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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ES.1 Introduction 
This Environmental Assessment (EA) analyzes and documents environmental effects 
associated with the Base Realignment and Closure Commission (“BRAC Commission”) 
recommendation that certain realignment actions occur to units supported by the U.S. 
Army Reserve 99th Regional Support Command (RSC). The BRAC Commission has 
recommended the closure of the Lycoming Memorial United States Army Reserve Center 
(USARC) and Organizational Maintenance Shop (OMS) located in Williamsport, 
Pennsylvania (PA) and relocation of Army Reserve and Pennsylvania Army National 
Guard (PAARNG) units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC) in 
Williamsport, Pennsylvania.  The new AFRC will have the capability to accommodate 
the Company (CO) B 3-103rd, CO D 3-103rd, and Support Team/CO F Forward Support 
Command (FSC), 228th Brigade Support Battalion of the PAARNG as well as U.S. 
Army Reserve (USAR) units. To enable implementation of these recommendations, the 
Army proposes to provide necessary facilities to support the changes in force structure.  

This EA has been developed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) of 1969 and implementing regulations issued by the President’s Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-1508) 
and 32 CFR Part 651. 

ES.2 Background and Setting 
The Preferred Alternative property is located northeast of the intersection of Penn Street 
and Army Lane in Williamsport, Lycoming County, PA. Grove Street borders the site to 
the east.  It is approximately one mile northeast of Williamsport’s center.  The site 
consists of approximately 15.2 acres of land that has been owned by the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania, Department of Military and Veterans’ Affairs (PADMVA)/State 
Armory Board since 1925.  

ES.3 Proposed Action 
To support the BRAC recommendations, the Proposed Action includes construction of a 
new AFRC, Maintenance Training and Storage Facility (MTSF), unheated storage 
building, and parking areas at a new site in Williamsport, PA. The Proposed Action 
includes relocation of USAR and PAARNG units to the new facilities in Williamsport, 
PA. The new AFRC would provide administrative, educational, assembly, library, 
learning center, flammable materials facility, controlled waste facility, and physical 
fitness areas for CO B 3-103rd, CO D 3-103rd, and Support Team/CO F (FSC), 228th 
Brigade Support Battalion of the PAARNG as well as USAR units. The Proposed Action 
would also provide additional parking space for military and privately-owned vehicles.  

The AFRC/MTSF/unheated storage complex would consist of the following (National 
Guard Bureau 2008): 
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• 74,935 square foot (SF) AFRC 
• 250 SF flammable materials facility 
• 300 SF controlled waste facility 
• 761 SF unheated storage 
• 2,250 square yard organizational parking 

The 1390/91 for this action (dated 10 Dec 08) indicates a personnel strength of 26 
permanent users and 354 part-time (Guard/Reserve) users (for weekend drill training). 

ES.4 Alternatives 
Potential sites for the new AFRC were screened for inclusion in this EA.  Screening 
criteria consists of safety constraints, geographic constraints, environmental and 
topographic constraints, existing facility and mission constraints, operational constraints, 
and time constraints. One action alternative (Preferred Alternative) and the No Action 
Alternative were carried forward for evaluation in this EA. 

Three additional sites (in addition to the Preferred Alternative) were considered for the 
BRAC action at Williamsport, PA.  Potential sites were evaluated in the Revised 
Available Site Identification and Validation (ASIV) Report (United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) Baltimore 2008). All of these sites were eliminated from further 
consideration because they did not meet the screening criteria.  No other sites within the 
city limits were identified as potentials for consideration. 

The No Action Alternative is included as required by the CEQ regulations to identify the 
existing baseline conditions against which potential impacts are evaluated. The No 
Action Alternative must be described because it is the baseline condition or the current 
status of the environment.  

ES.5 Environmental Consequences 

Twelve environmental and socioeconomic resource areas were characterized and 
evaluated for potential impacts from the Preferred Alternative, and the No Action 
Alternative. Significance criteria were developed for the affected resource categories, and 
for many resource categories, are necessarily qualitative in nature. No potential impacts 
were classified as significant. Potential impacts of the Proposed Action identified for 
each resource area are summarized below.  

Land Use. Potential impacts to land use from the Preferred Alternative would be minor.  
The site has been owned by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania/State Armory Board 
since 1925  

The proposed land use would not conflict with the current land use of the existing 
Readiness Center (RC) [aka Armory] and Field Maintenance Shop (FMS).  Routine 
military activities already occur within the area.  The only change would be that the open 
space would no longer be available for recreational purposes and there would be some 
months that may necessitate an additional drill weekend (because some drills could be 
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consolidated based on unit Yearly Training Calendars (YTC) and when annual training is 
scheduled).  The existing stormwater retention pond will not be significantly impacted by 
the proposed construction activity.  There are existing facilities near the site (less than 1 
mile away) that could be utilized for recreational purposes.   The property was zoned R-2 
(residential), and was a prior existing “non-conforming use” as a government property.  
The DMVA applied for a special exception to expand the existing non-conforming use at 
the site.  This special exception was approved at the Zoning Hearing Board on October 
15, 2009.   

Aesthetics and Visual Resources. The Preferred Alternative would cause short-term 
visual impacts on the property resulting from ground disturbance associated with 
construction of the proposed facilities. However, the reclamation of disturbed areas 
would remove these visual impacts.  Operations at the AFRC would result in minor 
adverse aesthetic impacts, including increased traffic on one additional weekend per 
month.   There would be no impact on nighttime light and glare.  Additionally, 
deconstruction/demolition of existing aging facilities on the eastern portion of the site 
should benefit overall appearance. 

Air Quality. Overall, potential impacts to air quality from the Preferred Alternative 
would not be significant.  Short-term air quality impacts from the Preferred Alternative 
would occur from construction and demolition activities associated with the movement of 
heavy equipment. Construction activities would be temporary and would occur in a 
localized area. Contaminants generated from construction would include particulate 
matter, vehicle emissions, and increased wind-borne dust (i.e. fugitive dust).  The 
vehicles associated with the use of these facilities by reservists would not be expected to 
result in significant impacts to air quality because there would be no net gain of personnel 
in the airshed, as the proposed users would be relocating from facilities within the same 
airshed.  Long-term impacts to air quality associated with operation of the proposed 
AFRC are not likely to occur because the additional traffic that may occur on certain 
months is comparable to the existing drill weekend training events.   

Noise.   Short term, temporary noise associated with the Preferred Alternative would be 
generated by standard construction equipment. Only a minor increase in ambient noise 
levels is expected to occur. Noise would also be generated by increased construction 
traffic on area roadways, but would be limited to certain times of the day. 

After construction, the day-to-day operations of the new AFRC and associated facilities 
are not expected to increase noise significantly. The new AFRC would provide 
predominantly administrative, educational, assembly, and physical fitness areas for the 
Army Reserve and National Guard units. Daily commuting traffic on a given weekday 
would not increase over current conditions.  Operation of the new AFRC for drill 
weekends would not significantly alter the noise environment.  The Proposed Action 
includes the addition of 114 USAR part-time users (for a total of 354 users; 240 of which 
currently use the site for two drill weekends per month). This would result in the site 
being used one additional weekend per month (for a total of three weekends/month).  
Noise levels are expected to be similar to the existing noise levels on drill weekends.     
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Geology and Soils. Overall, potential impacts to geology and soils from the Preferred 
Alternative would not be significant. The proposed facilities would reduce water 
infiltration by capping the subsoil with impervious surfaces. The Proposed Action would 
result in the long-term addition of approximately 2.2 acres of impervious surfaces to the 
property.  Construction of a new AFRC and parking facilities would disturb existing 
ground cover and increase the potential for soil erosion during the site preparation and 
construction phases. Best Management Practices (BMPs) for erosion control, topsoil 
management, and revegetation would be required and stated in the construction contract, 
and would minimize the potential effects. 

Water Resources. Potential impacts to water resources from the Preferred Alternative 
would not be significant. There would be no measurable reduction in surface water 
quality or availability. By capping the subsoil with impervious surfaces, the Preferred 
Alternative would reduce groundwater recharge locally over the long term by reducing 
the infiltration of precipitation.  The proposed training facility and MTSF would result in 
the addition of approximately 2.2 acres of impervious surfaces. This reduction of 
groundwater recharge would not have a significant impact on regional groundwater 
supplies. 

Potential nonpoint source storm water impacts would not be significant with 
implementation of BMPs, and should be described in a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP).  The SWPPP would be modified, as needed, to address site specific 
requirements and monitoring.  Point discharges of wastewater are prohibited by existing 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements under the Clean 
Water Act (CWA).  Any spills would be mitigated using procedures identified in the Spill 
Prevention Control and Countermeasures (SPCC) plan to reduce potential impacts to 
surface water or groundwater.   The existing stormwater retention pond will not be 
significantly impacted by the proposed construction activity. 

The Preferred Alternative site is outside of the 100-year floodplain. Because there are no 
floodplains on the site, there would be no impacts to floodplains from the Proposed 
Action, and there are no impacts to Proposed Action structures caused by building in a 
floodplain. 

Biological Resources.   Minor impacts to common flora and fauna would result from 
construction activities. Indirect impacts would be associated with loss of habitat. The 
project would disturb approximately 2.2 acres of land, with these areas being converted 
to buildings, pavement, gravel, and associated landscaped areas. During site preparation, 
vegetation would be removed as needed from the construction area and limited incidental 
animal injury or mortality could occur.  New tree buffers are proposed to be planted on 
the southern and northern boundaries of the site.  Construction activity may have a 
temporary impact on wildlife movements but will pose no long-term threat to the 
population.  No known occurrences of sensitive species are present within the project 
area.  

A Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) Environmental Review application 
was submitted to the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PDEP) on 
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June 1, 2009.  Preliminary search results indicated that records of the Pennsylvania 
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (PDCNR), PA Fish and Boat 
Commission, PA Game Commission and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
showed no results in their databases and that no further review is required.  Responses 
from the agencies concurring with these findings were received and are included in 
Appendix C.  The Army is not aware of any resident threatened or endangered species (or 
species proposed for listing as threatened or endangered) on the Preferred Alternative site 
of the proposed AFRC. 

It was determined that there “may be” waters of the U.S., including wetlands, within the 
study area.  The potential jurisdictional wetland area is located within the stormwater 
detention pond on the southwestern portion of the site.  Since the existing stormwater 
pond that may contain jurisdictional wetlands will remain in its existing state, no 
additional impacts to wetlands are anticipated.  A formal wetland jurisdictional 
determination will be conducted prior to construction activities.  

Cultural Resources. No significant negative impacts to architectural resources would be 
likely as a result of implementation of the Proposed Action. Under the Proposed Action, 
the existing RC and FMS facilities (listed on the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP)) would remain on site.  The design of the proposed new AFRC would be 
consistent with the architecture of the existing RC and FMS (Art-Deco style 
architecture). 

No significant negative impacts to archaeological resources would be likely as a result of 
implementation of the Proposed Action. A letter was sent to the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) via the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 
(PHMC) seeking confirmation that the Proposed Action would not significantly impact 
any cultural resources. A Section 106 application was also sent to PHMC on November 
26, 2008.  In a response dated October 20, 2009, the SHPO concluded that this project 
will have no adverse effect upon the National Register listed Williamsport Armory, 
Williamsport, Lycoming County and that “no archaeological resources will be affected 
by this project”.  This letter is included in Appendix C.  No Native American concerns 
regarding the Proposed Action have been identified.  A list of tribal organizations that 
were sent consultation letters and all responses received are included in Appendix C.   

Socioeconomics. No significant negative impacts to socioeconomics would be likely as a 
result of implementation of the Proposed Action. In the short term, expenditures in the 
local economy for goods and services and direct employment associated with demolition 
and construction would increase sales volume, employment, and income in the Region of 
Influence (ROI). The economic benefits would be temporary, lasting only for the duration 
of the construction period.  There would be no measureable change in long-term 
employment, population, housing, or community services because the Proposed Action 
involves the relocation of existing personnel within the ROI. 

Environmental Justice 
Demolition, construction and operation of the proposed AFRC would not result in 
adverse impacts associated with air quality, noise, groundwater, surface water, or 
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hazardous materials and wastes. Safety measures to protect pedestrians, including 
children, would be implemented during construction. For these reasons, the Proposed 
Action would have no effect on disadvantaged or minority populations or children. 

Transportation. Potential transportation impacts from the Preferred Alternative would 
not be significant. During the demolition and construction phases of the Proposed Action, 
a temporary increase in vehicular traffic into and out of the proposed AFRC site is 
expected, including the use of heavy equipment.  Adequate parking spaces for privately 
owned vehicles as well as Military Equipment Parking (MEP) would be provided.  
Currently, there is inadequate on-site parking for these users, and therefore parking 
occurs along the residential streets during drill weekends.  The transportation related 
impact to the surrounding neighborhood will be positive because all parking will be 
accommodated on site.   

Utilities. Overall, potential impacts to utilities from the Preferred Alternative are not 
anticipated to be significant. There is sufficient capacity with both supply and treatment 
systems to accommodate the proposed construction and operation of the AFRC, therefore 
impacts to the local utility system would be minor.  In addition, all construction and 
landscaping will incorporate Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) 
standards with a view toward adding sustainability features to the project. 

Hazardous and Toxic Substances. The proposed AFRC would consist primarily of 
training and office space as well as administrative service areas.  There would be minimal 
use of hazardous materials, such as janitorial products and printing supplies. Any 
hazardous materials will be handled and stored in accordance with applicable regulations 
and label precautions.  The addition of privately owned and military vehicles would 
increase the chance of leaks and spills.  These impacts can be avoided through routine 
and proper maintenance of vehicles and equipment.   

An Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) Report (PlanIt2 2008) was prepared for the 
Preferred Alternative site. There were several Recognized Environmental Concerns 
(RECs) found on the site.  These RECs related to the undocumented removal of three 
former heating oil Underground Storage Tanks (USTs).  Two of the USTs (2,000 gallon 
and 8,000 gallon USTs) contained No. 5 bunker fuel and one (3,000 gallon UST) 
contained diesel oil fuel.  A Phase II Environmental Assessment Report (ARM Group 
Inc. 2009) was prepared to address potential petroleum hydrocarbon compounds (PHCs) 
associated with these three RECs.  The following information was extrapolated from that 
report. 

The nature and extent of soils across the Site was characterized and delineated.  Based on 
the results of soil samples submitted for laboratory analysis there were no exceedances of 
the Statewide Health Standards (SHSs) for soil or soil vapor.  No remedial actions or 
engineering or institutional controls are necessary to maintain residential use standards 
for this Site.  A ground penetrating radar (GPR) survey was completed in order to 
identify potential anomalies associated with UST features and underground facilities.  
Several geophysical anomalies (primarily associated with underground utilities) were 
identified.  According to the findings of the Phase II Assessment, the size and shape of 
the anomalies detected were not characteristic of the USTs which were thought to have 
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occurred on the site.   Any potential contamination encountered during demolition 
activities is the responsibility of the demolition contractor and should be handled 
according to relevant laws and regulations.   

In addition to the three potential RECs mentioned above, the EBS (PlanIt2 2008) 
identified another REC associated with the potential presence of lead associated with the 
former four-lane indoor firing range within the northernmost Naval Reserve Center 
(NRC) concrete block structure.  This site was apparently remediated in 1999, however 
there is no documentation that supports this action.  Other potential environmental 
concerns identified by the EBS were asbestos containing materials (ACM), lead based 
paint (LBP), and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) within the former NRC. 

Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts were evaluated by considering the impacts of 
the Proposed Action in conjunction with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
actions. Short- and long-term minor but not significant adverse and beneficial cumulative 
effects would be expected for the Proposed Action. These would be associated with the 
varied development projects potentially occurring in the ROI during the BRAC 
timeframe.  The only reasonable foreseeable actions identified within a 1-mile radius of 
the Preferred Alternative are potential residential single or multi-family housing 
developments.  The 12 environmental and socioeconomic resources were evaluated for 
potential cumulative impacts. The proposed projects would be expected to have short- 
and long-term minor adverse cumulative impacts on the following resources: 
transportation, air quality, water resources, biological resources, aesthetics and visual 
resources.  Cumulative activities in the region would also be expected to have short- and 
long-term beneficial impacts on socioeconomics. 

ES.6 Mitigation Responsibility 
No mitigation measures are required for the Preferred Alternative discussed in this EA 
because resulting impacts are not significant.  BMPs for erosion control, topsoil 
management, and revegetation would be required and stated in the construction contract, 
and therefore potential effects would not be significant. Erosion control during 
construction activities would be undertaken with the use of hay bales and silt fencing, as 
appropriate, to prevent the movement of soils into drainage ditches or low-lying areas, 
and could also include scheduling construction activities for periods of lowest rainfall. 

