanced Wastewater Treatment Plant (AWTP), 
processes wastewater from the City of Harrisburg as well as the above listed municipalities.  
The AWTP serves approximately 143,000 people who produce an average daily flow of 37.7 
million gallons of wastewater.  Residual sludge from wastewater treatment generates 
methane gas, which PPL Electric Utilities burns to produce electricity.   
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3.6.8.2 Impacts to Public Water and Wastewater Systems 

Criteria of Evaluation 

The Proposed Action or an alternative may have the potential for a significant impact on the 
Harrisburg Water System if it would: 

• Directly exceed the capacity of potable water supply and distribution center and 
wastewater collection and treatment facilities 

• Induce population growth in the service area well above projections for future potable 
water demand and wastewater management.   

• Require extensions of potable water and wastewater mains well beyond existing 
service areas or require the acquisition of new rights-of-way.   

Impacts 

No Action Alternative 

The No Action alternative would have no impact on suppliers of potable water and 
wastewater collection systems in Harrisburg, because the alternative would not affect 
existing conditions for these services.  

Build Alternatives 

The build alternatives would consolidate existing Court facilities as well as provide 
additional space for courtrooms.  This action would only slightly increase the net demand of 
the city.  Potable water supply lines and sewer lines currently in place at all sites for the 
Proposed Action are adequate to meet these shifting needs as well as the marginal increase in 
demand.  The existing reservoirs and the AWTP would also be able to accommodate the 
needs of the new courthouse (Utilities, 2005).  Therefore, the Proposed Action can be 
accommodated within the planned capacities of the potable water system and wastewater 
system would have a minor, direct and indirect, short-term, adverse impact on these 
resources.   
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3.6.9 Telecommunications 

3.6.9.1 Existing Conditions 

Verizon-Pennsylvania telecommunications network serves the metropolitan region from its 
regional headquarters located at 210 Pine Street, Harrisburg.  Verizon offers DSL, Local, 
Long Distance, Toll Free, and Wireless Services.  Verizon’s conduit is located underground 
and runs along Susquehanna Street from Schuykill St. Chestnut Street and in a grid pattern 
within the bounds of Liberty Street, North Front Street, Chestnut Street and North 4th Street.   

Comcast Cablevision offers digital cable and high-speed internet services within the City of 
Harrisburg.   

3.6.9.2 Impacts to Telecommunications Service 

Criteria of Evaluation 

The Proposed Action or an alternative may have the potential for a significant impact on 
telecommunications service if it would: 

• Directly exceed the capacity of the regional telecommunications system. 

• Induce population growth in the service area of the local telecommunications 
provider well above projections for future demand.   

• Require extensions of utility lines well beyond existing service areas or require the 
acquisition of new rights-of way.   

Impacts 

No Action Alternative 

The No Action alternative would have no impact on telecommunication systems in 
Harrisburg, because the alternative would not affect existing conditions for these services.   

N. 3rd and Forster Street  

The N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative would have a moderate, direct, short-term, adverse 
impact because Comcast would need to relocate existing fiber lines that run aerially along 
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Susquehanna Street and Oliver Alley.  The fiber lines along Susquehanna Street feed most of 
the downtown Comcast customers (Comcast, 2005).   

The N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative would have a moderate, direct, short-term, adverse 
impact on Verizon’s telecommunication services due to the relocation costs associated with 
the underground conduit that runs along Susquehanna Street.   

N.N. 6th and Verbeke Street  

The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative would have a moderate, direct, short-term, 
adverse impact because Comcast would lose revenue from their existing cable customers. 
Existing cable at the corner of Capital and Verbeke Street would also have to be relocated 
(Comcast, 2005).   

The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative would have negligible impacts to Verizon’s 
capacity and services.  The relocation and connection to Verizon’s telecommunication 
services would be completed with the least amount of disruption possible to current users.   

N. 6th and Basin Street  

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative would have no impact because it is not currently 
serviced by Comcast (Comcast, 2005).  However, if needed, Comcast could provide cable 
service to this site.   

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative would have negligible impacts to Verizon’s capacity 
and services.  The relocation and connection to Verizon’s telecommunication services would 
be completed with the least amount of disruption possible to current users.   

3.6.10 Site Contamination/Hazardous Waste 

3.6.10.1 Existing Conditions 

As part of GSA’s due diligence requirements a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 
(ESA) was completed in August of 2005 for each of the alternative sites. Each Phase I ESA 
consisted of a records review of historical and regulatory information at local and state 
offices, physical setting characterization, site reconnaissance, and a regulatory database 
review of state and federal waste records.  The purpose of the ESA was to identify any 
potential recognized environmental conditions associated each the property. 



U.S. Courthouse Harrisburg, Pennsylvania  Final Environmental Assessment 
 

-151 - 
 

N. 3rd and Forster Street  

The N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative is 3.6 acres and currently contains approximately 
40 two- and three-story row homes, apartments, restaurants and entertainment businesses, 
one five-story office building, small retail shops, and parking areas.  Historical research 
revealed that the site has been in mixed residential and light commercial use for the past 120 
years. Although there are no recorded recognized environmental conditions within the site 
boundary, due to the age of the structures that still exist on-site, the potential of asbestos, pcb, 
and lead containing materials is considered to be a potential recognized environmental 
condition. Additional detailed information can be found in the Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment for the Proposed U.S. Courthouse Site, North N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative (G&O, 2005). 

N. 6th and Verbeke Street  

The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative is 6.0 acres and currently contains the Cumberland 
Court Apartments with associated paved surface parking areas, landscaped lawn, tennis 
courts, and playground areas.  The site also contains the Friends Meeting House, a historic 
religious meeting place that is currently utilized by many different religious sects and a 
daycare.  Both the Cumberland Court Apartments and the Friends Meeting House were 
present on site by 1977.  

Historically, the site has contained a mix of domestic dwellings and commercial business. 
Previous commercial business has included restaurants, hotels, manufacturing facilities, auto 
repair facilities, a “sanitary and dyeing works” facility, a clinic, a printing facility and a coal 
yard with an associated storage area. These previous structures date back to the 1800s; 
therefore, it is possible that asbestos, pcb, and lead containing materials were buried on site 
during the demolition of these older structures.  Additionally, improper storage and handling 
of chemicals associated with the various manufacturing, coal yard, auto repair, dyeing and 
printing activities may have impacted the site.   

There has been no record of a spill or release within the site boundary; however, the site is 
considered to have potential recognized environmental conditions. These conditions result 
from the historical use of the site, release of heating oil from USTs located on adjacent 
properties, and the previous and current structures potential use of asbestos, pcb, and lead 
containing materials. Additional detailed information can be found in the Phase I 
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Environmental Site Assessment for the Proposed U.S. Courthouse Site, North N. 6th and 
Verbeke Street Alternative (G&O, 2005). 

N. 6th and Basin Street  

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative is comprised of two parcels, Parcel 6 and Parcel 17, 
totally 6.4 acres.  Parcel 6 is 4.74 acres and contains two high rise apartment buildings, the C. 
Sylvester Jackson and the Alton W. Lick buildings.  Parcel 6 is also improved with resident 
and public surface parking lots, landscaped areas, and concrete-paved walkways.  The 
Jackson Lick Apartments were constructed in 1960 and are currently owned by the HHA.  
The Alton W. Lick building has recently been renovated and is fully occupied with 144 units 
of low-income, subsidized apartments.  The C. Sylvester Jackson building has been vacant 
for approximately one year. 

A file review at the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PADEP) on July 
20, 2005 revealed a significant release of heating oil in 1995.  Between the years 1985 and 
1995, Parcel 6 contained six underground storage tanks: three 15,000-gallon tanks for each 
building.  Upon closure and removal of the tanks, a reported 1,260 tons of petroleum 
contaminated soil was excavated from the site.  No case closure has been obtained for the site 
to-date; however, a release of liability should be available in Spring of 2006.  Until Parcel 6 
receives a release of liability, the property is considered to contain a potential recognized 
environmental condition. 

Historical fire insurance maps depict the presence of a “china laundry” on Parcel 6 between 
1884 and 1929.  Commercial laundry facilities of this period typically utilized hazardous 
chemicals under conditions that would represent a material threat of release to the 
environment.  This early industrial use of the property is considered to be a recognized 
environmental condition. 

Also, the Jackson Lick Apartments were built in 1960; therefore, the existing buildings may 
have been constructed with asbestos, pcb, or lead containing materials.  The potential 
presence of these materials also constitutes a potential recognized environmental condition 
on Parcel 6. 

Parcel 17 is 1.62 acres and is currently owned by the City of Harrisburg. This parcel contains 
a pool house, erected in 1968, that serves the Jackson Lick Community Pool (located on an 
adjacent lot, Lot 5).  The pool and pool house are seasonally operational. 
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A review of historical fire insurance maps revealed the presence of the J.H. Santo Coal and 
Wood Yard on Parcel 17, in the southeast corner.  The coal and wood yard is depicted on the 
1884 map and remains until the 1905 map.  This was the only manufacturing activity 
identified on Parcel 17.  However, early coal and wood yards often sold kerosene, fuel oil, 
and gasoline.  This early industrial use of the property represents a potential recognized 
environmental condition. Additional detailed information can be found in the Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment for the Proposed U.S. Courthouse Site, North N. 6th and 
Basin Street Alternative (G&O, 2005). 

3.6.10.2 Impacts from Site Contamination/Hazardous Waste 

Criteria of Evaluation 

The proposed action or alternative may have the potential for a significant impact if it would: 

• Create a hazard to public health or the environment through the use, handling,              
transport, or disposal of hazardous materials or wastes. 

• Create reasonably foreseeable conditions that would have the potential for improper 
release of hazardous materials. 

Locate facilities on a site included on a list of hazardous material or waste sites compiled in 
accordance with Federal and/or State laws. 

Subject humans to soils or waters with concentrations of hazardous materials in excess of 
health advisory limits. 

Impacts 

No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative would not impact any potential waste sites, and no remediation or 
removal of waste would be necessary. 

N. 3rd and Forster Street  

Construction of the proposed Courthouse at the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative would 
require site preparation, including demolition of existing structures that may have asbestos, 
pcb, or lead containing materials and the excavation of previously buried structures. Prior to 
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demolition, all hazardous materials would be identified to ensure worker safety as required 
under the Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) (29 CFR 1926.1101).  If asbestos, 
pcb or lead containing materials are found during site preparation, licensed contractors would 
remove, transport, store, and dispose of them in accordance with the Resources Conversation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) and State regulations.   

Although not anticipated based on the Phase I ESA, if underground storage tanks (USTs) or 
areas of contamination are identified during site preparation, they would be assessed, 
removed, and/or remediated in accordance with Federal and State regulations.  Due to the 
proper handling of all waste materials, impacts associated with the construction of the 
proposed courthouse would be mitigated appropriately.  Therefore, the use of the N. 3rd and 
Forster Street Alternative would have a minor, indirect, short-term, adverse impact on public 
health and the environment from hazardous materials, wastes, or constituents. 

N. 6th and Verbeke Street  

Construction of the proposed Courthouse at the North N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative 
would require site preparation, including demolition of existing structures that may have 
asbestos, pcb, or lead containing materials and the excavation of previously buried structures.  
Prior to demolition, all hazardous materials would be identified to ensure worker safety as 
required under the Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) (29 CFR 1926.1101).  If 
asbestos, pcb or lead containing materials are found during site preparation, licensed 
contractors would remove, transport, store, and dispose of them in accordance with the 
Resources Conversation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and State regulations.   

Although not anticipated based on the Phase I ESA, if underground storage tanks (USTs) or 
areas of contamination are identified during site preparation, they would be assessed, 
removed, and/or remediated in accordance with Federal and State regulations.  Due to the 
proper handling of all waste materials, impacts associated with the construction of the 
proposed courthouse would be mitigated appropriately.  Therefore, the use of the N. 6th and 
Verbeke Street Alternative would have a minor, indirect, short-term, adverse impact on 
public health and the environment from hazardous materials, wastes, or constituents. 

N. 6th and Basin Street 

Construction of the proposed Courthouse at the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative would 
require site preparation, including demolition of existing structures that may have asbestos, 
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pcb, or lead containing materials and the excavation of previously buried structures.  Prior to 
demolition, all hazardous materials would be identified to ensure worker safety as required 
under the Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) (29 CFR 1926.1101).  If asbestos, 
pcb or lead containing materials are found during site preparation, licensed contractors would 
remove, transport, store, and dispose of them in accordance with the Resources Conversation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) and State regulations.   

Despite the previous removal of leaking USTs and the excavation of contaminated soil, the 
site may still contain petroleum contaminated soils. Although not anticipated based on the 
Phase I ESA, if additional underground storage tanks (USTs) or areas of contamination are 
identified or encountered during site preparation, they would be assessed, removed, and/or 
remediated in accordance with Federal and State regulations.  Due to the proper handling of 
all waste materials, impacts associated with the construction of the proposed courthouse 
would be mitigated appropriately.  Therefore, the use of the N. 6th and Verbeke Street 
Alternative would have a minor, indirect, short-term, adverse impact on public health and the 
environment from hazardous materials, wastes, or constituents. 

3.6.11 Mitigation Measures 

Where feasible, GSA would implement mitigation measures to reduce the intensity of 
impacts identified in this EA.  The following are mitigation measures that will be considered 
as part of the site selection process.  Final decisions on mitigation measures will be included 
with the final site selection. 

Land Use Planning and Zoning 

Federal actions such as construction of the proposed U.S. Courthouse are not subject to local 
land use and zoning regulations.  However, in accordance with the Public Buildings 
Administrative Act (40 USC 3312), GSA will consider the requirements of local laws.  In 
addition, GSA wil provide the local authorities the opportunity to review the project for 
zoning compliance, building design code compliance, and construction inspection for code 
compliance (GSA, 1994). 

Residential and Business Relocations 

Property acquisition and resident relocation will be conducted in accordance with the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, amended 
by the Uniform Relocation Act Amendments of 1987.  The Uniform Act ensures the fair and 
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equitable treatment of persons whose real property is acquired or who are displaced as a 
result of a Federal or Federally-assisted project. Government-wide regulations provide 
procedural and other requirements (appraisals, payment of fair market value, notice to 
owners, etc.) in the acquisition of real property and provides for relocation payments and 
advisory assistance in the relocation of persons and businesses.   

If the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative is selected, the government will provide for 
property appraisal/determination of just compensation, negotiations, and payment and 
possession of property.  For residential relocations, the government will provide relocation 
advisory assistance, eligible moving costs, assistance in locating comparable replacement 
housing, rental assistance payments, purchase supplement payments and other eligible 
replacement housing payments. For business relocations, the government will provide 
relocation assistance, moving costs, compensation for personal property losses, searching 
expenses, and re-establishment expenses. 

If the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative is selected, residents of Cumberland Court will 
be eligible for HUD Housing Choice Vouchers making relocation to the private market more 
affordable.  If the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative is selected, GSA will coordinate 
closely with HHA to ensure that there is a minimal amount of disruption to the residents of 
Jackson Lick during the relocation process. 

Disruption to residents of Cumberland Court Apartments may be mitigated by relocation to 
residences with access to healthcare and public transportation.  Relocation within walking 
distance for food shopping and other needs would add to the quality of life and mitigate 
impacts to relocated residents. GSA has coordinated with the HUD throughout the site 
selection process.  If the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative were selected, GSA will 
continue to coordinate closely with HUD to ensure that there is a minimal amount of 
disruption to the residents of Cumberland Court during the relocation process. 

Disruption to residents of Jackson Lick residents may be mitigated by relocation to 
residences with similar amenities and services, and access to healthcare and public 
transportation.  Relocation within walking distance for food shopping and other needs would 
add to the quality of life and mitigate impacts to relocated residents.  Counseling will be 
provided to help residents adjust to their new surroundings.  GSA has coordinated with the 
HHA throughout the site selection process.  If the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative were 
selected, GSA would continue to coordinate closely with HHA to ensure that there is a 
minimal amount of disruption to the residents of Jackson Lick during the relocation process. 
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Community Services 

Mitigation for impacts to residents from the N. 6th and Verbeke Street and N. 6th and Basin 
Street Alternatives who utilize services from the Hamilton Health Center and their satellite 
offices may include requirements for replacement housing that is serviced by public 
transportation and health services.  

Community Facilities 

Mitigation for impacts to the Benjamin Franklin Elementary School will include temporary 
provisions that would prevent school children and other pedestrians from entering the 
construction site and requirements for noise controls on construction equipment. 

Mitigation measures for impacts to recreational facilities will include requirements for noise 
controls on construction equipment.  Other mitigation measures may include relocation of the 
Jackson Lick Pool House, if possible; relocation of the pool; or avoidance of the pool house.   

Mitigation measures for impacts to the Friends Meeting House and Praise N Play Daycare 
Center will include site relocation assistance.   

Archeology 

The GSA will continue the consultation process with the Pennsylvania State Historic 
Preservation Office (PA SHPO) at the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 
(PHMC) and other interested parties to formulate appropriate mitigation measures to offset 
potential impacts to archeological resources.  Mitigation for archeological resources may 
include subsurface investigations to identify, study, and document intact archeological 
deposits. 

Historic Structures  

The GSA will continue the consultation process with the PA SHPO at the PHMC, and other 
interested parties to formulate appropriate mitigation measures to offset the visual and 
physical impacts.  Mitigation measures for impacts to historic resources may include 
guidelines for design of the proposed courthouse, and Historic American Buildings 
Survey/Historic American Engineering Record (HABS/HAER) recordation of structures 
prior to demolition. 
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Parking 

Proposed mitigation for the parking issues associated with the build alternatives can be 
performed in one of two ways: create additional parking space availability or limit the 
number of parking spaces required.  While the local market would be relied upon to provide 
additional parking as needed, structured public parking is exclusively provided by HPA in 
Harrisburg.  Therefore, GSA will coordinate with the City of Harrisburg and the HPA to 
determine ways to create additional parking space availability.  To limit parking demand, 
current efforts to encourage Federal employees to rideshare and use transit will continue.  
The U.S. Courts will communicate with the employees of the new U.S. Courthouse on use of 
transit and carpooling from Park and Ride facilities to limit the number of parking spaces 
required on a daily basis. 

In addition, the courts will post information for visitors on their web site and with notices to 
prospective jurors on parking options in the vicinity of the new courthouse.  Both employees 
and visitors should be cautioned against parking in residential neighborhoods or at the Broad 
Street Market. 

Mass Transit 

Mitigation for impacts to mass transit under the build alternatives would be limited to 
relocating bus stops for security purposes. 

Pedestrian /Bicycle Access 

No mitigation would be required for the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative.  If pedestrian 
and bicyclist access was found to be insufficient for either of the 6th Street sites, additional 
crosswalks and/or pedestrian controls would need to be installed at identified intersections.    

Electrical Power / Centralized Heating and Cooling Services 

In accordance with the Energy Policy Act of 1992 and Executive Order 12902, Federal 
Energy Management, energy conservation measures should be incorporated into the building 
design to mitigate impacts related to fuel and power systems. 

Water Supply 

The following measures could be implemented to mitigate impacts related to water supply: 
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• Prepare a water conservation plan and policy 

• Install faucet aerators and low-flow toilets and shower heads 

• Design landscape plans for minimum water use (e.g., using native, drought-tolerant 
species) 

• Minimize use of lawns because of their high water consumption (and energy 
consumption and air emissions from mowers) 

• When necessary, plan for water conservation in lawn maintenance (set mower blades 
high and water slowly at night no more than one inch per week with automatic, low-
volume irrigation equipment) 

• Use erosion and sediment controls during construction 

Site Contamination/Hazardous Waste  

GSA would conduct a detailed Phase II ESA on the alternative site that is selected for 
acquisition.  Phase II testing of soil and groundwater, as well as sampling for potential 
asbestos, pcb, and lead containing materials would be conducted, as appropriate.  Any 
contamination discovered would be remediated based on Federal and State regulations. 
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Years of Experience: 27 
 
Alisha T.  Durgam - Engineering Technician II 
B.S. Environmental Management, University of Maryland University College 
Years of Experience: 1 
 
Basile, Baumann, Prost & Associates 
Nichols Center• Suite 10 
177 Defense Highway• Annapolis Maryland 21401 
 
Ralph Basile 
Principal 
Juris Doctor (Law), 1980, George Mason University 
Years of Experience:  25 
 
Dominick Argumedo 
Associate 
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Master’s in Urban and Regional Planning, 2000 
University of Michigan 
Years of Experience:  10 
 
H.C. PECK 
2399 Blake Street, Suite 180 
Denver, CO 80205 
 
Lee Satterfield Hamre, R/W-RAC 
Principal  
 
 
POLSHEK PARTNERSHIP ARCHITECTS LLP 
320 West 13th Street 
New York, NY  10014-1278 
 
Susan T. Rodriguez FAIA 
Partner 
B. Arch. Cornell University, M. Arch. Columbia University 
Lead Designer 
 
Joanne L. Sliker AIA 
Senior Associate 
BA Barnard College, M. Arch. Columbia University 
Project Manager 
 
Daniel R. Stube AIA 
Associate 
BA University of Wisconsin, M. Arch. Columbia University 
Senior Designer 
 
Douglas Y. Kawano 
Design Team 
BA University of California at Berkeley, MS Columbia University 
Junior Designer 
 
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND ARCHITECTURE 
 
Bret E. Peters AIA 
Principal 
BA Boston University, M. Arch Rice University 
Urban Design Consultant 
 
RICCI GREENE ASSOCIATES 
158 West 27th Street, 10th Floor 
New York, NY 10001 
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Frank Greene 
Principal 
B. Arch Howard University 
Courts Planning Consultant  
 
SCOTT COLE - CERTIFIED GENERAL REAL ESTATE APPRAISER 
1821 Creek View Court 
New Cumberland, PA  17070 
 
STUDLEY, INC. 
555 13th Street, NW 
Suite 420 East 
Washington, DC, 20004 
 
Julie K. Rayfield 
Corporate Managing Director 
Bachelor of Science, Boston University 
Real Estate Advisor  
 
V.J. ASSOCIATES 
136 West John Street 
Hicksville, NY 11801 
 
Roger Clements CCC 
Director of Projects 
RICS Approved Cambridge University 
Estimating Consultant 
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6 AGENCIES, OFFICIALS, AND OTHERS THAT 
RECEIVED THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

OR ANNOUNCEMENT 
 

U.S. CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION 

U.S. Senate 
 
Senator Arlen Specter  
U.S. Senate 
711 Hart Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 
 
Senator Rick Santorum 
U.S. Senate 
555 Walnut Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
 
Gayle Mills, Executive Director  
U.S. Senate 
Federal Building 
228 Walnut St., Room 1104 
P.O. Box 1092 
Harrisburg, PA 17108 
 
Chad Weaver 
District Director 
Senator Santorum’s Office 
U.S. Senate 
555 Walnut Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 

U.S. House of Representatives 
 
Representative Tim Holden 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2417 Rayburn HOB 
Washington, D.C. 20515 
 
District Director Tim Smith 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1721 North Front Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17102 
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STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA ELECTED OFFICIALS 

Governor’s Office 

Governor Edward G. Rendell 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
225 Main Capitol Building 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 

State Senate 

Senator Jeffrey Piccola 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Room 172 Main Capitol Building 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 

State House of Representatives 

Representative Ron Buxton 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
538 E-Main Capitol Building 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 

Other State Officials 

Secretary of Transportation Allen Biehler 
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation  
Commonwealth Keystone Building 
400 N. St. 8th fl. 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 
 
State Attorney General Tom Corbett 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Strawberry Square 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 
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FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Adrian S. Fine  
National Trust for Historic Preservation 
Northeast Field Office 
6401 Germantown Avenue 
Philadelphia, PA 19144 
 
Bruce Beach 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 3 
1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, PA  19103 
 
Charles Bien 
Division Director U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development 
451 Seventh Street, SW, Room 7250 
Washington, D.C.  20410 
 
Guy Ciarrochi 
Regional Director 
U.S. Housing and Urban Development 
Philadelphia Office 
The Wannamaker Building 
100 Penn Square East 
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3380 
 
Donald S. Welsh  
Regional Administrator  
U.S. EPA Region 3 Regional Office 
1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, PA  19103 
 

USDA Natural Resources Conservation 
Service 
One Credit Union Place, Suite 340 
Harrisburg, PA  17110 
 
National Park Service, Northeast Region 
200 Chestnut Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19106 
Attn: Mr. Lloyd Chapman 
William Abadie 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 1715 
Baltimore, MD  21203 
 
Willie R. Taylor 
Director, Office of Environmental Policy 
and Compliance 
U.S. Department of Interior 
1849 C Street, NW 
Washington, DC  20240 
 
U.S. Department of Interior 
Michael T. Chezik 
Regional Environmental Officer 
200 Chestnut Street, Room 244 
Philadelphia, PA 19106 
 
Eugene Lehr  
Chief, Environmental Division  
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 7th Street, SW 
Washington, DC  20590 
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Dr. John Fowler  
Executive Director  
Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation 
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue 

Washington, D.C. 20004 
 

 

 

STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA AGENCIES 

Barbara Franco, Executive Director  
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum 
Commission 
300 North Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 
 
Jean Cutler, PHMC 
Commonwealth Keystone Building, 2nd 
Floor 
Harrisburg, PA  17120 
 
Susan Zacher 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum 
Commission 
Bureau for Historic Preservation 
Commonwealth Keystone Building,  
2nd Floor 
400 North Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17120-0093 
 
Bill Fontana, Executive Director  
Pennsylvania Downtown Center 
130 Locust St. 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
 
 

James P. Creedon, Secretary 
Pennsylvania Department of General 
Services 
515 North Office Building 
Harrisburg, PA 17125 
 
Floyd Warner, President  
Pennsylvania Chamber of Business and 
Industry 
417 Walnut Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
 
Jeffrey Miller, Commissioner  
Pennsylvania State Police 
1800 Elmerton Ave. 
Harrisburg, PA 17110 
 
Jose E. Morales, Chief Counsel  
Pennsylvania Emergency Management 
Agency 
2605 Interstate Dr. 
Harrisburg, PA 17110 
 
William P. Carlucci, President 
Pennsylvania Bar Association 
100 South Street - P.O Box 186 
Harrisburg, PA 17108   
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CITY OF HARRISBURG GOVERNMENT & DAUPHIN COUNTY OFFICIALS 
AND AGENCIES 

Mayor Stephen R. Reed 
Harrisburg City Government 
Office of the Mayor  
City of Harrisburg 
City Government Center  
10 North Second Street, Suite 202 
Harrisburg, PA  17101 
 
Dan Leppo 
Deputy Director for Planning  
City of Harrisburg 
Department of Building & Housing 
Development 
10 N. Second St. 
Harrisburg, PA  17101 
 
Councilwoman Linda D. Thompson  
Harrisburg City Council 
Office of the City Council 
The City of Harrisburg 
City Government Center, Suite 1 
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1681 
 
Jeffrey T. Haste  
County Commissioner  
Dauphin County Board of 
Commissioners 
Dauphin County Administration 
Building, 4th Floor 
2 S. Second Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
 
 

George P. Hartwick, III  
County Commissioner  
Dauphin County Board of Commissioners 
Dauphin County Administration Building, 
4th Floor 
2 S. Second Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
 
Dauphin County Planning Commission 
Dauphin County Veterans Memorial 
Building 
112 Market Street, 2nd Floor 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
 
Gary Smith, Executive Director  
Dauphin County Historical Society 
219 South Front St. 
Harrisburg, PA 17104 
 
James W. Szymborski  
Executive Director  
Regional Planning Commission 
Dauphin County Veterans Memorial  
Office Building 
Harrisburg, PA  17101 
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Councilman Richard K. House, Sr. 
Harrisburg City Council 
Office of City Clerk 
City Government Center 
10 North Second Street, Suite 1 Lower 
Level 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
 
Dominic DiFrancesco, II 
County Commissioner  
Dauphin County Board of 
Commissioners 
Dauphin County Administration 
Building, 4th Floor 
2 S. Second Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
 
Councilwoman Gloria Martin-Roberts 
Harrisburg City Council 
Office of City Clerk 
City Government Center 
10 North Second Street, Suite 1 Lower 
Level 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
 
Councilwoman Susan Brown-Wilson 
Harrisburg City Council 
Office of City Clerk 
City Government Center 
10 North Second Street,  
Suite 1 Lower Level 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
 
 
 
 

Vera Jean-White, President 
Harrisburg City Council 
Office of City Clerk 
City Government Center 
10 North Second Street, Suite 1 Lower 
Level 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
 
Daniel C. Miller 
Member, Harrisburg City Council 
Office of City Clerk 
City of Harrisburg 
City Government Center 
10 North 2nd Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17101 
 
Carl Payne, Executive Director  
Harrisburg Housing Authority 
351 Chestnut Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
 
Dan Robinson, Director  
Dauphin County Department of Community 
and Economic Development 
PO Box 1295 
2 South 2nd Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17108-1513 
 
Dave Black, President  
Harrisburg Regional Chamber and Capital 
Region Economic Development Corporation 
3211 North Front Street, Suite 201  
Harrisburg, PA  17110-1342 
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President Patricia C. Zucker 
Dauphin County Bar Association 
1029 Scenery Drive  
Harrisburg, PA 17109 
 
Norman B. Colon 
Executive Director  
Governors Advisory Commission on 
Latino Affairs 
506 Finance Building 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 
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OTHER INTERESTED PARTIES 

William W. Allis, Jr., President 
Capitol Area Neighbors 
115 Locust Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17101 
 
American Institute of Architects 
Pennsylvania Chapter  
1405 N. Front Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17102 
 
Sloan Auchincloss 
919 Green Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17102-2915 
 
Sonya Baltimore 
1721 North Front Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17110 
 
Eric Battisti 
237 Briggs Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Donald Barnett 
1740 Fulton Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Bethesda Mission 
2001 N. Front Street, Suite 122, 
Building 2 
Harrisburg, PA 17102 
 
 

George R. Beyer 
1134 Loop Drive 
Harrisburg, PA  17112 
 
Michael Billo 
805 Green Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Garry Brinton 
200 Montrose Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17110 
 
Francisco J. Burgos 
931 North Front Street #504 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Renee Burgos, President  
Friends of Midtown 
931 North Front St., Suite 504 
Harrisburg, PA 17102 
 
Jon Carfagno 
259 North Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17101 
 
Edward O. Carroll 
3500 Walnut Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17105 
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Frederick A. Clark 
Business Development Manager  
Reynolds Construction (Phoenix Dev. 
Group) 
3300 North Third Street  
Harrisburg, PA 17110 
 
Robert L. Coldren, MD 
711 Green Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
John E. Coleman, President  
African American Chamber of 
Commerce of Central PA 
Mellon Bank Center 
1735 Market St., Suite 990 
Philadelphia, PA  19103 
 
Lon Colon 
900 N. 2nd Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Pat Conway, Executive Director  
Pennsylvania Restaurant Association 
100 State St.  
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1034 
 
Melanie G. Cook, Esq. 
710 Green Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17110 
 

Dr. W.  Braxton Cooley Sr. 
Interdenominational Ministries’ Conference 
of Greater Harrisburg 
The First Baptist Church of Steelton 
South 19th Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17104 
 
James L. Cowden 
803 Green Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Cumberland Court Management 
Melissa Crawl, Property Manager  
518 Cumberland Court 
Harrisburg, PA 17102 
 
Richard Curl, President and CEO  
Harrisburg Area YMCA 
123 Forster St. 
Harrisburg, PA 17102 
 
Robert L. Deibler 
712 Green Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Kaiya Price Dennis 
1733 Logan Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Ellwood Derricks 
216 Briggs Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
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Scott Dore 
261 Sassafras Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Dolores A. Doud 
817 Green Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Sherman J. Edwards 
128 Spruce Street 
Middletown, PA  17057 
 
Kim Effiong 
1100 North Sixth Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Michael Ennis 
270 Briggs Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Joseph G. Ferguson 
Immediate Past President  
Federal Bar Association 
Middle PA Chapter 
120 Wyoming Ave. 
Scranton, PA 18503 
 
Russ Ford, Director  
Harristown Development Corp. 
11 North Third Street 
P.O. Box 1224 
Harrisburg, PA 17108 
 
 
 
 

Jane Garisto 
215 W. Chocolate Ave. 
Apt. 3R 
Hershey, PA 171033-1519 
 
Ron Geist 
800 North 3rd Street Suite 500 
Harrisburg, PA  17120 
 
Erik Gerhard 
814 Green Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Daniel D. Graham 
217 N. 2nd Street   Apt B 
Harrisburg, PA  17101 
 
Mack Granderson 
714 N. Third Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17101 
 
Eileen Green 
RR #1 250A 
East Waterford, PA  17021 
 
Mr. & Mrs. Green 
1301 W. 6th Street  Apt. 1302L 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Benjamin Hailey Sr, President 
Black Ministers Association 
306 N. 6th St. 
Allentown, PA  18102 
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Ted W. Hanson, President 
Fox Ridge Neighbors, Inc. 
434 Boas Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17102-1705 
 
Harrisburg Scottish Rite Consistory 
2701 North Third Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17110 
Samuel R. Andrews, Secretary 
John M. Hartley 
423 Herr Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Matt Hawkins 
317 South Fron Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17104 
 
Thomas W. Helsel, Jr. 
P.O. Box 12088 
Harrisburg, PA 17108 
 
William L. Henninger, ASLA 
1105 North 3rd Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Betty Hoffman 
1301 N. 6th Street, Apt. 504 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Rheta Holleran 
413 S. York Street 
Mechanicsburg, PA  17055 
 
 
 
 

John Hope 
1100 North Sixth Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Tamipko Jackson 
649 Dauphin Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Clare Jones 
PO Box 2757 
Harrisburg, PA  17105 
 
Brian Koplin 
267 Sassafras Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Brad Koplinski 
267 Sassafras Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
David Koppenheffer 
1307 1/2 Green Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Stephen Kowalewski 
815 Green Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17101 
 
Anna Kutchta 
5715 Oak Ave 
Harrisburg, PA  17112 
 
David La Torre, President  
Harrisburg Young Professionals 
P.O. Box 11851 
Harrisburg, PA 17108-1851 
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Maureen Lane 
226 Hams Street  Apt 1 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Madelyn Lawson 
225 Briggs Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Phyllis M. Little 
221 Briggs Street  Apt. 2B 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Joe Lucia 
242 North Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17101 
 
Jeff Lynch 
250 Verbeck Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Kathy Speaker MacNett, Esq. 
224 North Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17101 
 