ES.7 Findings and Conclusions 
Direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the Preferred Alternative, and the No Action 
Alternative have been considered. The Preferred Alternative best allows the Army to 
efficiently provide safe training facilities for its reservists and national guard units that 
would use the facilities.  No significant adverse impacts were identified. Therefore, the 
issuance of a Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) is warranted, and preparation of 
an environmental impact statement is not required.
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1.0 PURPOSE, NEED, AND SCOPE 

1.1 Introduction 
On September 8, 2005, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (“BRAC 
Commission”) recommended that certain realignment actions occur to units supported by 
the U.S. Army Reserve 99th Regional Support Command (RSC) on the site of the 
Lycoming Memorial United States Army Reserve Center in Williamsport, Pennsylvania 
(PA). The President approved these recommendations on September 23, 2005, and 
forwarded them to Congress. The Congress did not alter any of the BRAC Commission’s 
recommendations, and on November 9, 2005, the recommendations became law. The 
BRAC Commission recommendations must now be implemented as provided for in the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended. 

The BRAC Commission has recommended the closure of the Lycoming Memorial 
United States Army Reserve Center and Organizational Maintenance Shop (OMS) 
located in Williamsport, PA and relocation of Army Reserve and Pennsylvania National 
Guard (PAARNG) units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC) in 
Williamsport, Pennsylvania.  The new AFRC will have the capability to accommodate 
the CO B 3-103rd, CO D 3-103rd, and Support Team/CO F Forward Support Company 
(FSC), 228th Brigade Support Battalion of the PAARNG as well as U.S. Army Reserve 
(USAR) units. To enable implementation of these recommendations, the Army proposes 
to provide necessary facilities to support the changes in force structure. The proposed 
new facilities consist of a training facility, maintenance training and storage facility 
(MTSF), an unheated storage building, and parking facilities.  This Environmental 
Assessment (EA) analyzes and documents environmental effects associated with the 
Army’s Proposed Action at Williamsport, PA.  Figure 1-1 shows the location of the 
existing Army Reserve Center, and the proposed site evaluated in this EA. Details of the 
Proposed Action are described in Section 2.0. 

1.2 Purpose and Need 
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to implement the BRAC Commission’s 
recommendations pertaining to Williamsport, PA.  The need for the Proposed Action is to 
improve the ability of the Nation to respond rapidly to challenges of the 21st century. The 
Army is legally bound to defend the United States and its territories, support national 
policies and objectives, and defeat nations responsible for aggression that endangers the 
peace and security of the United States.  To carry out these tasks, the Army must adapt to 
changing world conditions and must improve its capabilities to respond to a variety of 
circumstances across the full spectrum of military operations. The following discusses the 
major initiatives that contribute to the Army’s need for the Proposed Action at 
Williamsport, PA. 
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Figure 1-1.  Regional Location Map, Williamsport, Pennsylvania 
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Base Realignment and Closure.  In previous rounds of BRAC, the explicit goal was to 
save money and downsize the military in order to reap a “peace dividend.” In the 2005 
BRAC round, Department of Defense (DoD) sought to reorganize its installation 
infrastructure to most efficiently support its forces, increase operational readiness and 
facilitate new ways of doing business. Thus, BRAC represents more than cost savings. It 
supports advancing the goals of transformation, improving military capabilities, and 
enhancing military value. The Army needs to carry out the BRAC recommendations at 
Williamsport, PA in order to achieve the objectives for which Congress established the 
BRAC process. 

By combining their Williamsport facilities, both the USAR and PAARNG will realize 
cost savings by sharing facilities to a greater extent and eliminating excess capacity 
(defined as underused or unused facilities and/or infrastructure).  This “jointness” can 
significantly improve combat effectiveness while reducing costs and also generates a 
more powerful military through appropriate basing. 

1.3 Scope 
This EA was developed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) of 1969 and implementing regulations issued by the President’s Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-1508); 
and 32 CFR Part 651. Its purpose is to inform decision makers and the public of the likely 
environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and Alternatives. 

This EA identifies, documents, and evaluates environmental effects of realignments at 
Williamsport, PA. An interdisciplinary team of environmental scientists, biologists, 
planners, economists, engineers, archaeologists, historians, and military technicians has 
analyzed the Proposed Action and alternatives in light of existing conditions and has 
identified relevant beneficial and adverse effects associated with the action. The Proposed 
Action is described in Section 2.0, and alternatives, including the No Action Alternative, 
are described in Section 3.0. Conditions existing as of 2008, considered to be the baseline 
conditions are described in Section 4.0, Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences. The expected effects of each alternative, also described in Section 4.0, are 
presented immediately following the description of baseline conditions for each 
environmental resource addressed in the EA. Section 4.0 also addresses the potential for 
cumulative effects, and mitigation measures are identified where appropriate. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 specifies that NEPA does not 
apply to actions of the President, the BRAC Commission, or the DoD, except “(i) during 
the process of property disposal, and (ii) during the process of relocating functions from a 
military installation being closed or realigned to another military installation after the 
receiving installation has been selected but before the functions are relocated (Sec. 
2905(c)(2)(A), Public Law 101-510, as amended).” The law further specifies that in 
applying the provisions of NEPA to the process, the Secretary of Defense and the 
secretaries of the military departments concerned do not have to consider “(i) the need for 
closing or realigning the military installation which has been recommended for closure or 
realignment by the Commission, (ii) the need for transferring functions to any military 
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installation which has been selected as the receiving installation, or (iii) military 
installations alternative to those recommended or selected (Sec. 2905(c)(2)(B)).” The 
Commission’s deliberation and decision, as well as the need for closing or realigning a 
military installation, are exempt from NEPA. Accordingly, this EA does not address the 
need for realignment. 

1.4 Public Involvement 
The Army invites public participation in the NEPA process. Consideration of the views 
and information of all interested persons promotes open communication and enables 
better decision making.  All agencies, organizations, and members of the public having a 
potential interest in the Proposed Action, including minority, low-income, disadvantaged, 
and Native American groups, are urged to participate in the decision-making process. 

Public participation opportunities with respect to this EA and decision-making on the 
Proposed Action are guided by 32 CFR Part 651. This EA is available to the public for 30 
days.  At the end of the 30-day public review period, the Army considers all comments 
submitted by individuals, agencies, or organizations on the Proposed Action, the EA, and 
Draft FNSI.  If it is determined prior to the issuance of the Final FNSI that 
implementation of the Proposed Action would result in significant impacts, the Army will 
either commit to mitigation action(s) sufficient to reduce impacts below significance 
levels, not take the action, or will publish in the Federal Register a Notice of Intent (NOI) 
to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) is published in the Williamsport Sun Gazette, which 
announces the beginning of the 30-day public review period. The EA and Draft FNSI are 
available for review during the public comment period on the internet at 
http://www.hqda.army.mil/acsim/brac/env _ea_ review.htm , and are also available at the 
James V. Brown public library in Williamsport, PA.  Comments received via email must 
contain the name and address of the person submitting the comments.  In order to 
enhance public involvement opportunities, the PAARNG voluntarily conducted an 
additional public review period of the Draft EA, including an open house/public meeting 
that was held on September 29, 2009.  A transcript from this meeting is included in 
Appendix C.   

Reviewers are invited to submit comments on the EA and Draft FNSI during the 30-day 
public comment period via mail, fax, or e-mail to the following: 

Mr. Todd Eakin, Environmental Compliance Assessment Officer, PAARNG  
Building 0-11, Fort Indiantown Gap 
Annville, Pennsylvania 17003 
E-mail teakin@state.pa.us 
Fax (717) 861-8249 
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1.5 Regulatory Framework 
In addressing environmental considerations, the PAARNG and 99th RSC are guided by 
relevant statutes (and their implementing regulations) and Executive Orders (EOs) that 
establish standards and provide guidance on environmental and natural resources 
management and planning. These include the Clean Air Act, Clean Water Act, Noise 
Control Act, Endangered Species Act, National Historic Preservation Act, Archaeological 
Resources Protection Act, Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, 
American Indian Religious Freedom Act, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act, and Toxic 
Substance Control Act. EOs bearing on the Proposed Action include EO 11988 
(Floodplain Management), EO 11990 (Protection of Wetlands), EO 12088 (Federal 
Compliance with Pollution Control Standards), EO 12580 (Superfund Implementation), 
EO 12898 (Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations 
and Low-Income Populations), EO 13045 (Protection of Children from Environmental 
Health Risks and Safety Risks), EO 13175 (Consultation and Coordination with Indian 
Tribal Governments), EO 13186 (Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect 
Migratory Birds), and EO 13423 (Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and 
Transportation Management). These authorities are addressed in various sections 
throughout this EA when relevant to particular environmental resources and conditions. 
The full text of the laws, regulations, and EOs is available on the Defense Environmental 
Network & Information Exchange web site at https://www.denix.osd.mil.  In addition, to 
the extent that other federal, state, or local laws or regulations are identified as being 
relevant to this proposed action, they are discussed in the body of this EA. 
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

2.1 Introduction 
This section describes the Army’s Preferred Alternative for carrying out the BRAC 
Commission’s recommendations. 

The BRAC Commission made the following recommendation concerning Williamsport, 
PA: 

“Close the United States Army Reserve Center in Williamsport, PA, the United States 
Army Reserve Organizational Maintenance Shop in Williamsport, PA, and relocate units 
to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center with an organizational maintenance facility in 
Williamsport, PA, if the Army is able to acquire suitable land for the construction of the 
facilities. The new AFRC shall have the capability to accommodate Pennsylvania 
National Guard Units from the Army National Guard Readiness Center in Williamsport, 
PA, if the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania decides to relocate those units.”  (2005 Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission)  

2.2 Proposed Action 
To support the BRAC recommendations, the Proposed Action includes construction of a 
new AFRC, MTSF, unheated storage building, and parking areas at a new site in 
Williamsport, PA. The Proposed Action includes relocation of USAR and PAARNG 
units to the new facilities in Williamsport, PA. The new AFRC would provide 
administrative, educational, assembly, library, learning center, flammable materials 
facility, controlled waste facility, and physical fitness areas for CO B 3-103rd, CO D 3-
103rd, and Support Team/CO F (FSC), 228th Brigade Support Battalion of the PAARNG 
as well as USAR units. The Proposed Action would also provide additional parking space 
for military and privately-owned vehicles. The Army estimates that construction would 
be completed September 2011. 

The proposed AFRC and MTSF would consist of permanent construction with heating, 
ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) systems, plumbing, mechanical systems, 
security systems, and electrical systems. The unheated storage building would also be of 
permanent construction. 

The AFRC/MTSF/unheated storage complex would consist of the following (National 
Guard Bureau 2008): 

• 74,935 square foot (SF)AFRC 
• 250 SF flammable materials facility 
• 300 SF controlled waste facility 
• 761 SF unheated storage 
• 2,250 square yard organizational parking 
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Supporting actions would include land clearing, paving, fencing, general site 
improvements, and extension of utilities to serve the project. Accessibility for the 
disabled would be provided.  Anti-terrorism/Force protection (AT/FP) measures would 
be incorporated into the design including a standoff distance from roads, parking areas, 
and vehicle unloading areas. Sustainable Design and Development (SDD) and Energy 
Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct05) features would be provided.  Also, with a view towards 
achieving a sustainable facility, the project (including landscaping) will be designed with 
a goal of meeting the Silver Standards for Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design (LEED). 

Proposed Use 
The 1390/91 for this action (dated 10 Dec 08) indicates a personnel strength of 26 
permanent users and 354 part-time (Guard/Reserve) users (for weekend drill training). 
Military equipment consists of wheeled vehicles, tracked vehicles, and trailers. Adequate 
parking spaces for privately owned vehicles (POVs) and military equipment would be 
provided. Activities at the AFRC would be training-related, with no weapons firing. 
Outdoor training (i.e. parade formation) will be very minimal and would not occur after 
normal facility hours.  On training weekends, personnel would either commute to the 
AFRC or stay in local hotels. Activities at the MTSF would be limited to operator-level 
maintenance, such as checking and topping-off fluids in military vehicles.  Petroleum, oil, 
and lubricants (POLs) use and waste would be minimal, and service beyond this scope 
would be performed off-site.  Types of materials stored in the flammable materials 
facility include small quantities of standard POL products and aerosol spray paints. 
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3.0 ALTERNATIVES 

3.1 Introduction 
To support and sustain its current and future mission, the PAARNG and the 99th RSC 
have programmed the construction of new facilities, including supporting structures, 
roads, and parking lots. Details for screening criteria used for preliminary assessment of 
each potential site are described below in Section 3.2.   Section 3.3 discusses the 
alternatives carried forward in this EA and Section 3.4 discusses the other alternatives 
considered, but eliminated from further discussion in the EA. 

3.2 Screening Criteria 
Screening criteria for potential sites consists of operational constraints, safety constraints, 
geographic constraints, environmental and topographic constraints, and existing facility 
and mission constraints. Reuse of existing facilities for the BRAC actions was not carried 
forward, because there are no existing facilities available that could adequately house or 
support the mission of the proposed AFRC.   The following describes the constraints 
considered in the site evaluation process. 

Safety Constraints – include engineering and operational safety constraints, such as 
explosive arcs and Anti-terrorism/Force Protection (AT/FP) guidance 

Geographic Constraints – include availability of sufficient land area (minimum of 10 
acres); access and security availability; proximity to utilities; within the city limits 

Environmental and Topographic Constraints – include clean, uncontaminated site (no 
underground storage tanks); flat to gently rolling, no landfills, cliffs, extensive drainage 
ditches, wetlands, or ravines; ideal site configuration is rectangular to square 

Existing Facility and Mission Constraints – include interference with existing missions 
and training, infrastructure demand, or incompatibility with language in BRAC 
legislation (includes timeframes for acquisition of property, balancing facilities 
construction timeframes and planned arrival dates of inbound personnel within the 6-year 
limitation of BRAC law (FY2005-2011)).   

Operational Constraints – include the cost of relocating existing facilities and 
construction of new infrastructure 

3.3 Alternatives Evaluated in the EA 
PAARNG coordinated with local realtors to identify potential sites that met the BRAC 
requirements (i.e., within the city limits of Williamsport, PA), and were compatible with 
the screening criteria discussed in Section 3.2. One potential site was identified as 
suitable for consideration. This alternative (Preferred Alternative) and the No Action 
Alternative are carried forward for evaluation in this EA. 
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3.3.1 Preferred Alternative 
The Preferred Alternative site for the proposed AFRC is on the existing PAARNG 
Readiness Center property located at 1300 Penn Street within the City of Williamsport 
(Figure 3-1; photographs are included in Appendix A). This site has been owned by the 
Commonwealth of PADMVA/State Armory Board, since August 6, 1925. 

The Preferred Alternative site is approximately 15.2 acres of land and slopes from a 
topographic high of approximately 560 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) at the 
northwest corner to approximately 550 feet above AMSL in the southeast corner.  The 
site is outside of the 100-year floodplain.  The site is bounded by Penn Street to the west, 
Grove Street to the east, an alleyway (Army Lane) to the south, and rear property 
boundaries of single-family residences along Woodland Avenue to the north.   

The northwestern portion of the site currently supports a Readiness Center (RC 
[Armory]), Field Maintenance Shop (FMS), and Abrams Full-crew Interactive Simulator 
(AFIST).  These facilities would remain on site.  There are three Quonset huts (former 
Naval Reserve Center (NRC)) and supporting structures (two-story block structure 
(connected), concrete block head house (connected), and a detached one-story garage) 
located on the eastern portion of the site that are currently occupied by the PAARNG.  
Under the Proposed Action, the Quonset huts and the supporting structures would be 
demolished and replaced by a parking area. As part of the Proposed Action, existing trees 
on the northeastern side of the property will be removed and a stormwater detention pond 
will be excavated.  A buffer of new trees will be planted on the north shore of this 
proposed detention pond.  There is also an existing stormwater detention pond on the 
southwestern portion of the site. 

The proposed preliminary site configuration, floor plans, elevation models and artist’s 
rendering are shown in Appendix B (subject to change).  The site has access to the 
following utilities: 

• Gas: provided by UGI Utilities, Inc. 
• Electric: provided by PPL Electric Utilities Inc. 
• Water: provided by Williamsport Municipal Water Authority 
• Sewer: provided by Williamsport Sanitary Authority 

Information regarding ownership and use of the site was taken from the Environmental 
Baseline Survey (EBS) (PlanIt2  2008).  The property was zoned R-2 (residential), and 
was a prior existing “non-conforming use” as a government property.  The Department of 
Military and Veterans Affairs (DMVA) applied for a special exception to expand the 
existing non-conforming use at the site.  This special exception was approved at the 
Zoning Hearing Board on October 15, 2009.    
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Figure 3-1.  Preferred Alternative Location Map 
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As stated above, the property has been owned by the PADMVA/State Armory Board, 
since August 6, 1925.  Prior to the PADMVA ownership, the site was called Union Park, 
and was a horse racing/driving park.  After 1925, a cavalry unit was stationed at the site, 
and horses were boarded in the on-site stable that now serves as the site’s FMS.  The 
central portion of the site consists of maintained lawn open space. For a number of years, 
PAARNG has allowed local residents to use this open space.   

Currently, there are approximately 40 full-time personnel and 240 part-time personnel 
that use the site for drill weekends (site is currently used two weekends/month for drill). 
Currently, there is inadequate on-site parking for these users, and therefore parking 
occurs along the residential streets during drill weekends. The Proposed Action includes 
the addition of 114 USAR part-time users (for a total of 354 users; 240 of which currently 
use the site). This would result in the site possibly being used one additional weekend per 
month (for a total of three weekends/month).  Adequate parking spaces for privately 
owned vehicles as well as MEP would be provided.  The proposed additional MEP will 
house the existing on-site heavy equipment (one tank and one Bradley) as well as the 
addition of several light wheeled, high mobility, multi-purpose vehicles (i.e. HMMWV or 
Humvees) and trailers. 

3.3.2 No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative is included as required by the CEQ regulations to identify the 
existing baseline conditions against which potential impacts are evaluated. The No 
Action Alternative must be described because it is the baseline condition or the current 
status of the environment.  

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed facilities would not be constructed to 
accommodate the BRAC actions as described in Section 2.0.  The relocation of Army 
Reserve and PAARNG units would not be implemented.  Under the No Action 
Alternative, the units would continue to operate and train in outdated facilities that are 
not properly configured to allow the most effective training to complete mission 
requirements.   

3.4 Sites Considered and Not Carried Forward 
Potential sites were initially evaluated in the Available Site Identification and Validation 
(ASIV) Report (USACE Baltimore 2007). All of these sites were eliminated from 
further consideration because they did not meet the BRAC law requirement of 
being located within the City of Williamsport. As a consequence of this requirement, a 
revised ASIV report was prepared (USACE Baltimore 2008).  Four (4) potential sites 
were identified and inspected by the site survey team.  Only one potential site that met 
the screening criteria was identified (Preferred Alternative site; described in Section 
3.3.1).  The three (3) additional sites that were considered as part of the ASIV (USACE 
Baltimore 2008) and were eliminated from further consideration in the EA because of the 
reasons cited below: 
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Stopper Property, 2600 Reach Road (46.58 acre parcel).  This site is available for lease 
only.  The owner will not sell the property. Additionally, because the site is privately 
owned, the time required for acquisition and subsequent construction of the AFRC would 
not fit within the BRAC 2005 regulatory timeframe for completion. This alternative does 
not meet the ‘existing facility and mission constraints’ selection criteria. 

Kennedy King Site, 2929 King Court (8.93 acre parcel).  This site is currently pending 
sale, and does not meet the acreage requirement for the screening criteria.  Furthermore, 
extensive demolition as well as Stewart B. McKinney Act screening would be required.  

Trii County Inc., Cortwright Property, 3500 W. Fourth Street (11.39 acre parcel).  This 
site contains existing tenants and is available for lease only.    Additionally, because the 
site is privately owned, the time required for acquisition and subsequent construction of 
the AFRC would not fit within the BRAC 2005 regulatory timeframe for completion. 
This alternative does not meet the ‘existing facility and mission constraints’ selection 
criteria. 

3.5 Summary of Comparison of Alternatives 
Table 3-1 provides a summary comparison of the alternatives (Preferred Alternative, and 
No Action Alternative) with respect to the resource areas discussed in this EA. 
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Table 3-1.  Summary Comparison of Alternatives 

Resources Alternative 1 (Preferred 
Alternative) No-Action Alternative 

Land Use Minor impacts are 
anticipated due to a shift in 
recreational use from the 
PAARNG site to another 
nearby location in the city. 

No impacts would occur 

Aesthetics and 
Visual 

Resources 

Minor impacts, short term 
adverse visual impacts 
from construction and 
demolition equipment and 
activities 

No impacts would occur 

Air Quality Minor, temporary, short-
term impacts from air 
emissions from 
construction and 
demolition activity 

No impacts would occur 

Noise Minor, temporary, short-
term noise impacts from 
construction and 
demolition activities   

No impacts would occur 

Geology and 
Soils 

Potential for soil erosion 
during construction; 
minimized through use of 
Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) 

No impacts would occur 

Water 
Resources 

No impacts to surface 
water, floodplains. 
Minimal potential impacts 
to groundwater and 
stormwater; minimized 
through SWPPP and SPCC 
plans, and NPDES permit 

No impacts would occur 

Biological 
Resources 

Minor, short-term impacts 
to vegetation and wildlife 
from construction; no 
impacts to Threatened and 
Endangered Species; no 
additional  impacts to 
wetlands 

No impacts would occur 

Cultural 
Resources 

No negative impacts 
anticipated 

No impacts would occur 

Socioeconomic 
Resources 

Short-term positive impacts 
on local economy during 
construction and 

No impacts would occur 
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Resources Alternative 1 (Preferred 
Alternative) No-Action Alternative 

demolition; no long-term 
impacts 

Transportation Short-term, minor impacts 
during construction and 
demolition and an increase 
in traffic on an additional 
duty weekend.  Beneficial 
impact from addition of on-
site parking that will 
eliminate parking on the 
street during drill 
weekends. 

No impacts would occur 

Utilities Positive impact anticipated 
due to incorporation of 
sustainability features in 
new facilities being 
designed to meet or exceed 
LEED Silver Standards. 

No impacts would occur 

Hazardous and 
Toxic 

Substances 

Minor, short-term impacts 
during construction and 
demolition activities 

No impacts would occur 
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4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEQUENCES 

4.1 Introduction 
This chapter describes the existing environmental and human resources that could 
potentially be affected by the Proposed Action and alternatives. The environment 
described in this chapter is the baseline for the consequences that are presented for each 
resource and each alternative. The region of influence (ROI) or area of potential effect 
(APE) for each resource category is the Preferred Alternative and its surroundings, unless 
stated otherwise in the individual resource category discussion. 

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

For this EA, short-term impacts are defined as those impacts resulting from construction, 
renovation, or demolition activities (e.g., those that are of temporary duration), whereas 
long term impacts are those resulting from the presence of new facilities and operation of 
the proposed new facilities once they are constructed and commissioned for operation. 

Under NEPA, a review of significant irreversible and irretrievable effects that result from 
development of the Proposed Action is required (40 CFR 1502.16). Irreversible 
commitments of resources are those resulting from impacts to resources so they cannot be 
completely restored to their original condition. Irretrievable commitments of resources 
are those that occur when a resource is removed or consumed and will therefore never be 
available to future generations for their use. For resources or subjects where irreversible 
or irretrievable effects would result, such effects are discussed with short and long-term 
impacts. 

Significance criteria were developed for the affected resource categories, and for many 
resource categories, are necessarily qualitative in nature. Quantitative criteria can be 
established when there are specific numerical limits established by regulation or industry 
standard. These criteria are based on existing regulatory standards, scientific and 
environmental documentation, and/or professional judgment. Impacts are classified as 
significant or not significant based on the significance criteria. Impacts do not necessarily 
mean negative changes, and any detectable change is not, in and of itself, considered to 
be negative. In the following discussions, to highlight adverse impacts for the decision 
maker, the impacts are considered adverse unless identified as beneficial. 

The affected environment and baseline conditions are described for each resource in 
general terms for the Preferred Alternative or the resource-specific ROI. The affected 
environment description for each resource is followed by the potential impacts to the 
resource from the Preferred Alternative, and the No Action Alternative. 
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4.2 Land Use 

4.2.1 Affected Environment 
This section describes existing land use conditions on and surrounding the Preferred 
Alternative. It considers natural land uses and land uses that reflect human modification. 
Natural land use classifications include wildlife areas, forests, and other open or 
undeveloped areas. Human land uses include residential, commercial, industrial, utilities, 
agricultural, recreational, and other developed uses. Management plans, policies, 
ordinances, and regulations determine the types of uses that are allowable, or protect 
specially designated or environmentally sensitive uses. 

The following sections discuss the regional geographic setting and location, project site 
land use, and current and future development. The ROI for land use is the land within and 
adjacent to the Preferred Alternative project area. 

4.2.1.1 Regional Geographic Setting and Location 
The Preferred Alternative property is located northeast of the intersection of Penn Street 
and Army Lane in Williamsport, Lycoming County, PA. Grove Street borders the site to 
the east.  It is approximately 1 mile northeast of Williamsport’s center.  The site consists 
of approximately 15.2 acres of land that has been owned by the PADMVA/State Armory 
Board since 1925.   

4.2.1.2 Preferred Alternative Land Use 
The northwestern portion of the site currently supports a RC (Armory), FMS, and AFIST.  
These structures are contained within a fence. There are three Quonset huts (former 
NRC) and supporting structures (two-story block structure (connected), concrete block 
head house (connected), and a detached one-story garage) located on the eastern portion 
of the site that are currently occupied by the PAARNG.   

Information regarding ownership and use of the site was taken from the EBS (PlanIt2  

2008).  The property was zoned R-2, and was a prior existing non-conforming use as a 
government property.  DMVA applied for a special exception to expand the existing non-
conforming use at the site.  This special exception was approved at the Zoning Hearing 
Board Meeting on October 15, 2009.  

As stated above, the property has been owned by the PADMVA/State Armory Board, 
since August 6, 1925.   The property was conveyed to the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania under the following conditions: 

1) That the property shall be for the perpetual use of Battery D, 107th Regiment, 
Pennsylvania Field Artillery, or such unit of the National Guard as may 
hereafter be authorized and assigned to the City of Williamsport. 

2) That the property shall be named and designated by the proper National Guard 
authorities by such name or designation as will identify the gift of the property 
as a memorial for LT Garrett Cochran, late of the City of Williamsport, 
Pennsylvania. 
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The property is currently serving the above specific purposes.  Prior to the PADMVA 
ownership, the site supported Union Park, a horse racing/driving park.  After 1925, a 
cavalry unit was stationed at the site, and horses were boarded in the on-site stable that 
now serves as the site’s FMS.  The central portion of the site consists of maintained lawn 
open space. For a number of years, PAARNG has allowed local residents to use this open 
space.  The City occasionally mows the grass in the summer on some of the large open 
space portions of the property.     

There is also an existing stormwater detention pond on the southwestern portion of the 
site that has been used seasonally by local residents in the past.  However, residents have 
not been able to use the detention pond for the past 4 to 5 years due to weather 
conditions.  There is a small gravel parking area on the southern site boundary and 
several mature trees along the northeastern boundary.  A land use cover map for the site 
is included as Figure 4-1.  Currently, land use is classified as institutional. 

4.2.1.3 Current and Future Development in the Region of Influence 
The property surrounding the Preferred Alternative site is residential.  There is an 
undeveloped parcel across Grove Street to the east.  According to the City of 
Williamsport, there is no current planned development for this tract and this tract is zoned 
R-2 (Hines 2009).   Most of the commercial development is further to the south along 
Interstate 180.   

4.2.2 Consequences 
Considerations for impacts to land use include the land on and adjacent to the Preferred 
Alternative project area, the physical features that influence current or proposed uses, 
pertinent land use plans and regulations, and land availability. Conformity with existing 
land use is of utmost importance. 

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

• Result in agency not being able to obtain proper permits or clearances to 
construct; 

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

• Conflict with established uses of an area requiring mitigation. 

4.2.2.1 Alternative 1 – Preferred Alternative 
Overall, potential impacts to land use from the Preferred Alternative would be minor.  
The site has been owned by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania/State Armory Board 
since 1925, and PAARNG has allowed local residents to use this open space for a number 
of years.    
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Figure 4-1.  Land Use Cover Map for the Preferred Alternative Site 
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The proposed land use would not conflict with the current land use of the existing RC and 
FMS.  Routine military activities already occur within the area.  The only change would 
be that there would not be as much open space for use by local residents and that on 
certain months there may be an additional weekend that the area would be used by 
soldiers for drill exercises.  There are existing community recreation facilities (near the 
site (less than 1 mile away) that could be utilized for recreational purposes.  These 
facilities include soccer field, baseball fields, pool, tennis courts, volleyball, and 
basketball courts. 

4.2.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the PAARNG would continue to use the site as 
currently used for training.  The PAARNG would also continue to coordinate with the 
City regarding recreational use of the property, if feasible. 

4.3 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

4.3.1 Affected Environment 
This section describes the aesthetic and visual resource conditions at the Preferred 
Alternative site. The visual resources of the alternatives include natural and manmade 
physical features that provide the landscape its character and value as an environmental 
resource.  Landscape features that form a viewer’s overall impression about an area 
include landform, vegetation, water, color, adjacent scenery, scarcity, and constructed 
modifications to the natural setting. The ROI for aesthetics includes the areas visible from 
the Preferred Alternative construction locations and areas from which the Proposed 
Action construction locations are visible. 

The Preferred Alternative site and the surrounding area are characterized by relatively 
gentle topography. As stated in previous sections, the northwestern portion of the site 
currently supports a RC (Armory), FMS, and AFIST.  These structures are contained 
within a fence. They are art-deco style architecture and are listed on the NRHP.  There 
are three Quonset huts (former NRC) and supporting structures (two-story block structure 
(connected), concrete block head house (connected), and a detached one-story garage) 
located on the eastern portion of the site that are currently occupied by the PAARNG.  
The central portion of the site consists of maintained lawn open space. There is also an 
existing stormwater detention pond on the southwestern portion of the site.  There is a 
small gravel parking area on the southern site boundary and several trees in various 
stages of decline along the northeastern boundary.  Views from the Preferred Alternative 
site are dominated by residential structures as well as roadways and utility lines 
(specifically overhead power lines).  Mountains are visible in the distance.   

4.3.2 Consequences 
Potential impacts to aesthetic and visual resources are considered significant if the 
Proposed Action would substantially degrade the natural or constructed physical features 
at the alternative sites that provide the property its character and value as an 
environmental resource. The magnitude of any impact would be primarily determined by 
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the number of viewers affected, viewer sensitivity to changes, distance of viewing, and 
compatibility with existing land use. 

4.3.2.1 Alternative 1 – Preferred Alternative 
Overall, potential impacts to aesthetics and visual resources from the Preferred 
Alternative would not be significant. The Proposed Action would cause short-term 
negative visual impacts on the Preferred Alternative site resulting from ground 
disturbance associated with construction of the proposed facilities. However, the 
replacement of disturbed areas with either pavement or construction or landscaping 
would remove these visual impacts.   

The Preferred Alternative would also result in long-term visual impacts, because the land 
currently supporting grasses would be disturbed for construction and paving for the 
organizational parking area. Trees that are in various stages of decline (Henry 2009; also 
see Appendix C) will be removed on the northern portion of the site and replaced by a 
detention pond and a buffer of new trees. A buffer of trees will be planted along the 
southern boundary in between the residences to the south and the proposed parking 
facilities.   

Currently, there is inadequate on-site parking for the weekend users, and therefore 
parking occurs along the residential streets during drill weekends. The new parking areas 
that are proposed for this project would alleviate the need to park on the residential 
streets, thus improving aesthetics during the weekends.  Operations at the AFRC would 
result in minor adverse aesthetic impacts, including increased traffic resulting from 
increased use due to the additional drill weekend per month. 

Additionally, deconstruction/demolition of existing facilities on the eastern portion of the 
site should benefit overall appearance. Under the proposed project, the aging Quonset hut 
buildings would be demolished and new POV parking areas will be constructed.  
Replacing the dilapidated buildings would have long-term beneficial impacts on the 
visual character or quality of the proposed site and its surroundings.  The design and 
layout of the new facilities would maintain continuity with the historic buildings (the RC 
and FMS that are currently listed on the NRHP) with the goal of preserving the historical 
and cultural appearance (See Conceptual Rendering, Appendix B).   