Tina Manoogian-King 
City Government Center 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
10 N. 2nd Street, Suite 401 
Harrisburg, PA  17101-1686 
 
Vince Marckioni 
3300 Union Deposit Rd  Apt.B108 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
 
 

Lonny Maurer, President and CEO  
Belco Community Credit Union 
403 N. 2nd Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17101 
 
Cheryl McHarma 
4393 North 6th Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17110 
 
Bridget E. Montgomery, President 
Federal Bar Association, Middle PA Chapter 
Eckert Seamans Cherin & Mellott, LLC 
213 Market Street 8th 
P.O. Box 1248 
Harrisburg, PA  17108 
 
Russell H. Mueller 
700 N. Third Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Elizabeth P. Mullaugh 
213 Herr Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
D. I. Nichols 
132 Wyndham Way 
Harrisburg, PA  17109 
 
Marlena Nichols 
1845 Market Street  Apt. 1 
Harrisburg, PA  17103 
 
Debbie Nifong 
2301 Oakwood Road 
Harrisburg, PA 17104 
 



U.S. Courthouse Harrisburg, Pennsylvania  Final Environmental Assessment 
 

-182 - 
 

Craig Nye  
404 Boxwood Court 
Mechanicsburg, PA 17050 
 
Donald B. Owen 
RR #1 250A 
East Waterford, PA  17021 
 
Mr. & Mrs. William Pickering 
2855 Croyden Road 
Harrisburg, PA  17104 
 
Preservation Pennsylvania 
257 North Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
 
Religious Society of Friends 
1100 North 6th Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17102 
Attn: Richard Morse, Clerk and 

George Beyer, Asst. Clerk 
 

John K. Robinson 
6817 Wesley Drive 
Harrisburg, PA 17112 
 
Michael Roebuck 
2608 N. Fifth Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17110 
 
Ethel Saauer 
1519 Green Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17102 
 
 
 

Dr. William J. Shaw  
Minister’s Division of National Baptist 
Convention USA 
White Rock Baptist Church Office 
5240 Chestnut Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19139 
 
Barbara O. Skelly, Market Master  
Broad Street Market 
1233 N. Third St. 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Susan Shearer 
257 North Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17101 
 
Willie Shirk 
2957 North Second Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17110 
 
Matt Simmons 
Capitol Area Neighbors 
239 Briggs Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Randall R. Smedley 
2823 N. Second Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17110 
 
Keisha Starling 
135 South 29th Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
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Brian J. Staub 
213 Shell Street  Apt. B-10 
Harrisburg, PA  17109 
 
Lynn Stewart 
207 House Ave  Suite 107 
Camp Hill, PA  17011 
 
Mark Stewart 
2815 North 2nd Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17110 
 
Alfred Testa Jr, Director of Aviation  
Harrisburg International Airport 
SARAA 1 Terminal Drive, Suite 300 
Middletown, PA 17057 
 
Earl B. Truckenmiller 
240 North Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17101 
 
Willliam Pete Washington 
1326 North 16th Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17103 
 

Bruce Weber 
660 Boas Street  #1811 
Harrisburg, PA  17110 
 
Lennie R. Whiscomb 
931 N. Front Street #505 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Susan Wilson 
522 Wiconisco Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
John Zimmer, Chief Executive  
Associated Builders and Contractors 
135 Shellyland Rd. 
Manheim, PA  17545 
 
John Zimmerman III 
811 Green Street 
Harrisburg, PA  17102 
 
Dr. David Allen Zwifka, Executive Director  
Historic Harrisburg Association 
17 South Second Street, Third Floor 
Harrisburg, PA 17101
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A-1 

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING COMMENTS 
 

Name Affiliation Date & Form of 
Comment Comments 

Jim Akers 

Various 
organizations 
which meet at 
Friends Meeting 
House 

July 28, 2005; 
Letter 

Alternative that does not take the Meeting 
House.  Friends Meeting House has 
offered meeting space to various gay and 
lesbian organizations including church 
ministries and AA. 

Jane M. Allis Harrisburg 
Resident 

July 25, 2005; 
Letter 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site.  
Against choosing a site within CAN due to 
effects to historic district, loss of historic 
homes and neighborhoods.  These 
communities cannot be replaced and 
comparable housing is not available. 

William W. 
Allis Jr., 
President 

Capitol Area 
Neighbors, 
President 

July 17, 2005; 
Letter 

Request to be Consulting Party under 
Section 106. 

William W. 
Allis Jr., 
President 

Capitol Area 
Neighbors, 
President 

July 27, 2005; 
Letter 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site.  
Attached petition of citizens who oppose 
selection of the site.  Also attached a letter 
from Mayor Reed stating that the City of 
Harrisburg opposes the demolition of the 
CAN neighborhood. 

William W. 
Allis Jr., 
President 

Capitol Area 
Neighbors, 
President 

July 31, 2005; 
Letter 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site.  
Opposed to choosing site due to 
irreversible loss of a portion of the 
Harrisburg Historic District which is a viable 
residential neighborhood. Submitted a 
market analysis for the availability of in-
kind housing for relocation, which 
concluded that no such housing is 
available for all residents that would be 
displaced. 

Sloan and 
Susan 
Auchincloss 

Midtown Action 
Council 

July 1, 2005; 
Letter 

Prefers 6th and Basin Street Alternative 
because less disruptive to viable 
neighborhoods that contribute tax revenue, 
and it would stimulate economic 
development of 6th Street corridor. 

A. Victor 
Banks, Jr. NAACP July 29, 2005; 

email 

Concerned with 6th & Basin Street 
Alternative.  Interested in meeting with 
GSA to discuss concerns of site residents 
raised at NAACP chapter meeting. 



A-2 

Name Affiliation Date & Form of 
Comment Comments 

Staci Basore 
Mangia Qui 
owner and 
Resident 

not dated; Letter 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site.  
Concerns include loss of businesses and 
residences in historic district.  A location 
that represents urban blight or is vacant 
with no current tax base would make a 
better choice. 

Richard 
Benner 

Interested 
Citizen 

July 15, 2005; 
email 

Opposed to choosing any site in a 
residential area.  Would prefer a site in an 
area of the city that needs improvement. 

George R. 
Beyer 

Harrisburg 
Friends Meeting 

July 28, 2005; 
Telephone 

Asked about postmark cutoff for comment 
period. 

Michael A. 
Billo  Resident of Site July 16, 2005; 

Letter 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site.  
Concerns include personal loss of property 
and neighborhood, effects to historic 
district, displacement of residents and 
businesses, loss of tax revenue. 

Kelly Blair Interested 
Citizen 

July 15, 2005; 
email 

Against choosing any site that would take 
homes and businesses.  Would prefer a 
site that is currently undeveloped. 

Representative 
Ronald I. 
Buxton 

State 
Representative 

July 20, 2005; 
Letter 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site.  
Opposed to choosing site because it is in a 
Historic District, it would displace residents, 
and it would be counter to revitalization 
efforts of the city and citizens. 

Kevin Cable Harrisburg 
Resident 

July 15, 2005; 
email 

Prefer 6th & Basin Street Site.  Opposed to 
choosing 3rd & Forster Site. 

Jon Carfagno  Resident of Site July 31, 2005; 
email 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site.  
Concerns include personal loss of property 
and neighborhood, effects to historic 
district, displacement of residents and 
businesses, and decreased property 
values of surrounding homes. 

Melanie G. 
Cook, Esq. 
and Anita J. 
Cook 

Nearby 
Resident 

July 29, 2005; 
email 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site.  
Concerns include displacement of 
residents and businesses, loss of 
neighborhood, loss of tax revenue, impacts 
during construction, safety of neighborhood 
after construction. 

Judi Cuffney Friend of 
Resident 

July 17, 2005; 
email 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site.  
Concerned with taking this neighborhood in 
a historic area. 



A-3 

Name Affiliation Date & Form of 
Comment Comments 

Francine 
Deleweski 

Relative of 
Resident 

July 16, 2005; 
Letter 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site.  
Concerns include effects to historic district, 
displacement of residents and businesses, 
loss of tax revenue. 

Thomas J. 
Dermott, Jr. 

Interested 
Citizen 

July 15, 2005; 
email 

Suggested another site in the 1900 block 
of N. 6th Street. 

Ellwood 
Derricks 

Nearby 
Resident 

July 23, 2005; 
Letter 

Does not like any of the 3 choices..  
Concerns include effects to historical 
elements, community, and loss of 
businesses, and the need for the project to 
compliment and enhance the City. 

Kim Effiong 
Praise & Play 
Early Learning 
Center 

July 25, 2005; 
Letter 

Supports an alternative that does not take 
the Meeting House.  Operates early 
childhood education center at Friends 
Meeting House.  Location is ideal for 
clientele, many of whom are working 
parents or guardians who live in nearby 
neighborhoods. 

Asuquo O. 
Effiong 

Christian Bible 
Institute 

July 27, 2005; 
Letter 

Supports an alternative that does not take 
the Meeting House.  Friends Meeting 
House has offered meeting space to 
Christian Bible Study Group.  The day care 
facility at the property serves the local 
community. 

Curt Engle Resident of Site June 21, 2005; 
Telephone 

In process of selling property on one of the 
sites; asked questions regarding site 
acquisition. 

Sandra Feigley Harrisburg 
Resident 

June 24, 2005; 
email 

Suggested a site in the 1300 block of Derry 
Street. 

Paula Fennelly Relative of 
Resident 

July 16, 2005; 
Letter 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site.  
Concerns include effects to historic district, 
displacement of residents and businesses, 
loss of tax revenue. 

Frances and 
Barrington 
Green 

Resident of Site July 14, 1005; 
Comment Form 

Believes that Harrisburg Housing Authority 
will do its very best to place Jackson Lick 
residents in a building or apartments to fit 
our health needs. 

Joe Greene Interested 
Citizen 

July 16, 2005; 
email 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site.  
Opposed to choosing site because it is in a 
restored area of Harrisburg.  Other sites 
could be improved by locating the new 
building on those sites. 
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Judy A. 
Hancock 

Interested 
Citizen 

July 15, 2005; 
email 

Would prefer a site that did not take 
people's homes, such as the State Hospital 
grounds. 

William L. 
Henninger, 
ASLA 

Harrisburg 
Resident 

July 29, 2005; 
Letter 

Raised concerns with choosing all three 
sites including effects to residents, 
businesses, City pool, Friends Meeting 
House, and availability of parking.  
Suggested alternative sites and 
commented on the scoping and site 
selection process. 

Congressman 
Tim Holden U.S. Congress July 27, 2005; 

Letter 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site.  
Against choosing a site within CAN due to 
effects to historic district, residents, and 
business owners.  City has invested time 
and resources to assist CAN and wish it to 
remain untouched. 

Clare Jones, 
President NAACP July 31, 2005; 

Letter 

Does not like any of the 3 choices.  
Particularly concerned with effects to 
residents of the Jackson Lick apartments, 
including uncertain future for residents, 
their need for medical and other services, 
and fair representation of residents in site 
selection process.  

Guy H. Kehler Resident of Site August 1, 2005; 
email 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site; or 
any site within National Historic District.  
Opposed to choosing site because it is in a 
Historic District, it would displace residents, 
and destroy character of the  
neighborhood. 

Paul Kohler Interested 
Citizen 

July 17, 2005; 
email Supports project. 

Vivian Koser, 
Clerk 

Harrisburg 
Friends Meeting 

July 27, 2005; 
Letter 

Described the Harrisburg Friends 
Meeting's historical and current role in the 
Harrisburg community and concerns for 
remaining in a position and location to 
continue to serve the community. 

Elizabeth 
Krasley 

Friend of 
Resident 

August 1, 2005; 
email Opposed to project. 
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Name Affiliation Date & Form of 
Comment Comments 

Debbie Lee Interested 
citizen 

July 14, 2005; 
email 

Does not like any of the 3 choices.  Would 
prefer a site that did not take homes.  
Other concerns include displacement of 
residents, need for residents of Jackson 
Lick and Cumberland Court to be near 
public transportation and other amenities 
they currently enjoy, and parking for the 
courthouse employees. 

Thomas P. 
Leonard 

Harrisburg 
Resident 

August 1, 2005; 
Letter 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site.  
Opposed to choosing site due to loss of 
vital neighborhood in Historic District and 
concerned with closing Briggs Street. 

Nancy P. 
LeRoy 

Interested 
Citizen 

July 16, 2005; 
Letter 

6th & Basin Street Site, or vacant land 
uptown (farther north).  Opposed to taking 
3rd & Forster Street Site due to effects to 
historic neighborhood; opposed to taking 
6th & Verbeke Street Site, particularly 
taking the Friends Meeting House. 

M.J. Linnane Interested 
Citizen 

July 6, 2005; 
Letter 

Suggested building additional stories to the 
Forum Place building at 5th and Walnut. 

Rosemary 
Lucerne 

Relative of 
Resident 

July 16, 2005; 
Letter 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site.  
Concerns include effects to historic district, 
displacement of residents and businesses, 
loss of tax revenue. 

Kathy Speaker 
MacNett, Esq. 

Nearby 
Resident 

July 12, 2005; 
Letter 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site; 
favors a vacant site.  Concerns include 
effects to historical elements, community 
cohesion, traffic, parking, safety of nearby 
school children, and loss of businesses. 

Nelson 
McCormick 

Harrisburg 
Resident 

June 25, 2005; 
email 

Asked why the site needed to be in 
Harrisburg. 

Pauline A. 
McGee 

Relative of 
Resident 

July 16, 2005; 
Letter 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site.  
Concerns include effects to historic district, 
displacement of residents and businesses, 
loss of tax revenue. 

Dave 
Robertson, 
President 

Friends of 
Midtown 

July 31, 2005; 
email 

Does not like any of the 3 choices.  
Concerns include effects to residents of all 
three sites.  Offered organization's services 
to those affected by selected site. 
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Lindsay R. 
Mills Resident of Site August 1, 2005; 

email 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site; or 
any site within National Historic District.  
Opposed to choosing site because it is in a 
Historic District, it would displace residents, 
and destroy character of the neighborhood.

Carter Nash, 
Client 
Counselor 

Downtown Daily 
Bread 

July 15, 2005; 
Letter 

Supports an alternative that does not take 
the Meeting House.  Friends Meeting 
House provides services to the community, 
including offering daycare facilities and 
meeting space to community and church 
groups.  Jackson-Lick site would be 
inappropriate unless a new location is 
found with supportive services. 

Carter Nash Interested 
Citizen 

June 20, 2005; 
email 

Concerned about security of adjacent 
properties to new courthouse.  Suggested 
two other sites on N. 6th Street and the 
State Hospital grounds. 

Franz 
Niedermeyer 

Harrisburg 
Resident 

June 15, 2005; 
email 

Requested information on the public 
scoping meeting. 

Zenoria 
McMorris 
Owens 

Interested 
Citizen 

July 19, 2005; 
email 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site.  
Opposed to taking homes in a historic 
district.  Would prefer a vacant site. 

Senator 
Jeffrey E. 
Piccola 

State Senator July 23, 2005; 
Letter 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site.  
Opposed to choosing site because it is in 
Historic District and is the smallest site 
being examined. 

William 
Pickering  

Harrisburg 
Friends 
Meeting, 
Harrisburg 
Resident 

August 1, 2005; 
email 

Does not like any of the 3 choices.  
Concerns include effects to residents, 
Friends Meeting House, the daycare and 
other groups that meet at Meeting House, 
and finding suitable relocation for all of the 
above.  Suggested that an exception to the 
Executive Order regarding floodplains 
could be pursued to allow development of 
the S. Front and Sycamore site. 

Deborah 
Ritchey, 
Director 

Neighborhood 
Dispute 
Settlement 

July 21, 2005; 
Letter 

Supports an alternative that does not take 
the Meeting House.  Friends Meeting 
House has offered meeting space and 
monetary support to Neighborhood Dispute 
Settlement. 
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Cindy Ruby Interested 
Citizen 

July 15, 2005; 
email 

Opposed to taking homes in a historic 
district. 

Melissa 
Sandoe 

Dances of 
Universal 
Peace 

July 25, 2005; 
Letter 

Supports an alternative that does not take 
the Meeting House.  Participates in 
spiritual dance group which meets at 
Friends Meeting House.   

Blair Seitz 

Harrisburg 
Friends 
Meeting, 
Harrisburg 
Resident 

June 22, 2005; 
email 

Against any site that would take homes, 
businesses and places of worship.  Would 
prefer a site that is currently undeveloped, 
such as vacant lots near 6th and Verbeke. 

Susan 
Shearer, 
Executive 
Director 

Preservation 
Pennsylvania 

July 29, 2005; 
Letter 

Supports 6th & Basin Street Site or 6th & 
Verbeke Street Site.  Either site is a better 
choice than 3rd & Forster Street Site, 
which is in a historic district and is a 
thriving urban neighborhood.  Locating the 
courthouse on either of the other two sites 
could have a positive effect on 
revitalization efforts.  Request to be 
consulting party under Section 106. 

Matt Simmons Capitol Area 
Neighbors 

July 27, 2005; 
email 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site.  
Concerns include loss of neighborhood, 
sense of community, and historic 
character; and displacement of residents 
and businesses. 

Jan M. Skipper Harrisburg 
Resident 

July 23, 2005; 
email 

Does not like any of the 3 choices.  Against 
any site that would take homes and 
businesses.  Would prefer a site that is 
currently undeveloped. 