The Proposed Action is not expected to result in additional nighttime light and glare.  
Because the surrounding areas are developed, there are already nearby sources of 
nighttime light and glare. The exterior lighting for the new facilities is designed so that no 
artificial light leaves the site (zero foot candles of illumination at the property line) while 
meeting the ATFP and safety requirements of one (1) foot candle of illumination on all 
POV and MEP parking areas.  In addition, the facility design will adhere to or exceed the 
City’s ordinance regarding light pollution (Degregorio 2009).  The Preferred Alternative 
is expected to generate nighttime light and glare that is similar to the current on-site and 
surrounding sources. 
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4.3.2.2 No Action Alternative  
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change to the current use of the site, 
and therefore no effects on the viewshed or on the aesthetic values of the region. 

4.4 Air Quality 

4.4.1 Affected Environment 
This section describes the existing air quality conditions at and surrounding the Preferred 
Alternative site. For analysis purposes, the ROI for air quality is defined as Lycoming 
County, Pennsylvania, where the site is located.  The Preferred Alternative site is located 
in U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 3, and is currently in an 
attainment area.  Ambient air quality conditions are discussed first, followed by air 
pollution emissions at the site and regional air pollution emissions. 

4.4.1.1 Ambient Air Quality Conditions 
The ambient air quality in an area can be characterized in terms of whether it complies 
with the primary and secondary National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The 
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.) requires the EPA to set NAAQS for pollutants 
considered harmful to public health and the environment. NAAQS have been established 
for seven criteria pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO); lead (Pb); nitrogen dioxide (NO2); 
ozone (O3); particulate matter with an aerodynamic size less than or equal to 10 microns 
(PM10); particulate matter with an aerodynamic size less than or equal to 2.5 microns 
(PM2.5); and sulfur dioxide (SO2). These pollutants are believed to be detrimental to 
public health and the environment, and are known to cause property damage. Table 4-1 
lists the NAAQS values for each criteria pollutant. Pennsylvania has adopted all of the 
NAAQS standards as well as several standards of its own, which are listed in Table 4-2.  
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PDEP) is responsible for 
ensuring that the air quality within Pennsylvania meets or is better than the levels 
required by Federal and State standards.  PDEP conducts air monitoring surveillance in 
13 air basins within the state as well as three non-air basin areas:  Altoona, 
Montoursville, and Farrell.   

Pennsylvania is one of 28 eastern U.S. states under the Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR), 
a program to permanently cap emissions of SO2 and nitrogen oxides (NOx).  CAIR will 
help Pennsylvania meet and maintain NAAQS for ground-level ozone and fine particle 
pollution (SO2 and NOx contribute to the formation of fine particles (PM), and NOx 
contributes to the formation of ground-level ozone).  Pennsylvania has many other 
programs and regulations to promote better air quality such as several State 
Implementation Plans (SIP) and Diesel Idling restrictions 
(http://www.dep.state.pa.us/dep/deputate/airwaste/aq/plans/clean_air_plans.htm, 
http://www.dep.state.pa.us/dep/deputate/airwaste/aq/cars/idling.htm). 
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Table 4-1.  National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
Pollutant Standard Value 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
8-hour average 9 ppm 
1-hour average 35 ppm 
Lead (Pb) 
Quarterly Average 1.5 µg/m3 
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 
Annual arithmetic mean 0.053 ppm 
Ozone (O3) 
8-hour average 0.075 ppm 
1-hour average 0.12 ppm 
Particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM10) 
Annual Mean 50   µg/m3 
24-hour average 150 µg/m3 
Particulate matter less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5) 
Annual arithmetic mean 15.0 µg/m3 
24-hour average 35 µg/m3 
Sulfur dioxide (SO2) 
Annual arithmetic mean 0.03 ppm 
24-hour average 0.14 ppm 

Source:  40 CFR 50.4 through 50.13 
µg/m3       micrograms per cubic meter 
ppm        parts per million 
 

Table 4-2.  Other Pennsylvania Ambient Air Quality Standards 
Pollutant Standard Value 
Beryllium 
30-day average 0.01 µg/m3 
Fluorides 
24-hour average 5 µg/m3 
Hydrogen Sulfide  
24-hour average 0.005 ppm 
1-hour average 0.1 ppm 

Source http://www.dep.state.pa.us/dep/deputate/airwaste/aq/standards/standards.htm 
µg/m3       micrograms per cubic meter 
ppm        parts per million 
 

4.4.1.2 Air Emission Sources at the Preferred Alternative Site 
The Preferred Alternative site currently has no stationary pollutant emission sources. 

4.4.1.3 Regional Air Pollution Emissions Summary 
General air quality monitoring is conducted in areas of high population density and near 
major sources of air pollutant emissions. Rural areas are typically not considered in such 
monitoring.  Regions that are in compliance with the NAAQS are designated as 
attainment areas. Areas for which no monitoring data is available are designated as 
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unclassified and are by default considered to be in attainment of the NAAQS. In areas 
where the applicable NAAQS are not being met, a non-attainment status is designated. 
The Preferred Alternative site is located in EPA Region 3.  This area is currently in an 
attainment area.   

To regulate the emission levels resulting from a project, federal actions located in non-
attainment areas are required to demonstrate compliance with the general conformity 
guidelines established in 40 CFR Part 93, Determining Conformity of Federal Actions to 
State or Federal Implementation Plans (the Rule). Section 93.153 of the Rule sets the 
applicability requirements for projects subject to the Rule through the establishment of de 
minimis levels for annual criteria pollutant emissions. These de minimis levels are set 
according to criteria pollutant nonattainment area designations. Projects below the de 
minimis levels are not subject to the Rule.  Those at or above the levels are required to 
perform a conformity analysis as established in the Rule. The de minimis levels apply to 
direct and indirect sources of emissions that can occur during the construction and 
operational phases of the action. 

In addition to evaluation of air emissions against de minimis levels, emissions are also 
evaluated for regional significance. A federal action that does not exceed the threshold 
emission rates of criteria pollutants may still be subject to a general conformity 
determination if the direct and indirect emissions from the action exceed 10 percent of the 
total emissions inventory for a particular criteria pollutant in a non-attainment or 
maintenance area. If the emissions exceed this 10 percent threshold, the federal action is 
considered to be a “regionally significant” activity, and thus, the general conformity rules 
apply. 

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

• Increase ambient air pollution above any NAAQS; 
• Contribute to an existing violation of any NAAQS; 
• Interfere with or delay timely attainment of NAAQS; or 
• Impair visibility within any federally mandated Prevention of Significant 

Deterioration (PSD) Class I area. 

4.4.2.1 Alternative 1 – Preferred Alternative 
Temporary increases in air pollution would occur from the use of equipment used in the 
demolition/construction of facilities. Dust, diesel emissions, and particulate matter are 
expected to temporarily increase during the first 12 to 18 months of the project. Due to 
the short duration of the construction project, any increases or impacts on ambient air 
quality are expected to be short-term and minor. 

The vehicles associated with daily commuting traffic are not expected to increase under 
the Proposed Action.  The vehicles associated with the use of these facilities by 
additional reservists during weekends would not be expected to result in significant 
impacts to air quality because the additional traffic would be comparable to existing drill 
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weekend training events.  Any incremental increase in motor vehicle emissions would not 
increase criteria pollutant concentrations above the NAAQS. Because the facilities would 
be designed to the LEED Silver standard, the HVAC system would emit fewer pollutants 
than the systems at the current Army Reserve Center in Williamsport that is within the 
same airshed.   A Record of Non-Applicability (RONA) is included as Appendix E. 

4.4.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not change current conditions and 
therefore would not affect the current air quality conditions in the region. 

4.5 Noise 
Noise is generally defined as unwanted sound.  Sound is all around us; it becomes noise 
when it interferes with normal activities such as speech, concentration, or sleep.  Noise 
associated with military installations is a factor in land use planning both on- and off-
post. Noise emanates from vehicular traffic associated with new facilities and from 
project sites during construction.  Ambient noise (the existing background noise 
environment) can be generated by a number of noise sources, including mobile sources, 
such as automobiles and trucks, and stationary sources such as construction sites, 
machinery, or industrial operations.  In addition, there is an existing and variable level of 
natural ambient noise from sources such as wind, streams and rivers, wildlife and other 
sources. 

Sound is measured with instruments that record instantaneous sound levels in decibels 
(dB).  A-weighted sound level measurements (dBA) are used to characterize sound levels 
that can be sensed by the human ear. The typical measurement for quieter sounds, such as 
rustling leaves or a quiet room, is from 20 to 30 dBA.  Conversational speech is 
commonly 60 dBA, and a home lawn mower measures approximately 98 dBA. All sound 
levels discussed in this EA are A-weighted.  

4.5.1 Affected Environment 
Sources of noise at the Preferred Alternative site are largely limited to traffic noise from 
personnel entering and exiting the area, the operation of the existing AFIST, and 
occasional lawn mowing equipment used to maintain the grass.  Informal noise surveys 
were conducted on the site on October 5, 2009 and indicated that noise levels were below 
the limits outlined in the City ordinance (Eakin 2009).   

4.5.2 Consequences 
Potential noise impacts resulting from the Proposed Action are evaluated with respect to 
the potential for: 

• Annoyance – noise can impact the performance of various every day activities 
such as communication and watching television in residential areas. 

• Hearing loss – the EPA recommends limiting daily equivalent energy to 70 
dBA, approximately 75 dBA day-night average sound level, to protect against 
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hearing impairment over a period of 40 years (day-night average sound level 
is an average sound level generated by all operations during an average or 
busy 24-hour period, with sound levels of nighttime noise events emphasized 
by adding a 10-dB weighting). 

• Sleep interference, which is of great concern in residential areas. 

The standard threshold for determining at what point noise impacts become a nuisance is 
65 dBA day-night average sound level. 

4.5.2.1 Alternative 1 – Preferred Alternative 
Negligible adverse, but temporary and short-duration noise impacts would occur under 
the Preferred Alternative during demolition and construction activities. Persons outdoors 
at the nearby homes could experience nuisance level noise that could interfere with 
normal conversations.  These impacts could be mitigated by confining demolition and 
construction activities to normal working hours and employing noise-controlled 
construction equipment to the extent possible. Additionally, the arrival and staging of 
heavy equipment and materials would be scheduled to occur during normal work hours to 
the greatest extent possible to avoid disturbing personnel and residents in the surrounding 
communities. 

After demolition and construction, noise from the day-to-day operations of the new 
AFRC and associated facilities is not expected to increase significantly. Daily commuting 
traffic on a given weekday is not expected to increase from current conditions.  Operation 
of the new AFRC for drill weekends would not significantly alter the noise environment.  
The Proposed Action includes the addition of 114 USAR part-time users (for a total of 
354 users; 240 of which currently use the site for two drill weekends per month). This 
would result in the site being used one additional weekend per month (for a total of three 
weekends/month).  Use of military equipment under the Proposed Action would be 
similar to current use of military equipment.  However, the new facility design 
incorporates tree buffers for noise abatement and allows military vehicles to park further 
away from the property line which will reduce the amount of noise leaving the property.  
Noise levels on the additional weekend are expected to be similar to the existing noise 
levels on drill weekends.      

4.5.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no changes or impacts would occur to noise levels on 
or surrounding the Preferred Alternative site. 

4.6 Geology and Soils 

4.6.1 Affected Environment 
This section describes the geology and soil conditions at the Williamsport AFRC 
Preferred Alternative site.  Geologic and topographic conditions are discussed first, 
followed by soils, and prime farmland. The ROI for geology and soils is the land within 
the Proposed Action project area. 
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Figure 4-2.  NGS Topographic Map of Preferred Alternative Site 
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4.6.1.1 Geologic and Topographic Conditions 
Elevation on the Preferred Alternative site is fairly level and ranges from approximately 
560 feet above mean sea level (MSL) in the northwest corner to approximately 550 feet 
above MSL at the southeast corner (Figure 4-2).  Information regarding the geology of 
the area is taken primarily from the EBS (PlanIt2 2008).   The land is located in the 
Appalachian Plateau Physiographic Province. The underlying geology in these areas 
consists of the Upper Devonian Catskill Formation which consists of rocks that are 
interbedded and alternating red and gray sandstones, siltstones, shales, and mudstones.  
The rocks are arranged in fining upward cycles from gray sandstones through red 
mudstones.  Pleistone glaciers have also repeatedly visited the state over the last 100,000 
years depositing numerous cobbles and boulders.  These cobbles and boulders are 
combined with varying amounts of sand and clay and comprise the unconsolidated 
material beneath the site, which is known as glacial till. 

4.6.1.2 Soils 
The gently sloping land associated with the Preferred Alternative is covered by soils 
represented by one mapping unit (Figure 4-3).  The soil mapped on the project area is 
Urban land-Udorthents complex, 0 to 8 percent slopes.  Urban land series soils consist of 
man-made and altered materials from mixed rock types.  The typical profile is very 
channery silt loam (National Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Web Soil Survey).     

4.6.1.3 Prime Farmland 
Prime farmland is land that has the best combination of physical and chemical 
characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops, and is also 
available for these uses. Prime farmland is protected by the Farmland Protection Policy 
Act (FPPA); however, urban lands are exempt from the provisions of the FPPA (7 CFR 
Parts 657 and 658). Urban land-Udorthents soils are not considered Prime Farmland soils.     

4.6.2 Consequences 
Potential impacts to geology or soils are considered significant if the Proposed Action 
would: 

• Expose people or structures to major geologic hazards; 
• Cause substantial erosion or siltation; 
• Cause substantial land sliding; or 
• Cause substantial damage to project structures/facilities. 

4.6.2.1 Alternative 1 – Preferred Alternative 
Overall, potential impacts to geology and soils from the Preferred Alternative would not 
be significant. The proposed facilities would reduce water infiltration by capping the 
subsoil with impervious surfaces. 

Construction of a new AFRC and parking facilities would disturb existing ground cover 
and increase the potential for soil erosion during the site preparation and construction  
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Figure 4-3.  Mapped Soils of the Preferred Alternative 
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phases. Irreversible commitments of resources would include a minimal amount of soil 
loss through either wind or water erosion during construction activities.  BMPs for 
erosion control, topsoil management, and revegetation would be required and stated in 
the construction contract, and would reduce the potential effects to insignificant levels. 
Erosion control during construction activities would be undertaken with the use of hay 
bales and silt fencing, as appropriate, to prevent the movement of soils into drainage 
ditches, stormwater infrastructure, or low-lying areas, and could also include scheduling 
construction activities for periods of lowest rainfall.  Once the facilities are operational 
and new vegetation is in place, additional erosion of topsoil would be minimal and would 
be limited or mitigated through adherence to a storm water management plan (in 
accordance with local and state regulations). 

4.6.2.2 No Action Alternative  
Under the No Action Alternative, no changes or impacts would occur to geologic or soil 
resources. 

4.7 Water Resources 

4.7.1 Affected Environment 
This section describes water resources on the Preferred Alternative site, including surface 
and groundwater resources. Surface water includes lakes, rivers, and streams and is 
important for a variety of reasons, including economic, ecological, recreational, and 
human health.  Groundwater comprises the subsurface hydrogeologic resources of the 
property’s physical environment. This section also discusses floodplains. Wetlands are 
discussed in Section 4.8.1.4.  The ROI for water resources is the Preferred Alternative 
site as well as areas downstream from the site. 

4.7.1.1 Surface Water 
The Preferred Alternative Williamsport AFRC site is in the Lower West Branch 
Susquehanna River watershed (Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) 02050206).  The nearest 
surface water feature on the Preferred Alternative site is a stormwater detention pond on 
the southwest portion of the site.  This pond collects runoff from the existing RC and 
FMS and drains into a stormwater collection pipe on the south side.  Runoff generally 
flows in a southeasterly direction across the site however there are there are also on-site 
storm drains that capture runoff.  There is an unnamed tributary to the Susquehanna River 
approximately 3,500 feet southeast of the site.  The sources of the municipal water that 
would be used at the Preferred Alternative site are mostly from surface water from local 
watersheds owned by the Williamsport Municipal Water Authority (WMWA).  The 
WMWA also maintains a treatment and pumping facility at the Lycoming Creek 
wellfield near the West Branch of the Susquehanna River (WMWA 2008).  There were 
no violations reported for the WMVA Water Quality Monitoring Report (WMVA 2008).   
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4.7.1.2 Hydrogeology/Groundwater 
The Preferred Alternative site is located in the Deep Valleys section of the Appalachian 
Plateau physiographic province.  Groundwater occurs at approximately 28 feet below the 
surface and groundwater flow is inferred to be toward the south-southeast.  There are 
approximately 28 groundwater wells within a 1 mile radius of the site and five of these 
are within 0.5 mile radius of the site.  None of the wells are reported to be contaminated 
(PlanIt2 2008). As noted above, however, municipal water supplied by surface water is 
the primary source of potable water.     

4.7.1.3 Floodplains 
The Preferred Alternative site is located outside of the 100-year and 500-year floodplain 
elevations. (Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 2008) (see Figure 4-4). 

4.7.2 Consequences 
Potential impacts to water resources, including surface water and groundwater are 
considered significant if the Proposed Action would: 

• Irreversibly diminish water resource availability, quality, and beneficial uses; 
• Reduce water availability or interfere with a potable supply or water habitat; 
• Create or contribute to overdraft of groundwater or exceed a safe annual yield 

of water supply sources; 
• Result in an adverse effect on water quality or an endangerment to public 

health by creating or worsening adverse health hazard conditions; 
• Result in a threat or damage to unique hydrological characteristics; or 
• Violate an established law or regulation that has been adopted to protect or 

manage water resources of an area.   

Potential impacts that would be considered significant related to floodplain management 
include: 

• Potential damage to structures located in the floodplain; and 
• Changes to the extent, elevation, or other features of the floodplain as a result 

of flood protection measures or other structures being silted in or removed 
from the floodplain. 

4.7.2.1 Alternative 1 – Preferred Alternative 
Overall, potential impacts to water resources from the Preferred Alternative would not be 
significant. There would be no measurable reduction in surface water quality or 
availability. By capping the subsoil with impervious surfaces, the Preferred Alternative 
would reduce groundwater recharge locally over the long term by reducing the infiltration 
of precipitation (see Section 4.6.2.1). The Preferred Alternative would result in the 
addition of impervious surfaces in the area, however the amount is minimal. This 
reduction of groundwater recharge would not have a significant impact on regional 
groundwater supplies. 
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Figure 4-4.  FEMA Floodplain Map of Preferred Alternative  
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Construction of the proposed AFRC would disturb existing ground cover and increase the 
potential for soil erosion during the site preparation and construction phases. BMPs for 
erosion control, topsoil management, and revegetation would be required and stated in 
the construction contract, and therefore potential effects would not be significant. Erosion 
control during construction activities would be undertaken with the use of hay bales and 
silt fencing, as appropriate, to prevent the movement of soils into drainage ditches or low-
lying areas, and could also include scheduling construction activities for periods of 
lowest rainfall. 

Potential nonpoint source storm water impacts would not be significant with 
implementation of BMPs, and should be described in a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP).  The SWPPP would be modified, as needed, to address site specific 
requirements and monitoring.  Point discharges of wastewater are prohibited by existing 
NPDES requirements under the CWA.  Potential spills of POLs at the proposed site 
would have minor short term and long term adverse impacts on surface and groundwater, 
if uncontained.  Spills would be mitigated using procedures identified in the SPCC plan 
to reduce potential impacts to surface water or groundwater.  

Because the Proposed Action does not entail construction within the 100-year floodplain, 
there would be no impacts to floodplains from the Proposed Action, and there are no 
impacts to Proposed Action structures caused by building in a floodplain. 

4.7.2.2 No Action Alternative  
Under the No Action Alternative, no changes or impacts would occur to water resources. 

4.8 Biological Resources 

4.8.1 Affected Environment 
This section describes biological resources at the Preferred Alternative site.  It focuses on 
plant and animal species or habitat types that are typical or are an important element of 
the ecosystem, are of special category importance (of special interest due to societal 
concerns), or are protected under state or federal law or statute regulatory requirement. 
Vegetation is discussed first, followed by wildlife, sensitive species, and wetlands. The 
ROI for biological resources is the land within the Preferred Alternative site. 

4.8.1.1 Vegetation 
Vegetation on the Preferred Alternative site consists of grass that is maintained on a 
regular basis as well as several large tree species including oaks (Quercus spp), maples 
(Acer sp.), and hickories (Carya sp.).   

4.8.1.2 Wildlife 
Wildlife at the Preferred Alternative site is typical of the urban wildlife found in the 
region. The opportunity for wildlife is limited due to land use features and lack of habitat 
diversity.  In addition, the amount of residences as well as roadways immediately 
surrounding the area further limit this opportunity.   
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Whitetailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus) are the largest wild animals that may pass 
through the site. Other common species include red (Vulpes vulpes) or gray foxes 
(Urocyon cinereoargenteus), coyotes (Canis latrans), skunks (Tamias striatus), raccoons 
(Procyon lotor), cottontail rabbits (Sylvilagus auduboni), opossums (Didelphis 
virginiana), Eastern cottontail rabbits (Sylvilagus floridanus), and squirrels (Sciurus 
spp.).  

4.8.1.3 Sensitive Species 
Under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), the Army must ensure that any 
Army action authorized, funded, or carried out is not likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of any threatened and endangered species or result in the destruction or adverse 
modification of critical habitats on the Williamsport AFRC site.  The Army is not aware 
of any resident threatened or endangered species or species proposed for listing as 
threatened or endangered on the Preferred Alternative site.   

The Indiana Bat (Myotis sodalis) is the only potentially occurring listed species within 
the general area.  The Preferred Alternative site does not contain suitable riparian 
foraging habitat or roost trees (PlanIt2 2008).  A PNDI Environmental Review application 
was submitted to the PDEP on June 1, 2009.  Preliminary search results indicated that 
records of the PDCNR, PA Fish and Boat Commission, PA Game Commission and 
USFWS showed no results in their databases and that no further review is required.  
Responses were received from PDEP, PDCNR, USFWS, PA Fish and Boat Commission, 
and PA Game Commission that concur with this finding. This PNDI review receipt and 
agency responses are included in Appendix C.   

4.8.1.4 Wetlands 
Wetlands are defined by the USACE and the EPA based on the presence of wetland 
vegetation, wetland hydrology, and hydric soils with certain land area considerations. 
Wetlands and other surface water features, which may include intermittent and perennial 
streams, are generally considered “waters of the United States” by the USACE, and under 
their definition of “jurisdictional waters/features,” are protected under Section 404 of the 
CWA.   

No jurisdictional wetlands on the site are recorded in the National Wetlands Inventory 
(NWI) (USFWS 1995) (Figure 4-5).  A preliminary field investigation for wetlands was 
conducted on May 5, 2009 by the USACE, Baltimore District.  It was determined that 
there “may be” waters of the U.S., including wetlands, within the study area.  The 
potential jurisdictional wetland area is located within the stormwater detention pond on 
the southwestern portion of the site.  A copy of this letter is included in Appendix C.  A 
formal wetland jurisdictional determination will be conducted prior to construction 
activities. 
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Figure 4-5.  NWI Map of Preferred Alternative Site 
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4.8.2 Consequences 
Potential impacts to biological resources are considered significant if the Proposed 
Action would: 

• Affect a threatened or endangered species; 
• Substantially diminish habitat for a plant or animal species; 
• Substantially diminish a regionally or locally important plant or animal 

species; 
• Interfere substantially with wildlife movement or reproductive behavior; 

Result in a substantial infusion of exotic plant or animal species; or  
• Destroy, lose, or degrade jurisdictional wetlands (as defined by Section 404 of 

the CWA). 

EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands, requires federal agencies to avoid actions, to the 
extent practicable, which would result in the location of facilities in wetlands. 

4.8.2.1 Alternative 1 – Preferred Alternative 
Overall, potential impacts to biological resources from the Preferred Alternative would 
not be significant. The Preferred Alternative would have no overall effect on biodiversity 
or regional plant and animal populations. 

Construction of the proposed AFRC would cause short-term impacts on the vegetation 
surrounding construction sites.  Irreversible commitments of resources would include a 
loss of vegetation (including mature trees) in those areas that would not be replanted (e.g.  
where buildings or pavement are proposed to be located).  Consequently, tree buffers will 
be planted on the northern and southern boundaries outside of the proposed new parking 
areas.  The planting contractor will consult with the PAARNG forest manager, Mr. 
Shanon Henry, regarding the recommended tree species as well as spacing requirements 
for these species (Henry 2009).  Any exposed soil resulting from the construction 
activities would be quickly stabilized with sod.  BMPs for erosion control, topsoil 
management, and revegetation would be required and stated in the construction contract, 
and therefore potential effects would not be significant.  The AFRC would be built on 
land that has been previously disturbed (i.e. the area appears to have been stripped of 
topsoil and is currently being maintained as open space area), so there would not be any 
loss of native vegetation. Potential impacts to vegetation would not be significant. 

Generally, projects located in previously disturbed or industrial land use areas have little 
or no effect on migratory bird species. However, all projects and their site locations 
should plan for and identify the possible presence of migratory bird species. If migratory 
bird species are encountered, protection from either disturbance or removal of their 
habitat would be evaluated and measures taken to mitigate any habitat loss or to protect 
the species.  Other grassland birds that may utilize the property at various times may be 
affected.  However, since most of the species inhabiting this area are transient, they 
would move to other similar habitat in the area. 
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Construction of the AFRC may affect on-site wildlife through the long-term direct loss of 
a relatively small amount of habitat and direct mortality of individuals occurring in 
construction zones.  These facilities would result in the direct long-term loss of 
approximately 2.2 acres of very low productivity habitat for ground-dwelling or nesting 
species. Facility construction would result in loss of foraging and breeding habitat for 
some urban species.  It is expected that these transient species would move to other 
similar habitat within the area. 

Post-construction impacts to wildlife from operation of the AFRC would not be 
significant. Species currently using the property are accustomed to humans and their 
activity, and would return to the site once construction activity and noise had abated. 

Informal consultation was initiated with USFWS for potential impacts to federally listed 
species or designated critical habitat. The coordination letter sent to USFWS is included 
in Appendix C.  The PNDI Environmental Review application (mentioned above) was 
submitted to the PDEP on June 1, 2009 and is included in Appendix C along with 
responses from agencies.   

Since the existing stormwater pond that may contain jurisdictional wetlands will remain 
in its existing state, no additional impacts to wetlands are anticipated.  A formal wetland 
jurisdictional determination will be conducted prior to construction. 

4.8.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no changes or impacts would occur to biological 
resources. 

4.9 Cultural Resources 

4.9.1 Affected Environment 
Federal and military regulations, policies, and laws can apply to this property, including 
Sections 106 and 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), the Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) and the American Indian 
Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA).  Cultural Resources are defined as historic properties 
as defined by the NHPA, cultural items are defined by the NAGPRA, archaeological 
resources are defined by the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA), sacred 
sites as defined in EO 13007 to which access is afforded under AIRFA, and collections 
and associated records as defined in 36 CFR 79. 

This section describes the cultural resource conditions on the Preferred Alternative site.  
The prehistoric and historic background of the area is summarized first, followed by the 
status of cultural resource inventories and Section 106 consultations, and Native 
American resources.  The prehistoric and historic information in Section 4.9.1.1 was 
taken from the Northcentral Chapter 8 Society for Pennsylvania Archaeology 
(http://www.pennarchaeology.com/parch.html). 
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4.9.1.1 Historic Background 
General Regional History 
The following brief overview of the historical period of Lycoming County was taken 
from MyPennsylvaniaGenealogy website (http://www.mypennsylvaniagenealogy.com 
/pa_county/ly.htm).  Lycoming County was created on April 13, 1795, from part of 
Northumberland County and named for Lycoming Creek. The name is derived from a 
Delaware Indian word meaning “sandy or gravelly creek.” Williamsport, the county seat 
was laid out in 1795, incorporated as a borough on March 1, 1806, and became a city on 
January 15, 1866. There are various theories about the origin of the city’s name: that it 
was so called for Judge William Hepburn; that Michael Ross named it for his own son 
William; or that William Ross, a boatman, used it as a port years before the town was 
founded. 

Native American groups had many communities in this area. Part of the county was 
obtained by Pennsylvania from Indians at the Fort Stanwix Treaty of 1768 and the 
remainder at Fort Stanwix in 1784 (the “Last Purchase”). A mapping ambiguity in the 
1768 deed left an independent settlement area—a “no-man’s land”—known as the “Fair 
Play tract” which lasted until the 1784 deed clearly made it Pennsylvania’s land. Fighting 
against Native Americans occurred during the Revolution, especially the exploits of the 
Bradys. Lumber was the backbone of the economy from the start. There was good access 
from major roads, and the West Branch Canal reached to Williamsport in 1833, but 
production really soared after the Susquehanna Boom was built at Williamsport, between 
1846 and 1851, giving greater control over the lumber that was floated down river to its 
markets. A “Millionaires Row” of houses arose in Williamsport. But the 1889 flood 
destroyed the boom, much of Williamsport, and all the sawmills. A paper box industry 
later rose, relying on wood pulp, and Muncy became a manufacturing center. Today, 
Williamsport makes electronics and metal products. Only one-fifth of the county is 
farmed, largely along the river, but Lycoming is in the upper half of Pennsylvania 
counties in value of total farm products. Dairy products and mushrooms are the 
specialties of greatest economic value. 

Site History 

The following site history is taken from the EBS (PlanIt2 2008).  The existing RC 
(erected in 1931) and FMS (erected in 1927) and associated MEP area are contained 
within a six foot high cyclone fence.  The easternmost portion of the site was developed 
in 1947-1948 with a former NRC (Quonset huts and supporting structures).  The 
PAARNG currently utilizes these structures.  The stormwater detention pond on the 
southwestern portion of the site has been used seasonably as an ice skating pond.   The 
open space area has been historically disturbed since 1897, when it was used as a horse 
racing/driving track. 
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4.9.1.2 Status of Cultural Resource Inventories and Section 106 
Consultations 

Preferred Alternative 
A review of the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission (PHMC) Bureau for 
Historic Preservation’s National Register Listings database was conducted.  The existing 
RC (erected in 1931) and FMS (erected in 1927) are listed on the NRHP and the 
Pennsylvania Historic Sites List.  According to the PAARNG Cultural Resources 
Manager, the former NRC are not eligible for listing on the NRHP (PlanIt2 2008).    In 
accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA the SHPO was contacted via letter to the 
PHMC seeking confirmation that the Proposed Action would not significantly impact any 
cultural resources. In a response dated October 20, 2009, the SHPO concluded that this 
project will have no adverse effect upon the National Register listed Williamsport 
Armory, Williamsport, Lycoming County and that “no archaeological resources will be 
affected by this project”.  This letter as well as the Section 106 application are included in 
Appendix C.     

4.9.1.3 Native American Resources 
No Native American concerns regarding the Proposed Action have been identified. A list 
of tribal organizations that were sent consultation letters and all responses received are 
included in Appendix C. 

4.9.2 Consequences 
Potential impacts to historic properties and/or archaeological resources are considered 
significant if the Proposed Action would: 

• Physically destroy, damage, or alter all or part of the property; 
• Physically destroy, damage, alter or remove items from archaeological 

contexts without a proper mitigation plan; 
• Isolate the property from or alter the character of the property’s setting when 

that character contributes to the property’s qualification for the NRHP; 
• Introduce visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that are out of character 

with the property or alter its setting; 
• Neglect a property resulting in its deterioration or destruction; or 
• Transfer, lease, or sell the property (36 CFR 800.9[b]) without a proper 

preservation plan. 

4.9.2.1 Alternative 1 – Preferred Alternative 
No significant negative impacts to architectural resources would be likely as a result of 
implementation of the Proposed Action. Under the Proposed Action, the existing RC and 
FMS facilities (listed on the NRHP) would remain on site.  The design of the proposed 
new AFRC would be consistent with the architecture of the existing RC and FMS (Art-
Deco style architecture).  The NRC structures to be demolished are not eligible for listing 
on the NRHP, therefore there would be no impacts to cultural resources from demolition. 
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No significant negative impacts to archaeological resources would be likely as a result of 
implementation of the Proposed Action. A letter was sent to SHPO via the PHMC 
seeking confirmation that the Proposed Action would not significantly impact any 
cultural resources. In a response dated October 20, 2009, the SHPO concluded that “the 
plans conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and 
Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings.”  Therefore, this project will have no 
adverse effect upon the National Register listed Williamsport Armory, Williamsport, 
Lycoming County and that “no archaeological resources will be affected by this project”.   
This letter is included in Appendix C.       

If, during construction, any potential historic or archaeological resource is uncovered or 
inadvertent discoveries are made of Native American human remains and associated 
funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony, the Cultural Resources 
Manager for the PAARNG would be contacted, in accordance with Standard Operating 
Procedure (SOP) #5 for “Inadvertent Discovery of Cultural Material” or other SOP that 
may apply (ICRMP, 2009). 