Randy 
Smedley 

Interested 
Citizen 

July 19, 2005; 
email 

At next public meeting, locate the 
audio/visual presentation in a separate 
room so the audio can be heard. 

Susan L. 
Stecher 

Nearby 
Resident 

July 17, 2005; 
email 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site.  
Concerns include effects to character of 
the neighborhood, displacement of 
residents and businesses, effects to 
property values of nearby homes. 

Joseph L. 
Theurer 

Interested 
Citizen 

June 14, 2005; 
Telephone Suggested State Hospital site. 
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Josephine M. 
Turner 

Relative of 
Resident 

July 16, 2005; 
Letter 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site.  
Concerns include effects to historic district, 
displacement of residents and businesses, 
loss of tax revenue. 

Emma Van 
Hocken 

Interested 
Citizen 

July 14, 2005; 
Telephone 

Does not want people to lose their homes 
for a new courthouse. 

Mary Williams Harrisburg 
Resident 

July 16, 2005; 
email 

Would prefer adding to the current 
courthouse rather than building a new one. 

Jane 
Wilshusen 

People for 
Peace 

July 13, 2005; 
Letter 

Opposed to 6th & Verbeke Street Site.  
Friends Meeting House has offered 
meeting space to community groups such 
as People for Peace.  The location is ideal 
for the members. 

James 
Zimmerman, 
Chair 

Harrisburg 
Center for 
Peace & Justice 

July 31, 2005; 
Letter 

Does not like any of the 3 choices.  Friends 
Meeting House has offered meeting space 
to the Harrisburg Center for Peace & 
Justice. 

Linda 
Zimmerman 

Friend of 
Resident 

July 31, 2005; 
Letter 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site.  
Would prefer a site that did not take a 
neighborhood with so much history and 
beauty. 

Dr. David Alan 
Zwifka, 
Executive 
Director 

Historic 
Harrisburg 
Association  

July 30, 2005; 
Letter 

Opposed to 3rd & Forster Street Site.  
Opposed to choosing site because it is in a 
Historic District with significant number of 
original structures, it would displace 
residents in a stable urban neighborhood, 
and it would be counter to revitalization 
efforts of the city and citizens. 

Anonymous Interested 
Citizen 

July 14, 2005; 
Telephone 

Suggested sites outside of the City of 
Harrisburg. 

Anonymous Interested 
Citizen 

July 18, 2005; 
email 

Does not like any of the 3 choices.  
Opposed to taking people's homes.  Would 
prefer a vacant site. 
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PROPOSED U.S. COURTHOUSE, HARRISBURG, 
PENNSYLVANIA 

SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT SUMMARY 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

General Services Administration (GSA) proposes to undertake the site selection and 
construction of a new courthouse for the U.S. Courts for the Middle District of 
Pennsylvania in the City of Harrisburg.  The U.S. District Court and court-related 
agencies are currently located in the Ronald Reagan Federal Building and U.S. 
Courthouse at 228 Walnut Street in downtown Harrisburg.  These facilities serve court 
activity in the Middle District of Pennsylvania.  Due to security concerns, operational 
deficiencies, and existing and future space needs, the U.S. Courthouse no longer serves 
the courts and court family efficiently.  The Proposed Action is to construct a new, stand-
alone U.S. Courthouse in the City of Harrisburg, Pennsylvania.  The courthouse would be 
approximately 262,970 gross square feet in size and would include eight courtrooms.  
Construction is planned to begin in 2009 and be completed in early 2012. 

As part of the Environmental Assessment prepared in compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), GSA conducted a Social Impact Assessment 
(SIA) to analyze the potential impact that the construction and operation of the proposed 
U.S. Courthouse may have on the social aspects of the environment. These aspects 
include (but are not limited to):  

1. The ways people cope with life through their economy, social systems, and 
cultural values.  

2. The ways people use the natural environment, for subsistence, recreation, spiritual 
activities, cultural activities, and so forth.  

3. The ways people use the built environment, for shelter, making livelihoods, 
industry, worship, recreation, gathering together, etc.  

4. The ways communities are organized, and held together by their social and 
cultural institutions and beliefs.  
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5. Ways of life that communities value as expressions of their identity.  

6. Art, music, dance, language arts, crafts, and other expressive aspects of culture.  

7. A group's values and beliefs about appropriate ways to live, family and extra-
family relationships, status relationships, means of expression, and other 
expressions of community.  

8. The esthetic and cultural character of a community or neighborhood-its ambience.  

SIA involves characterizing the existing state of such aspects of the environment, 
forecasting how they may change if a given action or alternative is implemented, and 
developing means of mitigating changes that are likely to be adverse from the point of 
view of an affected population (GSA, 1998). 

To assess the social effects of the proposed U.S. Courthouse on the residents of the three 
alternative sites, GSA took the following steps: 

1) collected background data on demographic characteristics of each site; 

2) surveyed residents on the way they interact with their community (i.e how they 
utilize community services, modes of transportation, and shopping and 
recreational habits); 

3) conducted community meetings with the residents and business owners of each 
alternative site to solicit input on the project and how they will be affected; and 

4) interviewed public officials, service providers, and community leaders to obtain 
information on services utilized by residents of the alternative sites and to identify 
potential impacts to site residents and business owners. 

Potential social impacts to the residents and businesses of each alternative site were then 
assessed.  Mitigation measures where appropriate and feasible are discussed. 
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2. ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 N. 3RD AND FORSTER STREET ALTERNATIVE 

The N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative consists of a 3.6 acre block bounded by N. 3rd 
Street, North Street, Green Street, and Forster Street.  Buildings located within this block 
include approximately 40 two- and three-story rowhouses in which uses include 
residences (both owner inhabited and rental homes), office, restaurant, and retail; three 
apartment buildings, two buildings with restaurant/entertainment businesses; and one 5-
story office building with associated parking.   

2.2 N. 6TH AND VERBEKE STREET ALTERNATIVE 

The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative consists of a 6 acre block bounded by N. 6th 
Street, Herr Street, Capital Street, and Verbeke Street.  Buildings located within this 
block include Cumberland Court Apartments (approximately 108 housing units) and 
associated surface parking lots and the Quaker Meeting House.   

2.3 N. 6TH AND BASIN STREET ALTERNATIVE 

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative consists of a 6.4 acre block bounded by N. 6th 
Street, Basin Street, the Pennsylvania Higher Education Assistance Agency (PHEAA) 
building, and the Benjamin Franklin Elementary School.  Buildings located within this 
block include the Jackson Lick Apartments, consisting of two high rise apartment 
buildings and parking lots, and pool house for and parking lot for the Jackson Lick 
Community Pool.    

3. DEMOGRAPHICS 

Demographic data for the three alternative sites, the City of Harrisburg, Dauphin County, 
and Pennsylvania was obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000 Biennial 
Census.  Table 1 shows the overall population and change in population between 1990 
and 2000.  The data demonstrates that the population of the City of Harrisburg declined 
by 6.3 percent in the decade between 1990 and 2000 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2005).   
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Table 2 provides data on housing in 1990 and 2000.  The City of Harrisburg experienced 
a decline in the number of housing units between 1990 and 2000 for a net loss of 1.1 
percent (see Table 2).   

Table 3 provides data on the racial makeup of the state, city, and alternative sites.   

3.1 N. 3RD AND FORSTER STREET  

The N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative consists of approximately 12 owner-occupied 
residential units, three owner-occupied multi units (i.e., owner-occupied plus one or more 
tenants), 64 residential tenants, 16 office spaces, five restaurants, and one nightclub.  In 
addition, there is a billboard and two parking lots. 

The residential units in this area vary in condition.  Several units have been renovated or 
are being remodeled while maintaining historic characteristics.  Other units show 
evidence of physical deterioration.   However, the neighborhood is desirable and 
consequently, there is a low vacancy rate. This site is located within the Harrisburg 
Historic District which according to City officials, “…has been flourishing…” since the 
mid-1980s.  The general opinion of occupants, city officials, historic district and 
appraisers interviewed is that this location is unique.  Furthermore, those interviewed 
indicated there are no other neighborhoods resembling the characteristics, features and 
architecture of this area close to downtown and the capital (H.C. Peck, 2005). 

Based on Census data and discussions with the City of Harrisburg, the percentage of low-
income, minority, and elderly persons on the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative is 
below the average for the City of Harrisburg and the State of Pennsylvania. 

3.2 N. 6TH AND VERBEKE STREET  

According to information provided by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2005), the N. 6th 
and Verbeke Street Alternative consists of approximately 108 subsidized apartment units 
within the Cumberland Court Apartments. Cumberland Court Apartments are subsidized 
by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) through the Rental 
Assistance Payments (RAP) program and Section 236 of the National Housing Act.  The 
RAP program is one of HUD’s project-based rental assistance programs.  RAP is 
considered a “deep subsidy” because it typically covers the difference between an 
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affordable, income-based rent paid by a household and the actual rent of the unit. RAP is 
similar to Section 8 and Rent Supplement housing; however, Section 8 voucher based 
assistance travels with the family, and the Rental Assistance Payment program ends when 
either the mortgage or the property goes away. 

Section 236 of the National Housing Act is a program in which HUD provides interest 
subsidies (Interest Reduction Payments (IRP) subsidies) and mortgage insurance to 
private developers of low and moderate income housing.  Assistance from Section 236 is 
considered a “shallow subsidy” because it typically provides less rental assistance per 
household than Section 8 and usually reduces the rent by some small fixed amount 
(National Housing Trust, 2004).   

There are approximately 21 one-bedroom, 65 two-bedroom, and 11 three-bedroom units 
within the Cumberland Court Apartments.  Rent for each unit is approximately 30 percent 
of the occupant’s monthly gross income.  Currently, there is a two year wait for one- and 
two-bedroom apartments and a five year wait for three-bedroom apartments.   

The population on N. 6th and Verbeke Street is comprised of a higher percentage of low-
income and minority persons than the average of the City of Harrisburg and the State of 
Pennsylvania.  The elderly and disabled population on the N. 6th and Verbeke 
Alternative is below the City and State averages. 

3.3 N. 6TH AND BASIN STREET 

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative contains the Jackson Lick apartment complex 
which serves as subsidized housing for the elderly and the physically disabled. The 
complex is owned by the Harrisburg Housing Authority (HHA) and consists of two 12-
story high rises, known as the Jackson Building and the Lick Building.  

The Jackson building is currently vacant.  There are 20 units per floor for a total of 240 
units.  Each floor has four one-bedroom units each with approximately 580 square feet 
and 16 efficiency/studio type units each with approximately 347 square feet. The 
Housing Authority vacated the residents as part of a plan to renovate the Jackson building 
in order to provide better assisted living when the tenants returned.  The HHA has placed 
renovation plans for the Jackson building on hold pending the outcome of the site 
selection for the Federal Courthouse.    
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The Lick building has 144 one-bedroom units and at the time of the survey, only two or 
three vacancies.  There is a waiting list for any vacancy.  Each floor has 12 units, four of 
which are smaller in size, measuring 588 square feet, and eight of which are larger units, 
measuring 650 square feet. 

The rent for each one-bedroom unit is approximately 30 percent of the occupant’s 
income.  In order to qualify for housing in the Jackson Lick Apartments, an applicant 
must be 55 years or older and have an income less than 30 percent of the median income 
for the federal standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA) which in 2005 for one 
person was $42,500.  In 2005, 30 percent of the median income was $12,750 for one 
person and $14,550 for two people.  Most residents that reside in the Jackson Lick 
Apartments live in one bedroom units (Harrisburg Housing Authority, 2005b).    

The population of the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative is comprised of a higher 
percentage of low-income and minority persons than the average of the City of 
Harrisburg and the State of Pennsylvania.  Residents of the Jackson Lick Apartments are 
all elderly or disabled.   
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Table 1:  Population Change 1990 to 2000 

 
1990 

Population 
2000 

Population 
Population 

Change 
Percent 
Change 

Pennsylvania  11,881,643 12,281,054 399,411 3.4 

Dauphin County  237,813 251,798 13,985 5.9 

The City of Harrisburg 52,376 49,100 - 3,276 - 6.3 

Census Tract 201 / Block Group 1 86 1,196 1,110 1291 

Census Tract 201 / Block Group 1 
/ Blocks 1002, 1003, 1011, 1013, 
1025, 1059 
(N. 3rd and Forster Street) 

N/A 104 N/A N/A 

Census Tract 203 / Block Group 1 211 1,580 1,369 649 

Census Tract 203 / Block Group 1 
/ Block 1021 
(Includes N. 6th and Basin 
Street) 

N/A 641 N/A N/A 

Census Tract 203 / Block Group 1 
/ Blocks 1031, 1032, 1033  
(N. 6th and Verbeke Street) 

N/A 226 N/A N/A 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census 
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Table 2:  Housing Occupancy 

 1990 
Total 

Housing 
Units 

2000 
Total 

Housing 
Units 

Percent 
Change 

2000 
Occupied 
Housing 

Units 

2000 
Vacant 
Housing 

Units 

Pennsylvania  4,938,140 5,249,750 6.3 4,777,003 472,747 

Dauphin County  102,684 111,133 8.2 102,670 8,463 

The City of Harrisburg 24,590 24,314 - 1.1 20,561 3,753 

Census Tract 201 / Block 
Group 1  40 908 2,170 766 142 

Census Tract 201 / Block 
Group 1 / Blocks 1002, 
1003, 1011, 1012, 1013, 
1025, 1059 

(N. 3rd and Forster Street) 

N/A 81 N/A 68 13 

Census Tract 203 / Block 
Group 1  86 1,319 1,434 1,099 220 

Census Tract 203 / Block 
Group 1 / Block 1021 

(Includes N. 6th and Basin 
Street) 

N/A 674 N/A 536 138 

Census Tract 203 / Block 
Group 1 / Blocks 1031, 
1032, 1033 

(N. 6th and Verbeke 
Street) 

N/A 107 N/A 102 5 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census 
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Table 16:  Racial Characteristics (2000)  

  

Pennsylvania County
City of 

Harrisburg

N. 3rd and 
Forster 
Street 
Alternative*

N. 6th and 
Verbeke 
Street 
Alternative** 

N. 6th and 
Basin Street 
Alternative***

Population 

Total 
Population 12,281,054 251,798 48,950 104 226 641 

Population 
over 65 10.8% 9.9% 8.4% 6.7% 7.5% 30.3% 

Race 

White 85.4% 77.1% 31.7% 68.3% 19.0% 36.8% 

Black 10% 16.9% 54.8% 15.4% 68.1% 52.7% 

American 
Indian 0.15% 0.16% 0.37% 0.96% 0% 0% 

Asian 1.8% 2.0% 2.8% 7.7% 0% 1.7% 

Hawaiian 0.03% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Other Race 1.5% 2.0% 6.5% 3.8% 2.7% 3.6% 

Two or More 
Races 1.2% 1.9% 3.6% 3.8% 10.2% 5.0% 

Income 

Poverty 
Status+ 11% 9.7% 24.6% 19.4% 34.2% 34.2% 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census 

+ Poverty status for alternative sites is based on Block Group level data.  Block level data is not available from the 2000 
Census. 

* Census Tract 201, Block Group 1, Blocks 1002, 1003, 1011, 1012, 1013, 1025, 1059 

** Census Tract 203, Block Group 1, Blocks 1031, 1032, 1033 

*** Census Tract 203, Block Group 1, Block 1021 (includes areas beyond alternative site boundary) 
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4. Community Survey Results  

Surveys were distributed to all residents within the three sites.  The surveys solicited 
input on the affected neighborhoods in order to assess how the residents utilize nearby 
community services so as to adequately identify impacts.  Survey topics included 
transportation needs, employment, schools, daycare, and access to community services, 
shopping, and recreational areas. 

Surveys were mailed on October 10, 2005 to the residents of the N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative and the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative.  At the request of the HHA, 
surveys were not mailed to the residents of the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative; 
however, surveys were distributed to the residents at the Community Meeting at the 
Jackson Lick Apartments on November 10, 2005.   

Approximately 68 surveys were mailed to the residents of the N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative.  Twenty-six surveys were returned, which equates to approximately a 38 
percent response rate.  The consensus of the resident surveys is that there is a great sense 
of community within the neighborhood of the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative.  
Some residents own businesses within the neighborhood, and they are concerned that 
displacement would cause them to lose both their home and business.  Surveys also 
concluded that residents are concerned about the potential destruction of their historic 
homes.  Although many residents own vehicles, they enjoy the ability to walk to 
restaurants, recreational areas, religious activities, and work.  Residents also commented 
that parking in their neighborhood is limited, especially on street cleaning days (2 days 
every other week, year round).   

Approximately 106 surveys were mailed to the residents of the N. 6th and Verbeke Street 
Alternative.  Twenty-four surveys were returned, which equates to approximately a 23 
percent response rate.  The consensus of the resident surveys is that the residents rely 
heavily on public transportation (bus services) to commute to work, attend church, and 
travel to doctor appointments.  Some residents expressed concern for finding replacement 
housing suited to their fixed incomes.  Residents also commented that many state 
employees park in their parking lot.   

At the request of HHA, surveys were distributed, to the 55 residents of the N. 6th and 
Basin Street Alternative who attended the November 10, 2005 meeting at Jackson Lick 
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Apartments.  Fifteen surveys were completed, which equates to approximately a 10 
percent response rate  The consensus of the resident surveys is that residents rely heavily 
on public transportation (bus and cab services) to commute to doctor appointments, 
church services, and the Uptown Plaza for shopping approximately 15 blocks north at N. 
7th and Division Street.  Many residents walk to the Broad Street Market for groceries 
and prepared food.   