If the federally recognized tribes contacted in connection with this undertaking respond 
and raise concerns regarding issues of importance to the respective tribes, the PAARNG 
will address these concerns as soon as possible. 

4.9.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no changes or impacts would occur to cultural and 
archaeological resources. 

4.10 Socioeconomics  

4.10.1 Affected Environment 
The ROI is the geographic area within which the majority of potential impacts to 
socioeconomic resources would be concentrated. The ROI for the proposed action is a 
Metropolitan Statistical Area, (MSA), City of Williamsport, Lycoming County, in the 
State of Pennsylvania. The proposed action includes the relocation of the existing AFRC 
in Williamsport, PA to the Preferred Alternative location approximately (1) one mile 
away. All of the facilities from which the units would be relocated from are located 
within the ROI.  However, due to consolidation and ability to conduct more training, the 
number of personnel is changing. 

This section describes the existing socioeconomic conditions for the MSA of 
Williamsport, PA.  Socioeconomic factors include economic development, 
demographics, housing, and environmental justice.  
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4.10.1.1 Population and Housing 

Population 
The Williamsport, PA MSA population was estimated at 116,670 in 2008, down -2.7 
percent from the July 2000 population estimate of 119,958 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009).  
The 2020 MSA population is projected to be 111,813, which is a -6.79 percent change 
between 2000 and 2020 (http://proximityone.com/situation/48700.htm). In contrast, the 
population is estimated to increase by 4.0% for the State of Pennsylvania between 2000 
and 2030, according to Census projections (U.S. Census Bureau 2008).  The on-post 
population of a projected 26 personnel at the Williamsport AFRC includes military 
personnel assigned to the post and civilian personnel employed at the post.   

Housing 
The total number of housing units in the Williamsport MSA that was estimated at 53,733 
in the 2005-2007 American Community Survey. Of this total, 68.1 percent were owner-
occupied, with the remaining 31.9 percent renter-occupied. Eleven percent were vacant. 
Of the 53,733 housing units in the ROI, 65.6 percent are single family detached structures 
and just over 7 percent are mobile homes.  Approximately 37.9 percent of the units were 
built in 1939 or earlier (U.S. Census Bureau 2008). 

4.10.1.2 Economic Development 

Regional Income and Earnings 
Personal income in the Williamsport MSA in 2007 totaled $3,522,310,000. The majority 
of this income (62.9%) was derived from earnings, with an additional 22.2 percent 
attributable to transfer payments (such as income maintenance, unemployment insurance, 
and retirement). The remaining contribution was derived from dividends, interest, and 
rents. Per capita income stood at $30,148 for the ROI area.  Personal income increased 
from 1997-2007 by 4.3 percent in the Williamsport MSA (BEA 2009). 

Employment 
Earnings of persons employed in the Williamsport MSA increased to $3,522,310,000 in 
2007, which is an increase of 5.1 percent from 2006. The 2006-2007 national change was 
6.0 percent. The 1997 to 2007 average annual growth rate of total personal income in 
Williamsport was 3.7 percent. The average annual growth rate for the nation was 5.4 
percent for this period.  

Total full- and part-time employment in the Williamsport MSA increased between 1997 
and 2007 by 3,261 jobs (Bureau of Economic Analysis [BEA], US Department of 
Commerce, 2008).  Major private employment sectors in the MSA include 
manufacturing, government and government enterprises, state and local government, and 
retail trade.  

The major employers (with more than 450 employees) in Lycoming County, PA are 
presented in Table 4-3. 
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Table 4-3.  Major Employers In The Williamsport Region 
Employer Number of Employees 

Susquehanna Regional Healthcare Alliance  2544 
Pennsylvania College Of Technology  1643 
Williamsport Area School District  1408 
Brodart Co  950 
ShopVac Corporation  900 
Lycoming County (public administration) 580 
West Pharmaceutical Services, Inc. 642 
Primus Technologies Corporation 470 

Source: http://www.williamsport.org/uploads/Table3.pdf 

Unemployment 
In 2008, unemployment levels were slightly higher in the Williamsport MSA (6 percent) 
as compared to the entire State of Pennsylvania (5.4 percent) and the nation as a whole 
(5.8 percent).  By May of 2009, unemployment rates had increased for all three 
geographic areas to 9.4 percent for the nation, 8.2 percent for the State of Pennsylvania, 
and 9.1 percent for the Williamsport MSA (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2009). 

4.10.1.3 Environmental Justice 
EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations 
and Low-Income Populations (1994), requires federal agencies to achieve environmental 
justice "to the greatest extent practicable" by identifying and addressing 
“disproportionately high adverse human health or environmental effects of activities on 
minority populations and low income populations." Based on the 2007 American 
Community Survey of the Williamsport MSA, the minority population comprises less 
than 10 percent of the total population and approximately 13.9 percent of the population 
has had an income below the poverty line within the last twelve months (U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2009).  

4.10.1.4 Protection of Children 
Williamsport Reserve Training Center follows the guidelines as specified for the 
protection of children as indicated in EO 13045 (1997), Protection of Children from 
Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risk. This EO requires that federal agencies shall 
make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health risks and safety risks 
that may disproportionately affect children and ensure that policies, programs, and 
standards address disproportionate risks to children that result from environmental health 
or safety risks. 
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4.10.2 Consequences 
Potential socioeconomic impacts are considered significant if the Proposed Action would 
cause: 

• Substantial gains or losses in population and/or employment; or 
• Disequilibrium in the housing market, such as severe housing shortages or 

surpluses, resulting in substantial property value changes. 

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

4.10.2.1 Alternative 1 – Preferred Alternative 
The Economic Impact Forecast System (EIFS) model was used to estimate the economic 
effects of the proposed action and the results are compared to rational threshold values 
(RTVs) as a means of evaluating the significance of these effects in relation to the 
regional economy. RTVs are positive and negative percent changes in sales volume, 
income, employment, and population that represent an acceptable range around the 
maximum historic fluctuations that have occurred within the ROI over the period 1969 
through 2000. The EIFS model report, which contains the model inputs, outputs, and 
significance measures, is provided as Appendix D. 

Economic Development 

Construction Phase 
In terms of personnel, the proposed action involves the addition approximately 114 part 
time users during drill weekends per month to Williamsport AFRC from other existing 
facilities within the ROI. Construction of the Williamsport AFRC Complex under the 
proposed action is expected to last approximately 24 months (September 2009 to 
September 2011) and cost $18,500,000 for Alternative 1. In the short term, expenditures 
in the local economy for goods and services and direct employment associated with 
construction would increase sales volume, employment, and income in the ROI. The 
economic benefits would be temporary, lasting only for the duration of the construction 
period. It is assumed that capital expenditures for construction of the proposed 
Williamsport AFRC Complex would be spread annually over the 24 month construction 
period in proportion to the respective duration in each calendar year. 

The forecast employment and income effects associated with the proposed construction 
activity for each year are minimal. The greatest effect would occur in fall/winter 2010 
when total employment in the ROI would increase by 303 jobs throughout the period of 
construction. These jobs would be comprised of 180 direct construction jobs and 124 
secondary jobs associated with (a) the procurement of goods, materials, and services and 
(b) spending (personal consumption expenditures) by the construction workers. Effects in 
the prior and subsequent years of construction would be less. 
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This employment effect in 2010 corresponds to a small fraction of less than one percent 
(.46%) of regional baseline employment. Suppliers in the ROI would experience a short-
term increase in the sale of construction-related materials and provision of services. It is 
anticipated that the construction workers required by the proposed action would be 
available in the regional workforce. As of 2007, the ROI contained approximately 3,732 
full- and part-time jobs in the construction sector of the economy (Bureau of Economic 
Analysis, US Department of Commerce, 2009).  

Estimates of both the direct and secondary effects of construction activities and the 
induced effects in related industrial sectors that would be affected by construction 
expenditures and employment in 2010 when effects would be most evident are minimal 
(less than 1%). The percentage increase in sales volume, income, and employment are 
relatively minor and fall within the range of historical fluctuations in those economic 
parameters, as represented by the RTVs for the region. Short-term minor beneficial 
effects to the regional economy can be expected from the construction activities required 
to implement the proposed action. 

Operations Phase 
There would be no measureable change in long-term employment because the proposed 
action involves the relocation of existing personnel within the ROI. The facilities from 
which the units would be relocated would experience decreases in maintenance and repair 
expenditures. It is anticipated that maintenance and repair expenditures for the proposed 
Williamsport AFRC would not exceed those for the existing facilities and negligible 
long-term impacts are anticipated. 

Population and Housing 
In light of current economic conditions the workforce required during the construction 
phase of the proposed action should be available within the region and no in-migration of 
construction workers is anticipated; however, that will ultimately be determined by the 
firms hired to perform the work.  Assuming there is no need for in-migration of workers, 
no increase in population is anticipated and potential impacts to housing and other 
community resources are not expected to occur.     

Environmental Justice and Protection of Children 
The proposed action would be confined to Williamsport AFRC. Construction and 
operation of the proposed Williamsport AFRC Complex would not result in adverse 
impacts associated with air quality, noise, groundwater, surface water, or hazardous 
materials and wastes. Safety measures to protect pedestrians, including children, would 
be implemented during construction. As a result, minorities, low-income residents, and 
children living in proximity to Williamsport AFRC would not be disproportionately 
impacted by the proposed action. This analysis is considered valid regardless of the total 
number or percentage of minorities, low-income residents, or children that live in 
proximity to the area, or the distance of their residences from the area. The minority 
population that surrounds the property on which the preferred action will occur does not 
have a higher minority population than is characteristic of Williamsport as a whole.  For 
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these reasons, the proposed action would have no effect on environmental justice or 
protection of children. 

4.10.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative there would be no changes to existing socioeconomic 
conditions within the ROI. 

4.11 Transportation 

4.11.1 Affected Environment 
This section describes the general traffic conditions within the ROI in terms of access and 
circulation. The ROI for transportation is defined as the Preferred Alternative site and the 
immediate vicinity.  

4.11.1.1 Roadways and Traffic 
The Preferred Alternative site is located approximately 1.16 miles northeast of the 
intersection of Interstate 180 and US Route 15 (Market Street).  The primary access to the 
site is along Penn Street.  There is another access point along Grove Street.  These roads 
are two-lane roadways that run north to south. The current use of the site includes 240 
part-time users from the surrounding area for two drill weekends per month.  During 
these drill weekends, the soldiers currently park on the streets in the residential 
neighborhoods because there is insufficient on-site parking space.  

4.11.1.2 Public Transportation 
The River Valley Transit (RVT) offers several public transportation services in the 
Greater Williamsport and Lycoming County area.  This service is free to senior citizens 
and children under 6 years of age (River Valley Transit 2009).  Susquehanna Trailways 
provides daily long distance bus service from Williamsport to Elmira, New York, 
Harrisburg, New York City, and Philadelphia.  The Williamsport Regional Airport (IPT) 
is approximately four miles to the east.  The airport has three flights daily via US 
Airways.  Train freight service (west to Avis and east to Muncy) is provided by the 
Lycoming Valley Railroad, and offers connections to the Norfolk Southern and Canadian 
Pacific railroads (http://www.lyco.org/dotnetnuke/Home/Overview/tabid/131/Default.).   

4.11.2 Consequences 
Potential impacts to transportation are considered significant if the Proposed Action 
would: 

• Disrupt or improve current transportation patterns and systems; 
• Deteriorate or improve existing levels of service; 
• Change existing levels of safety; and 
• Disrupt and deteriorate current installation activities. 
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4.11.2.1 Alternative 1 – Preferred Alternative 
Overall, potential transportation impacts from the Preferred Alternative would not be 
significant, and would have little to no long-term impacts. 

During the demolition and construction phases of the Proposed Action, a temporary 
increase in vehicular traffic into and out of the Preferred Alternative site is expected, 
including the use of heavy equipment.  With the construction of new POV and MEP 
parking areas, it is projected that the existing infrastructure at the proposed Williamsport 
AFRC site and the surrounding area would be able to accommodate full-time employees 
during the week.  Currently, there are approximately 40 full-time personnel and 240 part-
time personnel that use the site for drill weekends (site is currently used two 
weekends/month for drill). The Proposed Action includes the addition of 114 USAR part-
time users (for a total of 354 users; 240 of which currently use the site). There would be 
some months that may necessitate use of the site for an additional drill weekend because 
some drills could be consolidated based on unit YTC and when annual training is 
scheduled.  It is anticipated that ingress and egress of the site for the additional 114 
USAR users would be similar in terms of pathway and distribution to that of the existing 
part-time users.  Therefore, implementation of the Preferred Alternative is not expected to 
negatively impact the surrounding roadway network.   

Adequate parking spaces for privately owned vehicles as well as MEP would be 
provided.  Currently, there is inadequate on-site parking for these users, and therefore 
parking occurs along the residential streets during drill weekends.  The transportation 
related impact to the surrounding neighborhood will be positive because all parking will 
be accommodated on site.  The ability to accommodate all parking on site will greatly   
increase force protection at the facility as well. 

4.11.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, conditions at the facility will remain unchanged.  
Currently during weekend training drills there aren’t sufficient parking facilities for 
privately owned vehicles (POVs) on site causing users to park on neighborhood streets.  
As a result, users are required to walk from the residential areas to the facility to gain 
access. 

4.12 Utilities 

4.12.1 Affected Environment 
This section describes existing utilities at the proposed Williamsport AFRC site. In 
general, the utility systems are classified as distribution and collection systems including 
water, wastewater system, and energy sources. Communication systems and solid waste 
disposal are also discussed in this section. The ROI for utilities is defined as utility 
services at the Williamsport AFRC site and the associated public utility service providers. 
Local municipal and commercial utility entities provide all major utilities (water, sewer, 
natural gas, electricity, and communications) at the proposed site. 
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4.12.1.1 Potable Water Supply 
Potable water can be defined as water fit for drinking, being free from contamination and 
not containing a sufficient quantity of saline material to be regarded as a mineral water. 
There are no drinking water or irrigation supply wells located on the property.  All water 
for the Preferred Alternative site is provided by the Williamsport Municipal Water 
Authority (WMWA).  The sources of the municipal water are mostly from surface water 
from local watersheds owned by the WMWA.  The WMWA also maintains a treatment 
and pumping facility at the Lycoming Creek wellfield near the West Branch of the 
Susquehanna River (WMWA 2008).  The City’s water treatment plant has a rated 
capacity of 12.5 million gallons per day (MGD).  Williamsport currently has an annual 
average daily consumption of 7 MGD (PlanIt2 2008). 

4.12.1.2 Wastewater System 
Sanitary sewer service for the site is provided by the Williamsport Sanitary Authority.  
There is currently a sewer line along the northern boundary of the site with a manhole 
located along Grove Street (east of the central Quonset hut).  A two-inch force main has 
been recently installed between the existing RC and FMS, running south to the fence line, 
then turning east and paralleling the fence line, then exiting the fence line at the southeast 
corner of the FMS MEP area, and extending south-southeast across the open area of the 
site to the intersection of Army Lane and George Street (PlanIt2 2008).   The City of 
Williamsport's Central Wastewater Treatment Plant is designed to handle a wastewater 
capacity of 10.5 MGD.   The average daily flow of treated effluent for 2008 was 7 MGD. 

4.12.1.3 Storm Water System 
Information regarding the stormwater infrastructure is taken from the EBS (PlanIt2 2008).  
Fourteen storm water collection intakes were identified on this site.  These drains collect 
surface runoff from the site into the City of Williamsport storm water system.  A 
stormwater survey was completed for the existing Williamsport RC and FMS in 1996.  
This survey identified proper storage of hazardous materials at the site, and no potential 
direct pathways for these materials to enter the storm water system.  A SWPPP will be 
prepared to meet PDEP requirements.   The proposed site would be permitted for 
stormwater regulations as required by the PDEP. 

4.12.1.4 Energy Sources 
The properties have access to both electricity and natural gas.  Electricity is provided by 
PPL Electric Utilities and natural gas is provided by UGI Utilities Inc. (PlanIt2 2008).   

4.12.1.5 Communication 
The AFRC utilizes an Alcotel system for its communications services. Alcotel is 
associated with Avaya. The system is maintained by Cyber, Inc., Peachtree City, Georgia 
under contract with the U.S. Army Reserve Command in Atlanta. 

4.12.1.6 Solid Waste 
Solid waste disposal would be accomplished by contract with a qualified waste 
contractor. 
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4.12.2 Consequences 
Effects on infrastructure are considered in terms of increases in demands on systems and 
the ability of existing systems to meet those demands. Potential effects to the 
environment could occur if the existing systems are insufficient to handle the increased 
demands requiring construction and operation of a new system that may affect the 
environment. Utility demands include both construction and operations usage. Utility 
demands during the operations of the Proposed Action are based on the facility square 
footage and personnel requirements. 

4.12.2.1 Alternative 1 – Preferred Alternative 
Operation of the AFRC would not result in increases in demand on the city’s drinking 
water supply and wastewater treatment system, since the units would be realigned from 
the Lycoming Memorial Army Reserve Center, located approximately 1.2 miles away as 
well as National Guard units that are already on the site. There is sufficient capacity to 
accommodate the use of the facility by approximately 114 reservists for an additional 
weekend per month.  As indicated above, there is sufficient capacity with both supply and 
treatment systems to accommodate the proposed construction and operation of the AFRC.   

Since the site is greater than 1 acre, a Stormwater Discharge Permit for General 
Construction would be required prior to construction. This permit would require that a 
SWPPP and Notice of Intent be prepared and filed with the EPA through the PDEP. The 
SWPPP would identify BMPs that are required to be implemented to control stormwater 
erosion and runoff from the site and sedimentation into downstream areas.  

Stormwater runoff will be directed through a series of inlets, drainage pipes, and swales 
that will discharge into two detention basins; one at the northeast corner of the site and 
the other at the southeast corner of the site (See Appendix B, Sheet C 130).  The 
stormwater detention facilities have been designed in a manner such that the rate of 
runoff from the site will not be greater after development than prior to development.  
Also, the storage structures have been designed such that the post development 1-year 
and 10-year peak discharge will not exceed 50% of the predevelopment discharges and 
the 25-year and 100-year peak discharges will not exceed 75% of the predevelopment 
discharge rates (Polaris Engineering 2009).  Upon completion of the construction 
activities, all disturbed areas that are not going to be landscaped and routinely maintained 
should be reseeded with native vegetation in order to prevent erosion and runoff. 

Anticipated Wastewater Usage from Proposed Facility will increase by 2,935 gallons per 
day (gpd).  Due to this increase, a planning exemption as allowed by the Pennsylvania 
Sewage Facilities Act was requested for the proposed AFRC facilities.  In a letter dated 
July 7, 2009, PDEP determined that this proposal is exempt from the Pennsylvania 
Sewage Facilities Act and therefore the proposed new public sewerage connection for the 
estimate 2,935 gpd of additional sewage flow is accepted and sufficient capacity is 
available.  This letter is included in Appendix C. 

Overall, potential impacts to utilities from the Preferred Alternative would not be 
significant.  Under the Preferred Alternative, irretrievable commitments of resources 
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would occur from the consumptive use of electrical energy and fuel during the 
construction, demolition, and operations phases.  However a positive impact is 
anticipated due to the demolition of antiquated structures and the incorporation of new, 
more energy efficient structures that will be designed with a goal of meeting the Silver 
Standards for LEED.    Demolition and construction activities associated with the 
Proposed Action would result in short-term minor adverse effects on solid waste disposal 
in Williamsport.    

4.12.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no changes to utilities would occur at the site. 

4.13 Hazardous and Toxic Substances 

4.13.1 Affected Environment 
This section describes the existing conditions of hazardous and toxic substances at the 
Preferred Alternative site.  Management of hazardous materials and hazardous wastes are 
discussed as well as site clean-up. The ROI is defined as the Preferred Alternative site. 

For purposes of this EA, hazardous materials are those regulated under federal, state, 
DoD, and Army regulations. Hazardous materials are required to be handled, managed, 
treated, or stored properly by trained personnel under the following regulations: 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) Hazardous Communication, 29 
CFR 1900.1200 and 29 CFR 1926.59; and Department of Transportation Hazardous 
Materials, 49 CFR 172.101; EPA, 40 CFR 260 et seq. (OSHA 2006). 

Preferred Alternative 
An EBS Report (PlanIt2 2008) was prepared for the Preferred Alternative site. There were 
several Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) found on the site.  These RECs 
related to the undocumented removal of three former heating oil Underground Storage 
Tanks (USTs).  Two of the USTs (2,000 gallon and 8,000 gallon USTs) contained No. 5 
bunker fuel and one (3,000 gallon UST) contained diesel oil fuel.  A Phase II 
Environmental Assessment Report (ARM Group Inc. 2009) was prepared to address 
potential petroleum hydrocarbon compounds (PHCs) associated with these three RECs.  
The following information was extrapolated from that report. 

The nature and extent of soils across the Site was characterized and delineated.  Based on 
the results of soil samples submitted for laboratory analysis there were no exceedances of 
the Statewide Health Standards (SHSs) for soil or soil vapor.  No remedial actions or 
engineering or institutional controls are necessary to maintain residential use standards 
for this Site.  A ground penetrating radar (GPR) survey was completed in order to 
identify potential anomalies associated with UST features and underground facilities.  
Several geophysical anomalies (primarily associated with underground utilities) were 
identified.  According to the findings of the Phase II Assessment, the size and shape of 
the anomalies detected were not characteristic of the USTs which were thought to have 
occurred on the site.   Any potential contamination encountered during demolition 
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activities is the responsibility of the demolition contractor and should be handled 
according to relevant laws and regulations.   

In addition to the three potential RECs mentioned above, the EBS (PlanIt2 2008) 
identified another REC associated with the potential presence of lead associated with the 
former four-lane indoor firing range within the northernmost NRC concrete block 
structure.  This site was apparently remediated in 1999, however there is no 
documentation that supports this action.  Other potential environmental concerns 
identified by the EBS were asbestos containing materials (ACM), lead based paint (LBP), 
and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) within the former NRC.  It is the responsibility of 
the demolition contractor to assess and, if necessary, remediate these concerns according 
to relevant laws and regulations. 

4.13.2 Consequences 
Potential impacts to hazardous materials and hazardous waste management are 
considered significant if the Proposed Action would: 

• Result in noncompliance with applicable federal and state regulations; or 
• Increase the amounts of generated or procured hazardous materials beyond 

current permitted capacities or management capabilities. 

4.13.2.1 Alternative 1 – Preferred Alternative 
The proposed AFRC would consist primarily of training and office space as well as 
administrative service areas and a MTSF.  There would be minimal use of hazardous 
materials, such as janitorial products and printing supplies. Any hazardous materials will 
be handled and stored in accordance with applicable regulations and label precautions. 
The addition of privately owned and military vehicles would increase the chance of leaks 
and spills.  These impacts can be avoided through routine and proper maintenance of 
vehicles and equipment.  Also, drip pans would be used for vehicles when stored.  Small 
quantities of hazardous waste may be generated from vehicle maintenance activities, such 
as parts degreasing. Long-term impacts are expected to be negligible, and limited to very 
small quantities of vehicle fluids. The possibility for even these very small amounts of 
materials to migrate offsite or impact area natural resources would be reduced to virtually 
none by the use of drip trays, mats, regular removal of fluids during longer vehicle 
storage periods, and the application of standard BMPs and additional pretreatment BMPs 
such as oil/water separators. 

Activities at the MTSF would be limited to operator-level maintenance, such as checking 
and topping-off fluids in military vehicles.  POL use and waste would be minimal, and 
service beyond this scope would be performed off-site. No vehicle fueling operations 
would be conducted on the site.  Due to the minimal use of hazardous materials and 
minimal waste generation in this proposed facility, there would be negligible, long-term, 
adverse impacts related to hazardous or toxic substances from the proposed facility’s 
operation. 
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The issues relating to the potential presence of lead, LBP, ACM, and PCBs mentioned 
above would be the responsibility of the demolition contractor to address prior and during 
demolition of the easternmost structures, according to state and federal regulations.     

4.13.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no changes to hazardous and toxic substances 
management would occur. 

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

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

4.14.1 Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 
The geographic area analyzed for cumulative impacts includes both the proposed 
Williamsport AFRC site and approximately 1 mile surrounding the site.  No past, present, 
or reasonably foreseeable future projects were identified on the Preferred Alternative site 
other than the Proposed Action.  The only reasonable foreseeable actions identified 
within a 1-mile radius of the Preferred Alternative are potential residential single or 
multi-family housing developments. 

4.14.2 Cumulative Effects 
Environmental effects for all resources potentially affected by the Proposed Action when 
combined with the identified reasonably foreseeable projects are discussed below. 

4.14.2.1 Land Use 
The Proposed Action would not cause any incremental impacts to land use when 
combined with the future projects in the vicinity of the Preferred Alternative, because 
these projects would occur on land that is already zoned for residential use and the 
Proposed Action is on land that is already in use for military purposes.   
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4.14.2.2 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 
Construction and demolition of the AFRC at the site would cause incremental impacts to 
aesthetics and visual resources when combined with the future development projects if 
construction occurred simultaneously. These impacts would be temporary and would not 
be significant. 

4.14.2.3 Air Quality 
If the construction/demolition periods overlapped, the Proposed Action would cause 
short-term incremental impacts to air quality when combined with the construction, 
demolition, or renovation aspects of the future projects listed in Section 4.14.1. 
Construction, renovation, or demolition may cause increased short-term external 
combustion in air emissions from heavy equipment usage. These impacts would be 
temporary impacts and would not be significant.  Proper and routine maintenance of 
vehicles and other equipment would be implemented to ensure that emissions are within 
the design standards of all construction equipment. 

4.14.2.4 Noise 
The Proposed Action would cause short-term incremental impacts to noise when 
combined with the construction/demolition aspects of the future projects listed in Section 
4.14.1 if construction occurred simultaneously.  These impacts would be temporary, and 
cumulative effects to noise would not be significant. 

4.14.2.5 Geology and Soils 
The Proposed Action would cause minor, long-term incremental impacts to geology and 
soils when combined with the future projects listed in Section 4.14.1 through the addition 
of impervious surfaces to the general vicinity of the Williamsport AFRC. Incremental 
impacts would result in the reduction of infiltration of precipitation into the soil; 
however, the cumulative effects to geology and soils would not be significant. 

4.14.2.6 Water Resources 
The Proposed Action would cause minor, long-term incremental impacts to water 
resources when combined with the future projects listed in Section 4.14.1 through the 
addition of impervious surfaces to the general vicinity of the Williamsport AFRC.  BMPs 
during construction and operation of the facilities would reduce these impacts during 
most occasions. 

4.14.2.7 Biological Resources 
The Proposed Action would cause minor, long-term incremental impacts to biological 
resources when combined with the future projects listed in Section 4.14.1 by removing 
vegetation and causing the direct loss of plant and wildlife habitats in the general vicinity 
of the Williamsport AFRC.  However, these projects together would not substantially 
diminish the quality or quantity of habitat for plants or animals, nor would they 
substantially diminish regional or local populations of plant or animal species. 
Cumulative effects to biological resources would therefore not be significant. 
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4.14.2.8 Cultural Resources 
No impacts to cultural resources would occur as a result of the Proposed Action; 
therefore, cumulative effects to cultural resources would not be significant. Ground 
disturbance due to the Proposed Action and the future projects would involve the 
potential for discovery of or impact to previously unrecorded cultural artifacts. Strict 
adherence to a SOP regarding the inadvertent discovery of archaeological resources 
would minimize the possibility of adverse impacts.  

4.14.2.9 Socioeconomics 
The Proposed Action may cause short-term incremental impacts to socioeconomics when 
combined with the future projects listed in Section 4.14.1. Beneficial short-term impacts 
would result from the Proposed Action due to an increase in employment and economic 
development. 

The Proposed Action when combined with projects listed in Section 4.14.1 would have 
short- and long-term beneficial effects on the regional economy in terms of employment, 
income, and business sales.   

4.14.2.10 Transportation 
The Proposed Action may cause incremental impacts to transportation when combined 
with the future projects listed in Section 4.14.1. Short-term incremental impacts would 
result from increases in vehicular traffic from construction and demolition activities.  
Traffic within the area as well as demands on transportation infrastructure would be 
increased, especially on weekends when combined with future projects in the area.   

4.14.2.11 Utilities 
The Proposed Action may cause short-term incremental impacts to utilities when 
combined with the future projects listed in Section 4.14.1. Incremental impacts would 
result from construction and demolition solid waste. Solid waste produced by these 
projects would be shipped to a municipal landfill and would not be expected to cause 
adverse impacts to the landfill.  Long-term incremental impacts would result from use of 
additional capacity of water and wastewater systems.  It is anticipated that there is 
sufficient capacity with both supply and treatment systems to accommodate the Proposed 
Action and future projects (discussed in Section 4.14.1), therefore, cumulative impacts to 
utilities are not anticipated to be significant.  In addition, the incorporation of LEED 
Silver Standards in the design process will cause sustainability features to be included 
that will further reduce the potential for any adverse impact. 

4.14.2.12 Hazardous and Toxic Substances 
The Proposed Action may cause short-term incremental impacts from the use of 
hazardous and toxic substances during demolition and construction when combined with 
the future projects listed in Section 4.14.1. Incremental impacts would also result from 
increased waste from heavy construction equipment (i.e. hydraulic fluid), addition of 
POVs, and/or cleaners or solvents.  However, overall cumulative impacts from hazardous 
and toxic substances would not be significant. 
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4.15 Mitigation Summary 
Mitigation measures are measures that are integral to an alternative to reduce impacts. No 
mitigation measures are required for the Preferred Alternative discussed in this EA 
because resulting impacts are not significant. 
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5.0 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the Preferred Alternative, and the No Action 
Alternative have been considered. No significant adverse impacts were identified for the 
Preferred Alternative.   

Therefore, the issuance of a FNSI is warranted, and preparation of an environmental 
impact statement is not required.  
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9.0 ACRONYM LIST 
 

μg/m3  micrograms per cubic meter 
ACM Asbestos containing materials 
ACSIM Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management 
AFIST Abrams Full-crew Interactive Simulator 
AFRC Armed Forces Reserve Center 
AIRFA American Indian Religious Freedom Act 
AMSL Above Mean Sea Level 
APE Area of Potential Effects 
ARPA Archaeological Resources Protection Act 
ASIV Available Site Identification and Validation Report 
AT/FP Anti-terrorism/Force Protection 
BEA Bureau of Economic Analysis 
BLS Bureau of Labor Statistics 
BMP  best management practice 
BRAC  Base Realignment and Closure 
CAIR Clean Air Interstate Rule 
CEQ  Council on Environmental Quality 
CFR  Code of Federal Regulations 
CO  carbon monoxide 
CO Company 
CWA  Clean Water Act 
dB  decibel 
dBA  A-weighted decibel 
DMVA Department of Military and Veterans Affairs 
DoD  U.S. Department of Defense 
EA  environmental assessment 
EBS Environmental Baseline Survey 
EIFS  Economic Impact Forecast System 
EIS Environmental Impact Statement 
EO  Executive Order 
EPA  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
EPAct05 Energy Policy Act of 2005 
ESA  Endangered Species Act 
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 
FMS Field Maintenance Shop 
FNSI  Finding of No Significant Impact 
FPPA Farmland Protection Policy Act 
FSC Forward Support Company 
GPR Ground Penetrating Radar 
HUC Hydrologic Unit Code 
HVAC heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
LBP Lead based paint 
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LEED Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 
MEP Military Equipment Parking 
MGD Million Gallons per Day 
MSA Metropolitan Statistical Area 
MSL  mean sea level 
MTSF Maintenance Training and Storage Facility 
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NAGPRA Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
NEPA  National Environmental Policy Act 
NHPA  National Historic Preservation Act 
NO2  nitrogen dioxide 
NOx  nitrogen oxides 
NOA Notice of Availability 
NOI Notice of Intent 
NPDES  National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
NRC Naval Reserve Center 
NRCS Natural Resource Conservation Service 
NRHP  National Register of Historic Places 
NWI National Wetlands Inventory 
O3  ozone 
OMS Organizational Maintenance Shop 
OSHA  Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
PAARNG Pennsylvania Army National Guard 
PADEP Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 
PADMVA Pennsylvania Department of Military and Veterans Affairs 
PDCNR Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources 
Pb  lead 
PCBs Polychlorinated biphenyls 
PHCs Petroleum hydrocarbon compounds 
PHMC Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 
PM Particulate Matter 
PM2.5  particulate matter with an aerodynamic size less than or equal to 

2.5 microns 
PM10  particulate matter with an aerodynamic size less than or equal to 