For each of the alternative sites, community survey responses are shown below. 

4.1 N. 3RD AND FORSTER STREET  

Of the 26 survey respondents on the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative, six people 
responded that they regularly use public transportation, and 19 people responded that 
they do not regularly use public transportation services.  

The types of public transportation used are as follows:  

  Bus   4  Train  2   

  Cab Service  3  Other   0  

The purpose for public transportation use is as follows: 

  Work  2  School  0   

  Shopping   4  Dining   2  

Other:  One respondent said that they use public transportation in order to visit family, 
commute to recreational areas, shopping, and entertainment facilities. 

Twenty-one people responded that they own a car, and six people responded that they did 
not own a car.  Eleven responses said that they have off-street parking, and eight 
responses said that they do not have off-street parking.   

Seven respondents said they have parking problems/issues in their neighborhood, while 
10 stated they did not.  Three responses stated that street cleaning causes parking 
problems; two responses noted that there are more residents with cars than there are 
parking spaces; one response noted that state workers use all available public parking; 
and two responses noted that there is limited non-permit parking.   
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Respondents’ employment status was as follows:   

 Employed  18  Unemployed  2    

 Retired  5    Disabled  1    

 Full-time student  0    Other 1 business owner on site, 1 volunteer 
at Cathedral and Cathedral School, and 1 
part-time 

Distance respondents travel to work: 

 two blocks   3   three blocks  3                         one mile  3  

 two miles  3   less than one block  2  five blocks  2  

 five miles  1  

 

Modes of transportation to work: 

  Walk  14  Drive  5  

  Carpool   0  Ride Bus  1  

  Other  0  

An unemployed resident responded that he/she must walk everywhere because of the 
currently high gasoline prices.   

Twenty-four respondents indicted that they do not have school-aged children. 

Sixteen respondents indicated that they use or participate in community services such as a 
healthcare clinic or visiting nurse services, libraries, religious activities, recreation 
programs, or adult education programs.  Programs and services used are shown below, 
along with the number of responses: 

 Religious activities  15   Library  11      Recreational programs   4   

 YMCA*    4     Healthcare clinics  2   Political assoc.    1    

 Community assoc. 1   Helping homeless   1   Medical services  1   

 Museum    1     Riverfront Park   1    

 Sports programs 1   State offices  1     

* There was no indication as to which YMCA facility residents use.      

One response noted that due to limited parking and the cost of parking garages, it is 
necessary to walk to most events.  One response stated a need for access to bus routes, 



Social Impact Assessment Summary 
 

C-13 

and two responses indicated that they need to be within walking distance to access 
programs and services.   

Places where respondents regularly shop is as follows: 

Broad Street Market  10  Downtown  10   Colonial Park  4  

CVS   4    Giant  4    Sayford Market  4  

Strawberry Square  4   Midtown  3    N. 2nd Street  2  

West Shore  2    Barber Shop  1   Capital City Mall 1  

Don’t regularly eat out  1  Eddie’s Men’s Shop 1  Enola  1    

Harrisburg Mall 1   Rite-Aid 1    Wal-Mart  1   

Weis Markets 1   Wine & Spirits 1  

Modes of transportation to these stores or markets: 

  Walk 16  Drive 10 

  Carpool   0  Ride Bus 2  

 Other: Cab  2   

Restaurants where respondents regularly eat: 

N. 2nd Street 14   Roxy’s  6    Zephyr’s  4  

Firehouse  3    Mangia Qui  3   Stock’s  2   

Applebee’s  1    Broad Street Market 1  Brownstone Lounge  1  

Chinese  1    Garrison’s 1    Glass Lounge  1  

McGrath’s Pub  1   Midtown  1    Molly Branningan’s 1  

St. Moritz  1    TGI Friday’s  1  

Modes of transportation to these restaurants: 

  Walk  21  Drive  5  

  Carpool  0  Ride Bus  1  

  Other:  Cab  1   Bike  1  
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Recreational facilities used by residents are shown below, along with the number of 
responses: 

 Riverfront  18    YMCA*  10    City Island  9  

 Greenbelt  3    Capitol Park  2   church 2  

 HACC Wildwood Trail 1   Hershey Country Club 1  Fitness Firm 1  

 Negley Park 1    Westshore Tennis Club 1  Willow Park 1  

 Zembie’s Sports Bar 1  

* There was no indication as to which YMCA facility residents use.     

Nineteen respondents indicated they walk to these recreation areas, while four 
respondents indicated they drive, and two respondents indicated they bike.  

Entertainment and leisure activities reported by respondents: 

Whitaker Center 11   Midtown Cinema 10    Forum 7  

Nightclubs on N. 2nd St. 5    Susquehanna Museum of Art  4  Downtown 3  

Mantis Collective  3   Neptune Lounge  3    Regal Theatres 3 

Colonial Park Mall 2   Harrisburg Hilton 2    McGrath’s Pub 2  

Open Stage  2    State Museum 2    St. Moritz  2  

Stallions  2    Strawberry Café  2    ABC East Bowling 1 

Brownstone Lounge 1  Capitol Building  1    Epic Bar & Grill  1   

Fisagas  1    Hardware Bar 1   Harrisburg Art Assoc.  1   

Harrisburg Symphony 1  Hershey Theatre 1    Mangia Qui 1   

Side Door Cinema 1  

Mode of transportation for entertainment 

  Walk  20  Drive  7  

  Carpool  0  Ride Bus  2  

  Other:  Cab 1  

4.2 N. 6TH AND VERBEKE STREET  

Of the 24 respondents for the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative, nine people 
responded that they regularly use public transportation, and 11 people indicated that they 
do not regularly use public transportation. 
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The types of public transportation used are as follows:  

  Bus 10  Train 0  

  Cab Service  8  Other:  Share -A-Ride  2 

The purpose for public transportation use is as follows: 

  Work  4  School 1 

  Shopping  8  Dining 0  

 Other:  Doctor’s visits  6    Laundromat 1  

Thirteen people responded that they own a car, and 10 people responded that they do not 
own a car.  All 10 respondents with a car indicated that they have off-street parking.  

Three respondents indicated that they have parking problems/issues in their 
neighborhood, while 10 stated they do not have a problem.  Five responses stated that 
state employees park in the Cumberland Court residents’ parking lot; one response stated 
that people park abandoned cars in their lot; and one response stated that people who are 
not handicapped park in the handicapped spaces.   

Respondents’ employment status was as follows:   

 Employed 12  Unemployed 2   

 Retired 5    Disabled 4    

 Full-time student  4  Other:  Part-time 1  

Distance respondents travel to work: 

three miles 3    five miles  3   five blocks 2 

one mile 2    two miles 1   20 miles 1 

Modes of transportation to work: 

  Walk 4  Drive 8  

  Carpool  2  Ride Bus  3  

  Other:  No response 

Distance traveled for full-time students to school: 

one mile 1  10 miles  1   online courses  1  
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Mode of transportation to school: 

  Walk  0  Drive  1  

  Carpool  0  Ride Bus 0  

  Other:  No responses 

One response indicated that the resident is disabled and needs access to CAT Share-A-
Ride.   

Eight people responded that they have school-aged children, while 14 people stated that 
they do not. 

Schools children from this alternative attend are shown below: 

 Benjamin Franklin Elementary School 4   John Harris High School  2   

 Hansel & Gretel Learning Center  1   Ronald Brown Charter School 1  

 Camp Curtin School  1  

Modes of travel for getting children to school are as follows: 

  Walk  5  They Drive or You Drive Them 2  

  Carpool  0  Ride Bus  3  

  Other:  No responses 

Only one respondent indicated that their children participate in after school programs.  
They indicated that the children participate in summer programs, and that they do not 
have transportation needs or other concerns.   

Three people responded that they have children who attend daycare, while 19 people do 
not.  One person has children that attend the Praise & Play Early Learning Center, and 
one person has children that attend the Penbrook Learning Center.  Two people stated 
that they drive their children to daycare.  The third respondent with children in daycare 
did not indicate where his/her children attend or their mode of transportation.  

Nine respondents indicated that they use or participate in community services such as a 
healthcare clinic or visiting nurse services, libraries, religious activities, recreation 
programs, or adult education programs.  Programs and services used are shown below, 
along with the number of responses: 
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 Library 6    Church 5  Healthcare clinic   3 

 YMCA* 1    Adult education 1  Recreation program  1   

 Shopping 1   

*There was no indication as to which YMCA facility residents use. 

Two responses indicated that they need to use the Capital Area Transit (CAT) bus system 
to access community programs and services, and one response indicated that he/she must 
walk to access community programs and services.   

Places where respondents regularly shop are as follows: 

Harrisburg Mall 10   Broad Street Market  6   Uptown Plaza  4  

Wal-Mart 4    Colonial Park Mall  3    Capital City Mall  2 

Marshalls 2    Save-A-Lot  2    AJ Right  1 

Catalogs 1    Flea Market  1    Giant 1   

Goodwill  1    Karns 1     N. Front Street  1   

Route 22  1    Sam’s Club 1    Thrift Stores 1   

TJ Maxx 1    29th Street 1  

Modes of transportation to these stores or markets: 

  Walk 6  Drive 8  

  Carpool  5 Ride Bus  5 

 Other: Mail 1  

Restaurants where respondents regularly eat: 

Don’t regularly eat out  8 Red Lobster 5   Olive Garden  3  

Old Country Buffet 2  Applebee’s  1    Broad Street Market 1  

Chinese  1    Colonial Park  1   Damon’s  1  

Island Mall 1    Keystone Restaurant 1  Los Delicioso 1  

McDonald’s  1   Mercado’s Pizza  1   Outback Steakhouse  1  

Red Robin  1    Subway  1    Texas Roadhouse 1   

TGI Friday’s 1  

 

 



Social Impact Assessment Summary 
 

C-18 

Modes of transportation to these restaurants: 

  Walk 4  Drive  9  

  Carpool  2 Ride Bus  1  

  Other: No responses 

Recreational facilities used by residents are shown below, along with the number of 
responses: 

Riverfront 7    Around the block  5    Parks  3 

City Island  2    YMCA*  2     Amusement parks 1  

Broad Street Market  1  C5 Fitness  1     Church  1  

HACC  1    Hispanic Center  1    Italian Lake  1  

* There was no indication as to which YMCA facility residents use. 

Nine respondents indicated they walk to these recreation areas, while nine respondents 
indicated they drive, two respondents indicated they carpool, one respondent uses the 
bus, while one respondent bikes.  

Entertainment and leisure activities reported by respondents: 

Don’t regularly go out 7 Regal Cinema  5   American Legion  3    

Family events  1   Strawberry Square  2   Whitaker Center  2   

AMC Theaters 1   Church  1    Colonial Park  1  

Double D’s  1   Downtown Harrisburg  1  Dragonfly  1  

Forum  1   Island Mall  1    Red Crown Bowling  1  

State museum  1  

Mode of transportation for entertainment: 

  Walk  4 Drive 11 

  Carpool  1  Ride Bus 0 

  Other:  No responses  
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4.3 N. 6TH AND BASIN STREET 

Of the 15 survey respondents on the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative, nine people 
responded that they regularly use public transportation, and three people responded that 
they do not regularly use public transportation services.  

The types of public transportation used are as follows:  

  Bus  10  Train  0  

  Cab Service  5  Other: Pay someone  1      Share-A-Ride   2  

The purpose for public transportation use is as follows: 

  Work 2 School  0  

  Shopping 11  Dining  3  

 Other:  Doctor appointments  1   Volunteer  1  

Four people responded that they own a car, and 11 people responded that they do not.  
Three respondents indicated that they have off-street parking.  One respondent indicated 
there are parking problems/issues in their neighborhood, while three respondents 
indicated there are not problems.  One response indicated that handicapped parking is 
limited.   

Two responses indicated a need for bus services; one response specifically stated a need 
to travel to doctor appointments.  Two responses noted that they need transportation for 
grocery shopping, and one response indicated that they need to be within walking 
distance of community facilities and services.   

Respondents’ employment status was as follows:   

 Employed 1  Unemployed 1 

 Retired  13 Disabled 3 

 Full-time student  0    Other:  No responses 

Distance respondents travel to work:  No responses 
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Modes of transportation to work: 

  Walk 0 Drive 0 

  Carpool  0 Ride Bus 2  

  Other:  No response 

Two responses indicated a need for bus services (one response specifically stated a need 
to travel to doctor appointments).  Two responses noted that they need transportation for 
grocery shopping, and one response indicated that they need to be within walking 
distance of community facilities and services.   

None of the respondents have school-aged children. 

Six respondents indicated that they use or participate in community services such as a 
healthcare clinic or visiting nurse services, libraries, religious activities, recreation 
programs, or adult education programs.  Programs and services used are shown below, 
along with the number of responses: 

Religious activities  6   Doctor office visits 2  Nurse at church 1  

Recreational programs 1  Volunteer  1 

Places where respondents regularly shop is as follows: 

Giant  7     Broad Street Market  5   Uptown Plaza  5 

Wal-Mart  3    Weis Markets  2    CVS  1  

Harrisburg Mall  1   Mall  1     Nearby  1 

Save-A-Lot 1    Sharp Shopper  1    Third Street 1    

Modes of transportation to these stores or markets: 

  Walk  4  Drive  3  

  Carpool 2  Ride Bus 8  

 Other:  Pay someone 1  

Restaurants where respondents regularly eat: 

Don’t regularly eat out  7   Broad Street Market  1   Downtown  1  

Keystone Restaurant 1   Uptown Plaza  1  
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Modes of transportation to these restaurants: 

  Walk  3  Drive  1  

  Carpool  0  Ride Bus 2  

  Other:  No response 

Recreational facilities used by residents are shown below, along with the number of 
responses: 

Around the block 3   Reservoir Park 2  

Church  1    Riverfront Park 1  

Three respondents indicated they walk to these recreation areas, while two respondents 
indicated they drive, one respondent indicated they carpool, and one respondent indicated 
they ride the bus.  

Entertainment and leisure activities reported by respondents: 

Don’t regularly go out  4  Colonial Park  1   Harrisburg Hilton 1    

Mall  1    Midtown  1    Movies  1    

Uptown Plaza  1  

Mode of transportation for entertainment: 

  Walk 1  Drive 1  

  Carpool  1  Ride Bus  1  

  Other:  No responses 

5. Community Meetings 

Community meetings were held on November 9 and 10, 2005 for the residents of the 
affected neighborhoods of the three build alternatives to discuss the proposed U.S. 
Courthouse Project.  The format of each meeting included a PowerPoint presentation 
informing the attendees of the current project status followed by a question and answer 
period.  A court reporter was present to create a verbatim record of each meeting.  Each 
attendee was given time to ask a question or comment, and many attendees spoke more 
than once.  Those in attendance who did not feel comfortable speaking in a public format 
were given the opportunity to provide testimony, in private, to a court reporter.   
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The meeting for the residents of the Cumberland Court Apartments and members of the 
Friends Meeting House (N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative) was held on November 9, 
2005 at 6:00 pm at the Friends Meeting House.  Approximately 23 people attended.  
Attendees expressed concern about parking problems; the potential destruction of the 
Friends Meeting House, which includes the Praise and Play Early Learning Center; the 
availability of abandoned/vacant lots within the city; the loss of resources within walking 
distance if the Cumberland Court residents were relocated; and finding a place to relocate 
the Friends Meeting House within the city of Harrisburg.  Although invitations were 
mailed to the Friends and Praise and Play Early Learning Center, the Friends were under 
the impression that the meeting was only for the Cumberland Court residents and were 
concerned with the methods used to notify people of the meeting.  Invitations were 
mailed to the Friends Meeting House and the Praise and Play Early Learning Center.  
Follow-up from the meeting included researching vacant lots within the vicinity of the 
three proposed build alternatives.  

The meeting for the residents of the Jackson Lick Apartments (N. 6th and Basin Street 
Alternative) was held on November 10, 2005 at 2:00 pm.  Approximately 55 residents; 
Carl Payne, Jerry Shenck, Irwin Aronson, and Leon Feinerman from Harrisburg Housing 
Authority; John Bane, a representative from U.S. Congressman Tim Holden’s office; and 
Linda Thompson, City Councilwoman attended the meeting.  Attendees expressed 
concern about safety for the students at the Benjamin Franklin Elementary School, 
relocation or disbursement to other HHA facilities, project schedule and moving 
timetable for residents (particularly the special needs of those who are disabled), and the 
availability of abandoned/vacant lots within the city.   

The meeting for the residents and business owners of the N. 3rd and Forster Street 
Alternative was held on November 10, 2005 at 7:00 pm.  Approximately 30 residents and 
business owners attended the meeting.  The meeting was also attended by  John Bane, a 
representative for Congressman Tim Holden, and Dan Leppo from the City Office of 
Planning.   Attendees expressed concern about destruction of historic properties, 
destruction of residences and businesses, the availability of abandoned/vacant lots within 
the city, the restriction on building the new courthouse in the floodplain, and the impaired 
view shed of the historic properties surrounding the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative.  
Attendees were also concerned about the prolonged project schedule; the destruction of 
close-knit neighborhood of homes, apartments, restaurants, shops, and other businesses; 
safety for children attending nearby elementary schools; the lack of replacement 
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historical homes; and the accuracy of the appraisers valuation of the historic properties.  
Citizens are also concerned about parking problems that the new Courthouse facility may 
generate.   

6. SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

6.1 N. 3RD AND FORSTER STREET  

The N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative is located in what is considered downtown 
Harrisburg.  The streets are lined with low rise residential historic row homes and small 
commercial businesses, including restaurants, nightclubs, and office space.  The site lies 
entirely within the Harrisburg Municipal Historic District.  The demography of the 
neighborhood comprising the site is characterized by young professionals and retired 
professionals of primarily Caucasian descent.  The neighborhood has been described as, 
“…rich in historic significance, in housing stock, in rehabilitation successes and on-going 
efforts, in diversity and in a powerful sense of neighborhood as Capitol Area Neighbors 
(CAN).” (MacNett, 2005)   

The N. 3rd and Forster Street site is part of a larger community organized as CAN.  CAN 
defines its neighborhood boundaries as N. Front Street to N. 3rd Street in the east-west 
direction and Forster Street to Walnut Street in the north-south direction.  CAN has 
provided a great deal of input for the assessment of community impacts, including 
sending a petition opposing selection of the N. 3rd and Forster Street site and providing 
comments during the public scoping and community meetings. 

In a letter from CAN, the organization’s president stated, “Residents within this area have 
chosen and committed to an urban residential lifestyle in a historic district with its 
inherent features.  This choice involves seeking out opportunities that minimize need for 
private transportation in lieu of pedestrian travel or public transportation.  This choice 
allows simple access to urban amenities including parks, sporting events, museums, art 
centers, work, restaurants and bars.  The choice to occupy a historic residence also 
represents a commitment to a quality of life that supports restoration and preservation.”  
(Capital Area Neighbors, 2005).   

In comment letters, emails, surveys, and public testimony, residents and business owners 
echo these sentiments.  Pride in the neighborhood, a “look out for your neighbor” 
attitude, and investment in restoring historic homes were common themes.  Comments 



Social Impact Assessment Summary 
 

C-24 

also reflected a belief that this site is a vital part of the City of Harrisburg and that it is an 
irreplaceable part of the community. 

Social impacts associated with use of the N. 3rd and Forster Street Alternative for the 
proposed U.S. Courthouse include physical relocation of residents and businesses, 
impacts to community cohesion.  Indirect impacts of relocating the residents and 
businesses include economic impacts to business owners and the City of Harrisburg, as 
well as disruption of lives and life patterns.   

Residents are highly committed to this neighborhood, and there is cohesion among this 
community.  The personal loss of neighborhood ties, friends, and familiar surroundings 
would be felt by those how are displaced under the proposed action.  The loss of this 
neighborhood would be felt by surrounding residents as well.  Those remaining would 
lose neighbors and local gathering places as affected residents, restaurants and bars/clubs 
would move out of the neighborhood.  Some residents of surrounding areas have 
indicated that they would not want to live “in the shadow” of the new courthouse.  
Additionally, some residents predict parking problems including court visitors parking in 
residential areas.  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.   

Relocation requirements are assessed and documented in a 2005 study prepared by H.C. 
Peck and Associates, Inc. for the General Services Administration. There is ample 
replacement housing available in the City of Harrisburg for the homeowner/occupants of 
the N. 3rd and Forster Alternative though the replacement neighborhoods lack some of 
the historic ambiance of the subject site.  There are homes available for sale in a 
comparable historic neighborhood downtown, but since those houses lie in a floodplain, 
they were not included in the relocation report (H.C. Peck, 2005).   The historic nature of 
the N. 3rd and Forster Street site is very important to its residents.  Residents may view 
relocation to an area that does not have similar housing and setting as a long-term 
negative impact on their quality of life.  However, based on the availability of apartments 
and units from private landlords, there is adequate replacement housing for tenant 
displacees from the N. 3rd and Forster Alternative.    

Based on results of the resident survey and comments from residents, many people prefer 
living at the N. 3rd and Forster Street site because of its convenience to mass transit as 
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well as shopping, recreational opportunities, and community services.  Relocation of 
residents outside of the downtown area would present an obstacle to accessing amenities 
now readily available.  

Construction of the proposed U.S. courthouse under this alternative would directly 
impact economic and employment conditions in the City of Harrisburg through the 
displacement of 23 businesses: 17 office entities, five restaurants, and one nightclub.  
There is comparable office supply in Harrisburg to meet the demand of displaced office 
occupants from the N. 3rd and Forster Alternative.  Suitable relocation space has not been 
identified for the nightclub that would be displaced. As this business’ clientele tend to be 
urban based, it is assumed that the nightclub would focus on remaining in Harrisburg.  If 
the nightclub is unable to relocate within the City of Harrisburg, there would be a long-
term adverse impact to the nightclub owner and a long-term adverse impact to the City of 
Harrisburg economy.  Five restaurants would be displaced under the N. 3rd and Forster 
Street Alternative.  Four properties were identified for the impacted restaurants; however, 
it cannot be assumed that these four businesses would immediately relocate to an 
available parcel. Other new businesses may plan to purchase these properties, or existing 
businesses in other parts of the city may relocate to these areas. Due to this limited supply 
and relocations by potential outside entities, the relocation report estimated a lead-time 
for the relocation of these businesses at 12 to 18 months. As the businesses are based 
downtown and potentially rely on a downtown lunch and dinner/happy hour clientele, it 
is assumed they would seek to remain in the downtown Harrisburg area. If the restaurants 
are unable to relocate within the City of Harrisburg, there would be a long-term adverse 
impact to the restaurant owners and a long-term adverse impact to the City of Harrisburg 
economy. 

6.2 N. 6TH AND VERBEKE STREET  

The N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative is located in Midtown Harrisburg and consists 
of the Cumberland Court Apartments and the Friends Meeting House. 

The Cumberland Court Apartments is described as a well-maintained, peaceful, 
subsidized community.  According to information provided by HUD, currently, 
approximately 200 people reside in the Cumberland Court Apartments (U.S. Department 
of Housing and Urban Development, 2005).  The average family size is two persons.  
Approximately one-quarter of the residents are children under the age of 17, and 
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approximately one-tenth are elderly.  Residents of the complex are primarily of African 
American descent, with the balance made up of Hispanic and Caucasian persons. 

Cumberland Court Apartments has been characterized as a safe, stable neighborhood of 
upwardly mobile residents.  One advocate noted that persons in Harrisburg who live in 
subsidized housing regard Cumberland Court Apartments as a community to aspire 
toward (Pickering, 2005).  There is a currently a two-year waiting list for one- and two-
bedroom apartments and a five-year waiting list for three-bedroom apartments.   

According to surveys returned by residents of the apartment complex, the community is 
somewhat dependent on public transportation.  For those without vehicles, the location of 
the Cumberland Court Apartments is convenient to public transportation or within 
walking distance to the State Capitol Complex for work, Benjamin Franklin Elementary 
School, facilities that provide subsidized health services, and shopping markets.  While 
being somewhat reliant on the nearby facilities and services in the surrounding 
community, residents of Cumberland Court did not indicate much interaction with 
surrounding residential communities.  The level of commitment of residents to the 
Cumberland Court community is difficult to gauge due to limited public input from 
residents on the subject.  However, it would appear that due to the attractive aspects of 
the Cumberland Court Apartments and the waiting list to move there, residents are 
generally pleased to be tenants of this apartment complex and are somewhat stable 
compared to other rental communities. 

Another component of the alternative’s community is the Harrisburg Friends Meeting 
(Friends).  The Friends Meeting House occupies the southeast corner of the N. 6th and 
Verbeke Street site and has been at this location since 1965.  The congregation itself has 
been in existence in Harrisburg for the past 64 years, with evidence of earlier worship 
meetings dating back to 1908.  

In a statement from the Friends, they described their decision to build the Meeting House 
in the urban setting of Harrisburg so that they would be in position to, “…become a 
center for religious activity and social concerns in Harrisburg.”  (Koser, 2005)  Today, in 
addition to being a place of worship and fellowship for the Friends, the Meeting House 
serves as a meeting place for a wide variety of community groups, including religious 
and social organizations.  Representatives of several of these organizations submitted 
letters of support for mission of the Friends and the importance of Meeting House. 
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The Meeting House also houses the Praise and Play Early Learning Center.  According to 
the Director of the daycare center, Ms. Effiong, approximately 50 children are enrolled, 
twenty to thirty percent of which live in the nearby Fox Ridge Townhouse and 
Cumberland Court communities.  (Praise & Play Early Learning Center, 2005)  
According to Ms. Effiong, funding for about half of the children is subsidized by the state 
government. 

Social impacts associated with use of the N. 6th and Verbeke Street Alternative for the 
U.S. Courthouse include physical relocation of the residents of Cumberland Court, and as 
well as impacts to residents quality of life.  There would also be impacts from the 
physical relocation of the Friends Meeting House and the associated Praise and Play 
Early Learning Center, as well as impacts to the community from the loss of these 
facilities. 

The fact that this community is considered the finest subsidized apartment community in 
Harrisburg would suggest that residents are committed to this community. In addition, in 
resident surveys, some residents indicated that they enjoy living and feel safe at 
Cumberland Courts and that they have close relationships with neighbors.  However, 
other residents indicated that they do not feel safe at the apartment complex.  Therefore, 
some residents would feel a loss of community if displaced by the proposed courthouse 
project. 

There does not appear to be much interaction between the Cumberland Court residents 
and surrounding residential communities; therefore impacts to a larger surrounding area 
are not anticipated as a result of displacing the Cumberland Court residents. 

Residents of Cumberland Court do have a reliance on mass transit and utilize community 
services including health care facilities, libraries, and educational programs.  The 
Cumberland Court Apartments are adjacent to Capital Area Transit Authority (CAT) bus 
routes, and if residents are relocated outside of the city, they may not have the same 
optimal access to public transportation.  Cumberland Court Apartments are located 
approximately eight blocks from the Hamilton Health Center, Fulton Street Center, and 
the Kelker Street WIC facility.  Residents of Cumberland Court Apartment may use the 
Hamilton Health Center due to a lack of personalized healthcare.  If residents were 
relocated, healthcare service may become inaccessible and unaffordable because similar 
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facilities may not be available.  Increasing a participants driving distance to another 
facility may increase the cost of accessing healthcare for Cumberland Court residents.   

Construction of the proposed U.S. Courthouse on the N. 6th and Verbeke Alternative 
would result in the acquisition and relocation of 108 apartment units. Research indicates 
that although no similar site specific subsidized housing for Section 8 vouchers are or 
will be available in the foreseeable future, early payment of the mortgage by the property 
owner may qualify residents displaced under this alternative for superior, tenant based 
housing vouchers.  If HUD approves the sale, Housing Choice Vouchers, similar to 
Section 8 vouchers, would be provided for the number of units at the property and allow 
the tenants, with the help of GSA relocation specialists, to secure housing on the private 
market.  According to Harrisburg Housing Authority, there is substantial landlord interest 
in tenants with vouchers and this fact should supply adequate availability for relocation 
these families.  This would allow the tenants to obtain housing with HUD subsidy that is 
generally superior to their current subsidy and would mitigate some of the impact to 
displaced residents (H.C. Peck, 2005). 

The costs associated with placing low income individuals with Housing Choice Vouchers 
into the private market housing ranges between $7,000 and $10,000 per family.  Under 
the Uniform Relocation Act, benefits to displaced individuals would expire after 42 
months; however residents of the Cumberland Court Apartments would receive HUD 
Section 8 vouchers which would continue as long as the resident qualifies for assistance.  
Therefore, there would be a minor, direct, long-term, adverse impact on displaced 
residents under this alternative. 

The Friends Meeting House, its congregation, and the daycare operating in the Meeting 
House are located in an ideal location to serve this community.  Relocation space similar 
to the existing facilities has not been identified for these entities.  The Friends Meeting 
House and the daycare center could be relocated into available commercial space in the 
vicinity of their current site until a new facility could be constructed.  If displaced, the 
Friends could re-establish their place of worship within the community, to which they 
have expressed a great commitment, or relocate elsewhere.  However, the community 
would be affected by the loss of these institutions until such time as they are able to 
relocate.  If the daycare center would choose not to relocate within the nearby 
community, patrons of this business would seek other daycare centers.  Daycare centers 
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with availability for enrollment and access to public transportation have been identified in 
the vicinity of this site. 

6.3 N. 6TH AND BASIN STREET 

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative is situated on the eastern fringe of Midtown 
Harrisburg.  The site contains Jackson Lick Apartments and the pool house for the 
Jackson Lick Community Pool (the pool itself is on an adjacent property).  The Jackson 
Lick Apartments, two high-rise buildings owned and operated by the HHA, offer 
subsidized housing for residents who are 55 years of age and older and have an income 
less than 30 percent of the median income for the federal standard metropolitan statistical 
area (SMSA).   Currently there are approximately 145 residents in the Lick Building, the 
majority of whom are African American.  The Jackson building has been vacant for 
approximately one year.   

The Jackson Lick Apartments operates as its own community.  Residents are reliant on 
services provided by HHA, including the very basic domestic needs.  A visiting doctor 
from Hamilton Health Services provides healthcare monitoring.  Those who are 
physically able walk across the street to Broad Street Market.  Residents are heavily 
dependent on public transportation (bus and cab service) for travel off-site for shopping, 
doctor appointments, and religious activities. 

Social impacts associated with use of the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative for the U.S. 
Courthouse include physical relocation of the residents of the Jackson Lick Apartments 
Court, and as well as impacts to residents quality of life.  In addition, displacement of the 
Jackson Lick pool house could affect community access to this facility. 

Based on input from the community, HHA, and the NAACP,  the elderly and disabled 
Jackson Lick residents are perhaps more vulnerable to disruptions and may not adapt as 
readily to life changes as other populations.  According to an advocate, many of the 
current residents were moved from the Jackson building when it was closed for 
renovation, and are now faced with the possibility of another move to an uncertain 
location (Jones, 2005).  Residents have expressed fear and apprehension about their 
unknown future. 

Residents are reliant on the services provided by HHA.  HHA would ensure that these 
basic needs are addressed.  However, there is currently no available facility into which 
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this entire community could be moved.  This would mean for many residents, not only 
the loss of their homes in this familiar setting, but the loss of close companions.  The 
NAACP has expressed concern that the relocation and potential separation of the elderly 
residents could result in long-term affects on the mental and physical health of the 
residents.   

There does not appear to be much interaction between the Jackson Lick residents and 
surrounding residential communities; therefore impacts to a larger surrounding 
community are not anticipated as a result of displacing the Jackson Lick residents. 

Jackson Lick residents are heavily dependent on the Hamilton Health Center which, 
under the HHA Resident Service Program, provides a visiting doctor once a week at the 
Lick Building for medical care (Hamilton Health Center, 2005c).  Hamilton Health 
Center does not provide a doctor to any other HHA facility, so relocation to other HHA 
facilities could impact the residents of the Jackson Lick Apartments.  Hamilton Health 
Center would coordinate with HHA, if residents were displaced, in order to continue to 
provide healthcare for the residents of Jackson Lick Apartments, if space were provided 
for them to operate.  Hamilton Health Center would also work to provide transportation 
for residents to access the center if residents were disbursed amongst other HHA facilities 
(Hamilton Health Center, 2005c).   

The N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative would also displace residents of Jackson Lick 
Apartments who rely heavily on nearby CAT bus to provide Share-A-Ride and other low-
income services for residents to commute to doctor appointments and shopping areas.   
Relocation of these elderly and disabled residents to locations away from mass 
transportation would have a major impact on their ability to access community facilities, 
as well as resources needed for everyday living (e.g. shopping). 

Construction of the proposed U.S. Courthouse on the N. 6th and Basin Alternative would 
result in the acquisition and relocation of 144 occupied units in the Jackson Lick 
Apartments.  No assisted or public housing is or will be available in the Harrisburg area 
for the foreseeable future (H.C. Peck, 2005).  Many of the housing sites in the Harrisburg 
area for the elderly and low income are considered undesirable because they are 
considered unsafe and not suitable for the elderly and disabled residents who would be 
displaced.  Desirable housing units would need to be located close to the downtown area 
and in safe neighborhoods within a 1 to 2 mile radius of the current location.   
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Regulations require that displacees in assisted housing be offered replacement housing in 
the same or similar program before being offered housing on the private market. The 
special needs of the elderly and disabled residents require relocation to comparably 
equipped complexes that only become available in the market at a rate of approximately 
seven per month after a mandatory 6-month application waiting period. There are 
approximately 700 elderly persons on the waiting list for some sort of public housing 
assistance.  This problem of a limited number of units for the elderly existed prior to 
potential plans for the new courthouse.  The removal of the Jackson Lick buildings would 
exacerbate the problem of limited subsidized housing for the elderly.   

If the project cannot move forward because housing cannot be found within that statutory 
limit, a one-time super payment is made to the residents under 24.404 - Housing of Last 
Resort.  A "super-payment" is a payment under this section that far exceeds the statutory 
cap outside of Housing of Last Resort, but is necessary to both provide the relocated 
resident with the financial means to obtain replacement housing and allows the project to 
advance on a timely schedule. Super payments are often required when very low income 
tenants can only find comparable available housing on the open market. 

These conditions result in a major, direct, long-term adverse impact on the housing stock 
for low-income, elderly and disabled persons in the City of Harrisburg, and a major, 
direct, long-term adverse impact on the elderly and disabled residents currently residing 
in the apartment complex.   

In addition to the Jackson Lick Apartments, the N. 6th and Basin Street Alternative 
would displace the pool house for the Jackson Lick Community Pool, but would not 
displace the pool itself.  According to the Harrisburg Department of Recreation, it is 
unlikely that the pool house could be relocated within the current property.  The Jackson 
Lick Community Pool would have to close if the pool house were taken, due to 
Department of Health regulations for community swimming pools (Harrisburg 
Department of Parks and Recreation, 2005b).  Loss of the Jackson Lick pool would leave 
only one other public pool in the City of Harrisburg and would be an adverse impact to 
citizens that currently use this community facility.



Social Impact Assessment Summary 
 

C-32 

7. FINDINGS 

Use of any of the three alternative sites would result in impacts to the social aspects listed in the introduction to this assessment.  
These impacts are described in the table below. 

 Alternatives 

Social Aspect N. 3rd and Forster N. 6th and Verbeke N. 6th and Basin 

1. The ways people cope 
with life through their 
economy, social 
systems, and cultural 
values.  

Businesses and residents would 
be displaced creating economic 
impacts and disruption of 
existing social systems. 

Residents, businesses, and the 
Friends Meeting House would 
be displaced creating economic 
impacts and disruption of 
existing social systems. 

Residents would be displaced 
creating economic impacts and 
disruption of existing social 
systems. 

2. The ways people use the 
natural environment, for 
subsistence, recreation, 
spiritual activities, 
cultural activities, and so 
forth.  

The proposed action would have negligible impacts to the natural environment and no to negligible 
impacts to people’s interaction with the natural environment. 
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 Alternatives 

Social Aspect N. 3rd and Forster N. 6th and Verbeke N. 6th and Basin 

3. The ways people use the 
built environment, for 
shelter, making 
livelihoods, industry, 
worship, recreation, 
gathering together, etc.  

Demolition of structures would 
directly affect people’s places of 
residence and in the case of 
business owners and their 
employees, their ability make a 
livelihood. 

Demolition of structures would 
directly affect people’s places of 
residence.  In the case of 
business owners and their 
employees, demolition would 
affect their ability to make a 
livelihood.  Loss of the Friends 
Meeting House would impact a 
place of worship and a center of 
community life. 

Demolition of structures would 
directly affect people’s places of 
residence. 

4. The ways communities 
are organized, and held 
together by their social 
and cultural institutions 
and beliefs. 

Displacement of residents and 
business owners would disperse 
the peoples who have 
established a cohesive 
neighborhood around diverse 
social and cultural backgrounds 
as well as social needs. 

Displacement of residents 
would disperse the peoples in a 
cohesive neighborhood with 
similar social needs. 

Displacement of residents 
would disperse the peoples in a 
cohesive neighborhood with 
similar social needs. 

5. Ways of life that 
communities value as 
expressions of their 
identity.  

People would be displaced from 
their life in the urban center of 
the City which they value. 

People would be displaced from 
a high quality, affordable 
housing area which they value 

People would be displaced from 
a housing facility which meets 
their individual needs and 
provides them with a safe and 
secure living environment. 
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 Alternatives 

Social Aspect N. 3rd and Forster N. 6th and Verbeke N. 6th and Basin 

6. Art, music, dance, 
language arts, crafts, and 
other expressive aspects 
of culture. 

People would be displaced from 
their life in the urban center of 
the City with its many 
opportunities for cultural 
expression. 

People would be displaced from 
their life near the urban center 
of the City with its many 
opportunities for cultural 
expression.  In addition, the 
Friends Meeting House, a 
cultural center for many, would 
be displaced. 

People would be displaced from 
their housing facility which 
provides cultural experiences to 
those with limited ability to 
access other resources. 

7. A group's values and 
beliefs about appropriate 
ways to live, family and 
extra-family 
relationships, status 
relationships, means of 
expression, and other 
expressions of 
community.  

Displacement of residents and 
business owners would disperse 
the peoples who have 
established a cohesive 
neighborhood around diverse 
social and cultural backgrounds 
as well as social needs. 

Displacement of residents 
would disperse the peoples in a 
cohesive neighborhood with 
similar social needs. 

Displacement of residents 
would disperse the peoples in a 
cohesive neighborhood with 
similar social needs. 

8. The esthetic and cultural 
character of a 
community or 
neighborhood-its 
ambience. 

Replacement of historic 
structures with a new 
courthouse would result in the 
loss of an important aesthetic to 
the Harrisburg Central Business 
District resulting in a change in 
the aesthetics of the site and the 
surrounding areas. 

Replacement of residential structures with a new courthouse would 
result in a change in the aesthetics of the site and the surrounding 
areas. 
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8. MITIGATION MEASURES 

8.1 N. 3RD AND FORSTER STREET  

Property acquisition and resident relocation would be conducted in accordance with the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, 
amended by the Uniform Relocation Act Amendments of 1987.  The Uniform Act 
ensures the fair and equitable treatment of persons whose real property is acquired or who 
are displaced as a result of a Federal or Federally-assisted project. Government-wide 
regulations provide procedural and other requirements (appraisals, payment of fair 
market value, notice to owners, etc.) in the acquisition of real property and provides for 
relocation payments and advisory assistance in the relocation of persons and businesses.  

For site acquisition, the government would provide for property appraisal/determination 
of just compensation, negotiations, and payment and possession of property.  For 
residential relocations, the government would provide relocation assistance, moving 
costs, assistance in locating replacement housing, and rental assistance.  For business 
relocations, the government would provide relocation assistance, moving costs, 
compensation for personal property losses, searching expenses, and re-establishment 
expenses. 

Disruption to community cohesion could be mitigated by finding replacement housing for 
displaced residents within the CAN neighborhood or similar neighborhoods in the City of 
Harrisburg, although this may be difficult based on the findings of the Relocation Report. 

8.2 N. 6TH AND VERBEKE STREET  

Mitigation for relocation of residents of the Cumberland Court Apartments would include 
conformance with the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, amended by the Uniform Relocation Act 
Amendments of 1987.  No measures have been identified to mitigate the loss of 
relocation benefits after 42 months. 

Disruption to residents’ quality of life could be mitigated if residents of Cumberland 
Court Apartments could be relocated to subsidized housing with similar amenities and 
services.  Access to healthcare and public transportation are necessities for this 
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community.  Destinations within walking distance for food shopping and other needs 
would add to the quality of life and sense of community for relocated residents. 

Mitigation measures for impacts to the Friends Meeting House and the Praise and Play 
Early Center may include site relocation assistance to allow them to function in the same 
community setting.   

8.3 N. 6TH AND BASIN STREET 

Mitigation for relocation of residents of the Jackson Lick Apartments would be include 
conformance with the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, amended by the Uniform Relocation Act 
Amendments of 1987.  No measures have been identified to mitigate the loss of 
relocation benefits after 42 months. 

Mitigation for impacts to residents of Jackson Lick residents could include relocation to a 
facility with similar amenities and services, including access to healthcare and public 
transportation which are necessities for this vulnerable population.  Destinations within 
walking distance for food shopping and other needs should be provided.  Ideally, and to 
maintain their sense of community in its fullest form, all residents would be moved 
together to a location.  If this is not possible, counseling could be provided to help 
residents adjust to their new surroundings.  GSA could continue to coordinate closely 
with HHA to ensure that there is a minimal amount of disruption to the residents of 
Jackson Lick during the relocation process. 

Mitigation measures for impacts to recreational and educational facilities may include 
requirements for noise controls on construction equipment.  Other mitigation measures 
may include relocation of the pool house, if possible, relocation of the pool, or not 
designing the courthouse to avoid the pool house 
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each required side yard is increased in width by two (2) feet for 
every unit of ten (10) feet of additional height above forty (40) 
feet and each lot has front, side and rear yards of not less than 
the depth or width indicated below: 

(A) front yard:  depth, fifteen (15) feet or 
conform to existing setbacks; 

(B) side yards:   
(i) width, ten percent (10%) of the lot 

width; 
(ii) width of a side yard abutting a major 

street shall equal the required depth of 
the front yard; 

(C) rear yard:  depth, ten (10) feet or ten 
percent (10%) of the lot depth, whichever is 
greater.   

 
  (Ord. 79-1965.) 
 
 7-309.4  RESIDENCE ZONE NO. 4 (R-4) 
 
 (a) Principal Uses.  In an R-4 Zone, only the following 
buildings, structures and uses shall be permitted: 
 

(1) all buildings, structures and uses permitted in an 
R-3 Zone; 

 
(2) attached single-family dwellings; 

 
(3) group dwellings; 

 
(4) detached or semi-detached buildings used for 

central offices or headquarters of a regional 
nature for public, quasi-public, civic, fraternal, 
financial or business agencies, involving no 
manufacture, buying or selling of goods or manual 
services other than supplies incidental to such 
permitted principal uses and involving no street 
or window display; 

 
(5) detached or semi-detached lodging or boarding 

houses, rooming houses, fraternities, or 
sororities; 

 
(6) banks, insurance agencies, realty offices, 

building and loan societies, and other like uses 
housed in detached or semi-detached buildings. 

 
 (Ord. 79-1965.) 
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 (b) No Conversion.  In an R-4 Zone, no existing single-
family dwelling shall be converted into two (2) or more dwelling 
units or an institutional use.  (Ord. 23-1994.) 
 
 (c) Dimensional Requirements.  In an R-4 Zone, no building 
or structure shall exceed forty-five (45) feet in height, unless 
each required side yard is increased in width by one and one half 
(1½) feet for every unit of ten (10) feet of additional height 
above forty (40) feet and each lot has front, side, and rear 
yards of not less than the depth or width indicated below: 

(A) front yard:  depth, ten (10) feet or conform 
to existing setback within the block; 

(B) side yards: 
(i) width, ten percent (10%) of the lot 

width;  
(ii) width of a side yard abutting a major 

street shall equal the required depth of 
the front yard. 

(C) rear yard:  depth, ten (10) feet or ten 
percent (10%) of the lot depth, whichever is 
greater. 

 
  (Ord. 79-1965.) 
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 (d) Signage.  In an RMV Zone, all signs shall conform to 
the provisions of the Residential Professional Office Zone as set 
forth at Subsection 7-309.17(d) and (e).  (Ord. 26-1977.) 
 
 7-309.16  RESIDENTIAL LIMITED ZONE B (RLB) 
 
 (a) In an RLB Zone, only the following buildings, 
structures and uses shall be permitted: 
 

(1) all uses, buildings and structures permitted in an 
RLA Zone; 

 
(2) home occupations as defined and regulated in this 

Code. 
 
  (Ord. 26-1977.) 
 (b) No Conversion.  In an RLB Zone, no existing single-
family shall be converted into two (2) or more dwelling units or 
an institutional use.  (Ord. 23-1994.) 
 
 (c) Dimensional Requirements. 
 

(1) No new building, structure, expansion, or 
enlargement in an RLB Zone shall exceed forty-five 
(45) feet in height, and no new principal building 
or structure shall be less than twenty (20) feet 
in height; provided, however, that within these 
limitations no new principal building or structure 
shall vary by more than fifteen percent (15%) from 
the average height of the principal buildings on 
all abutting properties. 

 
(2) In an RLB Zone, each lot shall have front, side 

and rear yard setbacks of not less than the depth 
or width indicated below: 
(A) front yards:  a depth of at least five (5) 

feet or conforming to the existing setback 
within the block; 

(B) side yards:   
(i) a width of at least ten percent (10%) of 

the lot width, except in the case of 
permitted structures sharing a party 
wall where no side yard is required; 

(ii) the width of a side yard abutting a 
major street shall be at least five (5) 
feet; 

(C) rear yard:  depth of at least ten (10) feet.   
 
  (Ord. 26-1977.) 
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 (d) Signage.  In an RLB Zone only one wall sign shall be 
permitted on any building, as follows:  
 

(1) no other sign shall be permitted;   
 

(2) no sign shall exceed thirty-six (36) square inches 
in area; 

 
(3) no sign shall be illuminated in any manner;  
 
(4) no portion thereof shall be elevated higher than 

the first story window lintel line or, if no first 
story lintels exist, not higher than ten (10) feet 
above grade;  

 
(5) no portion thereof shall extend beyond the 

perimeter of a signable wall area;   
 
(6) the content of any sign shall be limited to 

information regarding the name of the person 
residing therein and the home occupation conducted 
therein, if any. 

 
(Ord. 26-1977.) 
 
 7-309.17  RESIDENTIAL PROFESSIONAL OFFICE ZONE (RPO) 
 
 (a) In an RPO Zone, only the following buildings, 
structures and uses shall be permitted: 
 

(1) all buildings, structures and uses permitted in an 
RMV Zone, including designated mixed vertical uses 
subject to the provisions of that section 
specifying and regulating such uses; 

 
(2) professional office, study, studio, or gallery for 

a physician or surgeon, optometrist, chiropractor, 
chiropodist, osteopath, podiatrist, dentist, 
artist, musician, attorney-at-law, accountant, 
engineer, architect, city planner, landscape 
architect or other like professional person.  This 
primary use shall be permitted subject to the 
following use regulations:  
(A) floor area:  professional office, study, 

studio, or gallery uses are permitted to 
occupy only the first floor and basement of 
any existing structure.  In new construction 
the total floor area devoted to such uses 
shall not exceed fifty percent (50%) of the 
total usable floor area of the structure, or 
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two (2) times the total lot area, whichever 
is less;   

(B) hours of operation:  professional office, 
study, studio, or gallery uses may be open to 
the public Monday through Saturday only 
between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m.;  

(C) number of employees:  the total number of 
paid employees or assistants permitted on the 
premises shall be determined by the existing 
or proposed net floor area allocated to a 
permitted professional office, study, studio 
or gallery use, on the ratio of two hundred 
fifteen (215) square feet per each paid 
employee or assistant;  (Ord. 26-1977.) 

 
(3) specialty boutique use in detached or semi-de- 

tached structures may be permitted only if 
authorized as a special exception by the Zoning 
Hearing Board pursuant to the provisions of 
Chapter 7-305 and, in each such case, subject to 
the following requirements: 
(A) as a condition precedent to the authorization 

of a special exception for any specialty 
boutique use, the Board shall find that the 
proposed use by reason of its nature and 
operational characteristics will be 
compatible with the preservation of the 
residential character of the zone in which 
located and the general character of the 
neighborhood involved; and 

(B) any such use, if authorized, shall conform at 
a minimum to the regulations regarding floor 
area, hours of operation and number of 
employees for professional office use in an 
RPO zone specified herein; and 

(C) any such use, if authorized, shall conform at 
a minimum to the off-street parking 
requirements for a permitted mixed vertical 
use specified in Chapter 7-319, regardless of 
the place of residence of the principal 
operator of the use; and 

(D) any such use, if authorized, shall further 
conform to such additional requirements and 
conditions as the Board deems necessary to 
preserve the residential character of the 
zone in which located and the general 
character of the neighborhood involved.   

 
  (Ord. 26-1977.) 
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(4) Group Child Care Home, subject to Section 7-
327.8(b). 

 
(5) Child Care Center, allowed only if authorized by 

the Zoning Hearing Board pursuant to the 
provisions of Chapter 7-305 and the criteria of 
Section 7-327.8(c)(2). 

 
  (Ord. 37-1994.) 
 

 (6) No Conversion.  In an RPO Zone no existing single-  
  family dwelling shall be converted into two (2) or 

more dwelling units or converted into office, 
retail, institutional or any commercial use, with 
the exception of mixed vertical uses subject to 
the provisions of Section 7-309.15.  (Ord. 23-
1994.) 

 
(7) Accessory Uses. 

(A) home occupations as defined and regulated in 
Chapter 7-323; 

(B) Group Child Care Home, subject to Section 7-
327.8(b). 

 
(8) Uses by Special Exception. 

The following use may be permitted only if 
authorized as a special exception by the Zoning 
Hearing Board pursuant to the provisions of 
Chapter 7-305:  Child Care Center, subject to 
Section 7-327.8(c)(2). 

 
  (Ord. 37-1994.) 
 
 (b) Dimensional Requirements. 
 

(1) No new building, structure, expansion or 
enlargement in an RPO Zone shall exceed forty-five 
(45) feet in height, and no new principal building 
or structure shall be less than twenty (20) feet 
in height; provided, however, that within these 
limitations no new principal building or structure 
shall vary by more than fifteen percent (15%) from 
the average height of the principal buildings on 
all abutting properties. 

 
(2) In an RPO Zone, each lot shall have front, side 

and rear yard setbacks of not less than the depth 
or width indicated below:  
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(A) front yards:  depth of at least five (5) feet 
or conform to existing setback within the 
block. 

(B) side and rear yards:  as determined by an 
approved building site plan indicating a 
total building coverage not exceeding 
seventy-five percent (75%) of the total lot 
area; provided, however, that the width of a 
side yard abutting a major street shall be at 
least five (5) feet. 

 
 (c) Signage.  In an RPO Zone, only the following types of 
signs, subject to the restrictions attached thereto, shall be 
permitted: 
 

(1) Wall signs having a maximum area of four (4) 
square feet or thirty percent (30%) of the 
signable wall area, whichever is less; no portion 
thereof shall be elevated higher than the first- 
story window lintel line or, if no first-story 
window lintels exist, no higher than ten (10) feet 
above grade; no portion thereof shall extend 
beyond the perimeter of said signable wall area. 

 
(2) Permanent window and door signs having a maximum 

area not greater than twenty-five percent (25%) of 
the glass area of any one window or door. 

 
(3) Only one (1) wall sign shall be permitted on any 

sign frontage or lot having a width of one hundred 
(100) feet or less abutting any public street. 

 
(4) There shall be no limit to the number of permanent 

window and door signs installed in accordance with 
the provisions stated herein. 

 
(5) Signs may be lighted by direct or indirect white 

light illumination only during the hours of 
operation of the advertising use; no portion of 
any sign shall be luminous; in no case shall any 
flashing or pulsating light(s) be permitted in, on 
or about any sign which is visible from any public 
way, whether or not said light(s) are used for 
purposes of illumination or for purposes 
incidental to the communication content of the 
sign; all illumination sources shall be so 
constructed and and located that no portion of an 
adjacent property shall be illuminated and so that 
no glare shall be visible to pedestrian or 
vehicular traffic upon any public right-of-way. 
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(6) Except for temporary real estate signs, all signs 

may contain information regarding the property 
address, identification of building, use or 
service offered therein, and the names of persons 
or firms occupying the building only; no other 
advertising or communication content shall be 
permitted.   

 
 (Ord. 26-1977.) 
 
 7-309.18  RESIDENTIAL PLANNED CONVERSION ZONE (RPC) 
 
 (a) In an RPC Zone, only the following buildings, 
structures, and uses shall be permitted: 
 

(1) all uses, buildings and structures permitted in an 
RSF Zone; 

 
(2) planned residential development approved pursuant 

to the provisions of Chapter 7-321; 
 

(3) one and two-family dwellings; 
 

(4) home occupations as defined and regulated in this 
Code; 

 
(5) professional offices, studies, studios, or 

galleries for a physician or surgeon, optometrist, 
chiropractor, chiropodist, osteopath, podiatrist, 
dentist, artist, musician, attorney-at-law, 
accountant, engineer, architect, city planner, 
landscape architect or other like professional 
person.  These primary uses shall be permitted 
subject to the following use regulations: 
(A) floor area:  professional office, study, 

studio or gallery uses are permitted to 
occupy only the first floor and basement of 
any existing structure.  In new construction 
the total floor area devoted to such use 
shall not exceed fifty percent (50%) of the 
total usable floor area of the structure, or 
two (2) times the total lot area, whichever 
is less; 

(B) hours of operation:  professional offices, 
studies, studios, or galleries uses may be 
open to the public Monday through Saturday 
only between 7:00a.m. and 9:00 p.m.; 

(C)  number of employees:  the total number  
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 of paid employees or assistants permitted on 
the premises shall be determined by the 
existing or proposed net floor area allocated 
to a permitted professional office, study or 
gallery uses on the ratio of two hundred 
fifteen (215) square feet per each paid 
employee or assistant. 

 
  (Ord. 33-1980.) 
 

(6) Uses that may be permitted by special exception, 
pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 7-305, 
including the following: 
(A) professional office, study, studio, or 

gallery uses when contained partially or 
wholly within a new building or an expansion 
or extension of an existing building.  In no 
case, however, shall the floor area ratio 
devoted to such use exceed two to one 
(2.0:1.0.); 

(B) commercial and vocational schools when 
contained partially or wholly within a new 
building or an expansion or extension of an 
existing building. 

 
  (Ord. 5-1981.) 
 

(7) Group Child Care Homes, subject to Section 7-
327.8(b).  (Ord. 37-1994.) 

 
 (b) No Conversion.  In an RPC Zone, no existing single- 
family dwelling shall be converted into two (2) or more dwelling 
units, or converted into office, institutional or any commercial 
use with the exception of home occupations as defined and 
regulated herein.  (Ord. 23-1994.) 
 
 (c) Uses that may be permitted by special exception, 
pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 7-305, include the 
following: 
 

(1) professional office, study, studio, or gallery 
uses when contained partially or wholly within a 
new building or an expansion or extension of an 
existing building.  In no case, however, shall the 
floor area ratio devoted to such use exceed two to 
one (2.0:1.0.);  (Ord. 26-1977.) 

 
(2) Child Care Centers subject to Section 7-

327.8(c)(2).  (Ord. 37-1994.) 
 



7-86 

 (d) In an RPC Zone no new building, structure, expansion or 
enlargement shall exceed forty-five (45) feet in height with the 
exception of any new building, structure, expansion or enlarge- 
ment authorized pursuant to either Chapter 7-321 or Chapter 7-
333, in which case a new building, structure, expansion or 
enlargement may be erected to the maximum height allowable under 
each of those specified chapters.  
 
 (e) In an RPC Zone, each lot shall have front, side and 
rear yard setbacks of not less than the depth or width indicated 
below: 

(A) front yard:  depth of at least fifteen (15) feet 
or conform to existing setback within the block; 

(B) side yards: 
(i) width of not less than ten percent (10%) of 

the lot width; 
(ii) the width of a side yard abutting a major 

street shall be at least fifteen (15) feet; 
(C) rear yard:  depth of ten (10) feet or ten percent 

(10%) of the lot depth, whichever is greater. 
 
 (f) In an RPC Zone, all signs shall conform to the 
provisions of the Residential Professional Office Zone as set 
forth at Section 7-309.17(d) herein.  (Ord. 26-1977.) 
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 (f) The following provisions shall apply to any lot or 
development which abuts the right-of-way of Front Street or any 
side street between Front and Second Streets: 
 

(1) No building, structure or use located within a SPD 
District shall be permitted under any 
circumstances to be extended, expanded or enlarged 
onto any land zoned residential pursuant to 
Chapter 7-309 of this Code, whether by application 
for Special Exception pursuant to the provisions 
of Chapter 7-305 or otherwise; provided, however, 
that this exclusion shall not apply to any 
residential use expressly permitted by right in 
both the SPD District and the adjoining 
residential zone. 

 
(2) The foregoing prohibition shall apply equally and 

completely to all buildings, structures and uses 
which are accessory or appurtenant to any 
building, structure or use located within the SPD 
District, including but not limited to accessory 
parking and driveways.   

 
  (Ord. 21-1991.) 
 
 7-311.7  COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL LIMITED ZONE (CCL) 
 
 (a) Principal Uses.  In a CCL Zone, only the following 
buildings, structures and uses shall be permitted: 
 

(1) bakeries; 
 

(2) barber and beauty shops; 
 

(3) confectionery stores with fountain; 
 

(4) dairy product stores; 
 

(5) delicatessens; 
 

(6) dry cleaners (no on-site cleaning plant); 
 

(7) florist shops; 
 

(8) grocery stores; 
(9) laundromats; 

 
(10) pharmacy or drug stores; 
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(11) professional offices for the following:  accoun- 
tant, attorney, physician, osteopath, dentist, 
optometrist, optician, chiropractor, engineer, 
city planner, registered lobbyist, architect, 
landscape architect or surveyor, or other like 
professional person; 

 
(12) studios for the following:  interior designer, 

photographer, artist, tailor or dressmaker, or 
specialty boutique;   

 
(13) one-and two-family dwellings; 

 
(14) Planned Residential Development approved pursuant 

to the provisions of Chapter 7-321.  
 
  (Ord. 26-1977.) 
 
 (b) Special Exception.  Uses that may be permitted by 
special exception, pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 7-305, 
include the following: 
 

(1) restaurants;  
 

(2) cocktail lounges and bars;   
 
  (Ord. 19-1985.) 
 

(3) public parking structures, private off-site acces- 
sory parking structures and commercial parking 
structures, except that commercial parking 
structures are not permitted by special exception 
in Special Intensity Districts governed by the 
provisions of Chapter 7-333.  (Ord. 4-1993.) 

 
(c) Dimensional Requirements. 

 
(1) In a CCL Zone, no new building, structure, 

expansion, or enlargement shall exceed fifty (50) 
feet in height, with the exception of any new 
building, structure, expansion or enlargement 
authorized pursuant to either Chapter 7-321 or 
Chapter 7-333, in which case a new building, 
structure, expansion or enlargement may be erected 
to the maximum height allowable under each of 
those specified chapters. 

 
(2) In a CCL Zone, each lot shall have front, side and 

rear yard setbacks of not less than the depth or 
width indicated below: 



7-105 

(A) front yard:  depth of at least five (5) feet 
or conform to existing setback on the block; 

(B) side yards:  width of at least five (5) feet 
each side, except, where commercial 
properties adjoin, no side yard is required 
provided there is a written agreement between 
owners of said adjoining properties 
permitting the structures to abut.  In no 
case, however, shall party walls be permitted 
between properties under separate ownership.  
The width of a side yard abutting a major 
street shall be at least five (5) feet.   

(C) rear yard:  depth of at least five (5) feet.  
In the case of commercial uses where loading 
or docking space is required, space designed 
to accommodate such activities must be set 
aside and provided for on the property.  
Adequate off-street parking shall also be 
provided in accordance with the provisions of 
Chapter 7-319. 

 
  (Ord. 26-1977.) 
 
 (d) Signage.  In a CCL Zone, only the following types of 
signs, subject to the restrictions attached thereto, shall be 
permitted: 
 

(1) Wall signs having a maximum area not greater than 
thirty-five percent (35%) of the signable wall 
area, but in no case greater than fifty (50) 
square feet; no portion thereof shall be elevated 
higher than the second-story windowsill line or, 
if no second-story windows exist, not higher than 
thirteen (13) feet above grade; no portion thereof 
shall extend beyond the perimeter of said signable 
wall area. 

(2) Projecting signs having a maximum area of six (6) 
square feet; no portion thereof shall extend 
farther than four (4) feet from the wall surface 
to which it is attached or not farther than one-
third (1/3) the width of the public sidewalk 
below, whichever is less; no portion thereof shall 
be elevated less than ten (10) feet above grade 
nor higher than the second-story windowsill line 
or, if no second-story windows exist, not higher 
than thirteen (13) feet above grade. 

 
(3) Permanent window and door signs having a maximum 

area not greater than twenty-five percent (25%) of 
the total glass area of any one window or door. 
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(4) Parking signs on commercial parking lots and 

parking structures, except that entrance and exit 
signs and legal warning signs not greater than two 
(2) square feet in area each shall be permitted on 
both commercial and noncommercial parking lots, as 
follows: 
(A) free standing parking signs on commercial 

parking lots only and having a maximum area 
of twelve (12) square feet; no portion 
thereof shall be elevated less than ten (10) 
feet above grade nor higher than fifteen (15) 
feet above grade; no portion thereof shall 
extend farther than four (4) feet over a 
public sidewalk or no further than one-third 
(1/3) the width of the public sidewalk below, 
whichever is less; 

(B) projecting parking signs mounted on parking 
structures only and having a maximum area of 
twelve (12) square feet; no portion thereof 
shall be elevated less than ten (10) feet 
above grade nor higher than fifteen (15) feet 
above grade; no portion thereof shall extend 
farther than four (4) feet over a public 
sidewalk or no further than one-third (1/3) 
the width of the public sidewalk below, 
whichever is less. 

 
(5) Free standing signs not advertising parking and 

having a maximum area of four (4) square feet; no 
portion thereof shall be elevated higher than six 
(6) feet above grade; all portions thereof shall 
conform to the setbacks established in this zone 
for all structures. 

 
(6) Only one (1) wall sign, projecting sign or free 

standing sign shall be permitted on any sign 
frontage or lot having a width of one hundred 
(100) feet or less abutting any public street. 

 
(7) Only one (1) parking sign shall be permitted on 

any commercial parking lot or parking structure 
abutting any major street. 

 
(8) There shall be no limit to the number of permanent 

window and door signs installed in accordance with 
the provisions stated herein. 

 
(9) Signs may be lighted by direct illumination or 

indirect illumination; in lieu of direct or 
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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.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



E - 2 

 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 

WRITTEN COMMENTS 
Comments from Craig Nye..........................................................................................................E-5 

Responses...............................................................................................................................E-6 
 
Comments from Thomas W. Helsel, Jr........................................................................................E-7 

Responses...............................................................................................................................E-9 
 
Comments from Jessica Sprajcar ...............................................................................................E-11 

Responses.............................................................................................................................E-12 
 
Comments from John K. Robinson............................................................................................E-14 

Responses.............................................................................................................................E-15 
 
Comments from Nancy L. O'Connell ........................................................................................E-16 

Responses.............................................................................................................................E-17 
 
Comments from Pete Washington .............................................................................................E-18 

Responses.............................................................................................................................E-19 
 
Comments from Philip J. Walsh, Jr. ..........................................................................................E-20 

Responses.............................................................................................................................E-21 
 
Comments from Matthew J. Simmons.......................................................................................E-22 

Responses.............................................................................................................................E-24 
 
Comments from Sloan Auchincloss...........................................................................................E-25 

Responses.............................................................................................................................E-26 
 
Comments from Dr. David Alan Zwifka ...................................................................................E-27 

Responses.............................................................................................................................E-30 
 



E - 3 

Comments from William W. Allis, Jr. .......................................................................................E-32 
Responses.............................................................................................................................E-35 

 
Comments from KATHY SPEAKER MACNETT, Esq. ..........................................................E-38 

Responses.............................................................................................................................E-40 
 
Comments from Chad Frey........................................................................................................E-41 

Responses.............................................................................................................................E-46 
 
Comments from Harrisburg Monthly Meeting (Quakers) .........................................................E-49 

Responses.............................................................................................................................E-51 
 
Comments from E.J. Garisto......................................................................................................E-52 

Responses.............................................................................................................................E-53 
 
Comments from Russell H Mueller ...........................................................................................E-54 

Responses.............................................................................................................................E-63 
 
Comments from Debbie Nifong.................................................................................................E-73 

Responses.............................................................................................................................E-74 
 
Comments from Fox Ridge Neighbors, Inc. .............................................................................E-75 

Responses.............................................................................................................................E-77 
 
Comments from Ethel E. Saauer................................................................................................E-79 

Responses.............................................................................................................................E-80 
 
Comments from ZSHCDM........................................................................................................E-81 

Responses.............................................................................................................................E-83 
 
Comments from U.S. Department of the Interior ......................................................................E-84 

Responses.............................................................................................................................E-86 
 



E - 4 

PUBLIC HEARING TESTIMONY  
 
Transcript -.................................................................................................................... E-87 – E158 
 
Response to John Hartley.........................................................................................................E-159 
Response to Bill Pickering.......................................................................................................E-159 
Response to Kay Pickering ......................................................................................................E-160 
Response to Reverend Russell Mueller ...................................................................................E-161 
Response to Staci Basore .........................................................................................................E-162 
Response to Joe Lucia..............................................................................................................E-163 
Response to Rheta Holleran.....................................................................................................E-163 
Response to Margaret Schenck................................................................................................E-164 
Response to Pete Washington..................................................................................................E-165 
Response to Bill Allis ..............................................................................................................E-166 
Response to Bruce Weber........................................................................................................E-166 
Response to Clare Jones...........................................................................................................E-167 
Response to Michael Ennis......................................................................................................E-168 
Response to Matt Simmons .....................................................................................................E-169 
Response to Michael Billo .......................................................................................................E-170 
Response to Chad Frey ............................................................................................................E-170 
Response to Teresa Dorritie.....................................................................................................E-171 
Response to Robert Deibler .....................................................................................................E-171 
Response to Christine Harris ...................................................................................................E-172 
Response to David Frederick ...................................................................................................E-172 
Response to Janet Thomas .......................................................................................................E-173 
Response to Juanita Harris.......................................................................................................E-173 
Response to Jane Allis .............................................................................................................E-173 
Response to Kaiya Dennis .......................................................................................................E-173 
Response to Albert Davenport .................................................................................................E-174 
Response to Bill Andring.........................................................................................................E-175 
Response to Phyllis Little ........................................................................................................E-176 
Response to Matt Simmons .....................................................................................................E-176 
Response to Bill Andring.........................................................................................................E-176 
Response to Kevin Burrell .......................................................................................................E-176 
Response to Jon Benson...........................................................................................................E-176 
Response to Teresa Dorrite......................................................................................................E-177 
Response to Samuel Shaulis ....................................................................................................E-177



E - 5 

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.   
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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 
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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 
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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 
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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. 
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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 
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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 
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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
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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. 
 

#3
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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”).  
 

#1
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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. 
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#1
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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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#9

#10

#11

#12
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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



E - 80 

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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#1

#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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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.   
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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. 
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indirect illumination, a wall sign may consist of 
a body and background surface which shall not be 
luminous but which may display or have applied to 
them individual letters, words, symbols, 
trademarks or designs which are luminous, and the 
luminous area of which in the aggregate does not 
exceed fifty percent (50%) of the total sign area; 
in no case shall any flashing or pulsating 
light(s) be permitted in, on or about any sign 
which is visible from any public way, whether or 
not said light(s) are uses for purposes of 
illumination or for purposes incidental to the 
communication or advertising content of the sign; 
all illumination sources shall be so constructed 
and located that no portion of an adjacent 
property shall be illuminated and so that no glare 
shall be visible to pedestrian or vehicular 
traffic upon any public right-of-way.   

 
  (Ord. 26-1977.) 
 
 (e) No use pursuant to Section 7-327.6 shall be permitted 
in a CCL Zone.  (Ord. 31-1980.) 
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