10 microns 
PNDI Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory 
POLs Petroleum, Oils, and Lubricants 
POVs privately-owned vehicles 
ppm  parts per million 
PSD  Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
RC Readiness Center 
REC Recognized Environmental Conditions 
ROI  region of influence 
RONA Record of Non-Applicability 
RSC  Regional Support Command 
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RTV  rational threshold value 
RVT River Valley Transit 
SDD Sustainable Design and Development 
SF Square Foot 
SHPO State Historic Preservation Office 
SHS Statewide Health Standards 
SIP State Implementation Plan 
SO2  sulfur dioxide 
SOP  standard operating procedure 
SPCC  Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures 
SWPPP  Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
USACE  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
USAR United States Army Reserve 
USARC U.S. Army Reserve Center 
USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture 
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS U.S. Geological Survey 
UST  underground storage tank 
WMWA Williamsport Municipal Water Authority 
YTC Yearly Training Calendars 
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Photographs 

 





 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo 1.  Looking west from central portion of Preferred Alternative site toward existing 
Armory (RC), and AFIST. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo 2.  Quonset huts on eastern portion of property.   
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Photo 3.  Looking north across gravel parking area (existing MEP on left side of 
photograph). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo 4.  Looking northwest across stormwater detention pond on the southwestern 
portion of the Preferred Alternative site. 
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Photo 5.  Looking west along main entrance into Preferred Alternative site (existing 
armory on right and stormwater pond on left). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo 6.  Looking southeast across Preferred Alternative site from northern boundary. 
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Photo 7.  Looking west along Army Lane on southern property boundary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo 8.  Façade of existing armory on northwest portion of Preferred Alternative site. 
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BUREAU OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 
BUILDING 0-11, FT INDIANTOWN GAP, ANNVILLE, PA 17003-5002 

Phone:  (717) 861-8181       Fax:  (717) 861-8249 
 

January 30, 2009 

Mr. Edgar French, Pesident 
Delaware Tribe of Western Oklahoma 
Delaware Executive Committee 
P.O. Box 825 
Anadarko, OK 73005 
 
RE:  New Readiness Centers Williamsport, Lycoming County, PA; Jackson and West Manchester 
Townships, York County, PA; Tobyhanna Army Depot, Coolbaugh Township, Monroe County, PA 

RE: New Combined Support Maintenance Shop West at the Greater Pittsburgh International Airport, 
Allegheny County, PA 

RE: Deconstruction of Historical Field Maintenance Shop at Williamsport, Lycoming County, PA 

Dear Mr. French: 

The Pennsylvania Department of Military and Veterans Affairs and the Pennsylvania Army National 
Guard will be building in several areas of Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 

In all areas, as listed above with the exception of the Combined Support Maintenance Shop where we will 
be conducting a survey, we or another entity have conducted Phase I archeological environmental 
studies.  The field surveys included surface surveillance and excavation of shovel test probes.  Based on 
the results of these Phase I surveys, there are no archaeological sites located within the area of potential 
effect.   

However, should anything be found in the construction, we have the language below in our consultant’s 
contracts: 

If there are inadvertent discoveries of archaeological material due to construction or other soil 
disturbance, the project manager should contact the Cultural Resources Manager immediately by 
telephone or radio, and work should cease in that area until National Historic Preservation Act (PAARNG 
Integrated Cultural Resource Management Plan SOP 3), Archaeological Resource Protection Act of 
1997(SOP 5),and Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (SOP 12) regulations are 
initiated and followed.  Any disposition of archeological deposits are the responsibility of the National 
Guard and not the contractor.    

A more detailed description of the Proposed Action is provided in the attached Project Narrative 
Descriptions. We look forward to your participation in this NEPA review process.  If you have any 
comments, require additional information, or if you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact 
me at 717-861-9415, or the address above. If preferable, you may fax your response to us at 717-861-
8249 or email me at rmeneses@state.pa.us.   

     Sincerely, 
 
 
 
     Rita L. Meneses 
     Cultural Resources Manager 
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Governor Scott Miller 
Absentee-Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 
2025 South Gordon Cooper Drive 
Shawnee, OK  74801-9318 

LeRoy Howard, Chief 
Seneca-Cayuga Tribe of Oklahoma 
17201 South 663 Road 
Wyandotte, OK  74370 

Tamara Francis, NAGPRA Director 
Delaware Nation 
P.O. Box 825 
Anadarko, OK  73005 

Roger Hill, Chief 
Tonawanda Seneca Nation 
7027 Meadville Road 
Basom, New York 14013 

Jerry Douglas, Chief 
Delaware Tribe of Indians 
220 NW Virginia 
Bartlesville, OK  74003 

Leo R. Henry, Chief 
Tuscarora Nation 
5616 Walmore Road 
Lewistown, NY  14092 

Dr. Brice Obermeyer, Delaware Tribe of Indians 
c/o Dept of Sociology and Anthropology 
Emporia SU, Roosevelt Hall, Rm 121 
1200 Commercial, Box 4022 
Emporia, KS  66801 

Irvin Powless, Jr., Chief 
Onondaga Nation 
102 W. Conklin Ave. 
Nedrow, NY  13120 

Bruce Gonzeles, President 
Delaware Tribe of Western Oklahoma 
Executive Committee 
P.O. Box 825 
Anadarko, OK  73005 

Clint Half Town, Representative 
Cayuga Nation 
P.O. Box 11 
Versailles, NY  14168 
 

Glenna J. Wallace, Chief 
Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 350 
Seneca, MO  64865 

 

Ron Sparkman, Tribal Chairman 
Shawnee Tribe 
PO Box 189 
Miami, OK  74355 

 

James W. Ransom, Chief 
St. Regis Mohawk Tribe 
412 State Route 37 
Akwesasne, NY  13655 

 

Barry Snyder, President 
Seneca Nation of Indians 
12837 Route 438 
Irving, NY  14081 

 

Mr. Raymond Halbritter 
Oneida Indian Nation of New York 
2037 Dream Catcher Plaza 
Oneida, NY  13421 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

Request to Initiate Consultation under the State History Code and Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act  

~ 
Project Narrative Description  

 

The PAARNG will be constructing a new Armed Forces Reserve Center next to the current Williamsport 
Readiness Center, located at 1300 Penn Street, Williamsport, Pennsylvania. The building site is now 
used as a baseball/soccer field and an ice skating rink by Williamsport Township.  There are no sites 
eligible for or listed on the National Register of Historic Places located nearby according to CRGIS.  The 
land has been blitzed by years of use, first for training and second for the playing field.   
 
It is our determination that no cultural resources would be affected, and no additional surveys would be 
necessary.  However, should any advertant discovery be made during construction, in accordance with 
state and federal law, construction shall stop until the DMVA Cultural Resources Manager is contacted, 
and consultation with PHMC is accomplished.   
     
Attached is the current information we have on new Armed Forces Reserve Center.  The Army Reserves 
will be co-located with the PAARNG in the facility. As of now, there are no plans other than the interior 
design plans that are also attached.  Since the present Readiness Center is on the National Register of 
Historic Places, and the new facility will be located nearby, I will be doing a view shed analysis once the 
footprint of the new facility is available.   
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BUREAU OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 
BUILDING 0-11, FT INDIANTOWN GAP, ANNVILLE, PA 17003-5002 

Phone:  (717) 861-8181       Fax:  (717) 861-8249 
 

April 29, 2009 
 

 
Mr. Doug McLearen, Chief 
Division of Archaeology & Protection 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 
Bureau for Historic Preservation 
Commonwealth Keystone Building  
2nd Floor - 400 North Street 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120 
 
CERTIFIED MAIL:  7008 1300 0002 0071 1442 
 
SUBJECT: ER 2009-0408-081-A 
 New Armed Forces Reserve Center at Williamsport, Lycoming County, Pennsylvania.  
 
Dear Mr. McLearen: 
 
Attached is the additional information you requested (see attached letter and form). 
 
The outside design will include Art Deco touches at the entrance to coincide with the original 
armory. 
 
 We look forward to your review and comments.  If you need further information or have 
questions, please write me at PA Department of Military and Veterans Affairs, Environmental 
Section, Bldg. 0-11, Annville, PA 17003-5002 or call 717-861-9415 or email 
rmeneses@state.pa.us.   
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Rita L. Meneses 
Cultural Resources Manager 
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An employee-owned company 

7406 Fullerton Street, Suite 350 ● Jacksonville, Florida 32256 ● Telephone: 904.363.6100 Fax: 904.363.8811 ● www.pbsj.com 

 
June 18, 2009 

Mr. Christopher Urban 
Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission 
Chief, Natural Diversity Section 
450 Robinson Lane 
Bellefonte, PA 16823-9620 
 
Dear Mr. Urban: 
 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended, implements 
recommendations made during the fall of 2005, by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC 
Commission).  The BRAC Commission has recommended the closure of the Lycoming Memorial United States 
Army Reserve Center and Organizational Maintenance Shop (OMS) located in Williamsport, PA and relocation of 
Army Reserve and Pennsylvania National Guard (PAARNG) units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC) 
in Williamsport, Pennsylvania.  The new AFRC will have the capability to accommodate the CO B 4-103rd, CO D 4-
103rd, and Support Team/CO F (FSC), 228th Brigade Support Battalion of the PAARNG as well as U.S. Army 
Reserve (USAR) units.     

 
The Preferred Alternative site consists of 15.2 acres and is located northeast of the intersection of Penn Street and 
Army Lane in Williamsport, PA (Figure 1 and Figure 2).  The site currently supports a Readiness Center (RC), Field 
Maintenance Shop (FMS), Abrams Full-crew Interactive Simulator (AFIST) and associated parking in the northwest 
corner.  The easternmost portion of the site currently contains three Quonset huts and supporting structures that are 
occupied by the PAARNG.  The central portion of the site is currently grass that is maintained on a regular basis 
with mature trees to the north.  This area is used by nearby residents as a community park.  There is a stormwater 
detention pond on the southeast corner of the site that is used seasonably by local residents as an ice skating pond.  
There is a small gravel parking area along the southern property boundary.  The area in the vicinity of the Preferred 
Alternative site consists mostly of residential properties with an undeveloped parcel of land across Grove Street to 
the east.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Mobile District is in the process of preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA), which will assess the potential impacts of constructing and operating the new 
AFRC at this location. No additional weapons systems or demands on training ranges are required for the proposed 
action. 
 
In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Endangered Species Act, Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act, and other regulations, an evaluation of potential effects (both beneficial and adverse) associated 
with implementing this action is required.  Based on the information available, we do not anticipate that the project 
would impact any state or federally listed species or critical habitat.  We have also conducted a current Pennsylvania 
Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) Project Environmental Review search (Attachment A).  We seek concurrence 
from your agency that the proposed action would not impact listed threatened or endangered species or critical 
habitat.   
 
Please provide your input within 30 calendar days of receipt of this letter. If you have questions or concerns about 
this project, please do not hesitate to call me at (904) 363-8489.     
 

Sincerely, 
 

 
Amy R. Dalton 
Environmental Scientist 
PBS&J, Inc. 
ardalton@pbsj.com 

 
Enclosures 
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Figure 1.  Regional Location Map 
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Figure 2.  Preferred Alternative Project Area 
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Attachment A 
PNDI Project Environmental Review 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

24





PNDI Project Environmental Review Receipt Project Search ID: 20090601195291

Page 1 of 3

1. PROJECT INFORMATION
Project Name: Williamsport AFRC
Date of review: 6/1/2009 11:11:54 AM
Project Category: Military and Law Enforcement Activities,Development (new buildings,
roads, etc.)
Project Area: 18.9 acres
County: Lycoming Township/Municipality: Williamsport
Quadrangle Name: MONTOURSVILLE NORTH
ZIP Code: 17701
Decimal Degrees: 41.25506 N, --76.99414 W
Degrees Minutes Seconds: 41° 15' 18.2" N, -76° 59' 38.9" W

2. SEARCH RESULTS
Agency Results Response
PA Game Commission No Known Impact No Further Review Required

PA Department of Conservation
and Natural Resources

No Known Impact No Further Review Required

PA Fish and Boat Commission No Known Impact No Further Review Required

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service No Known Impact No Further Review Required

As summarized above, Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) records indicate no known impacts to
threatened and endangered species and/or special concern species and resources within the project area.
Therefore, based on the information you provided, no further coordination is required with the jurisdictional
agencies. This response does not reflect potential agency concerns regarding impacts to other ecological
resources, such as wetlands.
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PNDI Project Environmental Review Receipt Project Search ID: 20090601195291

Page 2 of 3

3. AGENCY COMMENTS
Regardless of whether a DEP permit is necessary for this proposed project, any potential impacts to threatened
and endangered species and/or special concern species and resources must be resolved with the appropriate
jurisdictional agency. In some cases, a permit or authorization from the jurisdictional agency may be needed if
adverse impacts to these species and habitats cannot be avoided.

These agency determinations and responses are valid for one year (from the date of the review), and are based
on the project information that was provided, including the exact project location; the project type, description,
and features; and any responses to questions that were generated during this search. If any of the following
change: 1) project location, 2) project size or configuration, 3) project type, or 4) responses to the questions that
were asked during the online review, the results of this review are not valid, and the review must be searched
again via the PNDI Environmental Review Tool and resubmitted to the jurisdictional agencies.

PA Game Commission
RESPONSE: No Impact is anticipated to threatened and endangered species and/or special concern
species and resources.

PA Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
RESPONSE: No Impact is anticipated to threatened and endangered species and/or special concern
species and resources.

PA Fish and Boat Commission
RESPONSE: No Impact is anticipated to threatened and endangered species and/or special concern
species and resources.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
RESPONSE: No impacts to federally listed or proposed species are anticipated. Therefore, no further
consultation/coordination under the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.
is required. Because no take of federally listed species is anticipated, none is authorized. This response does not
reflect potential Fish and Wildlife Service concerns under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act or other
authorities.

4. DEP INFORMATION
The Pa Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) requires that a signed copy of this receipt, along with any
required documentation from jurisdictional agencies concerning resolution of potential impacts, be submitted with
applications for permits requiring PNDI review. For cases where a "Potential Impact" to threatened and
endangered species has been identified before the application has been submitted to DEP, the application
should not be submitted until the impact has been resolved. For cases where "Potential Impact" to special
concern species and resources has been identified before the application has been submitted, the application
should be submitted to DEP along with the PNDI receipt, a completed PNDI form and a USGS 7.5 minute
quadrangle map with the project boundaries delineated on the map. The PNDI Receipt should also be submitted
to the appropriate agency according to directions on the PNDI Receipt. DEP and the jurisdictional agency will
work together to resolve the potential impact(s). See the DEP PNDI policy at
http://www.naturalheritage.state.pa.us.
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An employee-owned company 

7406 Fullerton Street, Suite 350 ● Jacksonville, Florida 32256 ● Telephone: 904.363.6100 Fax: 904.363.8811 ● www.pbsj.com 

 
June 18, 2009 

Pennsylvania Game Commission 
Bureau of Land Management 
2001 Elmerton Avenue 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9797 
 
Dear Sir or Madam: 
 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended, implements 
recommendations made during the fall of 2005, by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC 
Commission).  The BRAC Commission has recommended the closure of the Lycoming Memorial United States 
Army Reserve Center and Organizational Maintenance Shop (OMS) located in Williamsport, PA and relocation of 
Army Reserve and Pennsylvania National Guard (PAARNG) units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC) 
in Williamsport, Pennsylvania.  The new AFRC will have the capability to accommodate the CO B 4-103rd, CO D 4-
103rd, and Support Team/CO F (FSC), 228th Brigade Support Battalion of the PAARNG as well as U.S. Army 
Reserve (USAR) units.     

 
The Preferred Alternative site consists of 15.2 acres and is located northeast of the intersection of Penn Street and 
Army Lane in Williamsport, PA (Figure 1 and Figure 2).  The site currently supports a Readiness Center (RC), Field 
Maintenance Shop (FMS), Abrams Full-crew Interactive Simulator (AFIST) and associated parking in the northwest 
corner.  The easternmost portion of the site currently contains three Quonset huts and supporting structures that are 
occupied by the PAARNG.  The central portion of the site is currently grass that is maintained on a regular basis 
with mature trees to the north.  This area is used by nearby residents as a community park.  There is a stormwater 
detention pond on the southeast corner of the site that is used seasonably by local residents as an ice skating pond.  
There is a small gravel parking area along the southern property boundary.  The area in the vicinity of the Preferred 
Alternative site consists mostly of residential properties with an undeveloped parcel of land across Grove Street to 
the east.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Mobile District is in the process of preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA), which will assess the potential impacts of constructing and operating the new 
AFRC at this location. No additional weapons systems or demands on training ranges are required for the proposed 
action. 
 
In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Endangered Species Act, Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act, and other regulations, an evaluation of potential effects (both beneficial and adverse) associated 
with implementing this action is required.  Based on the information available, we do not anticipate that the project 
would impact any state or federally listed species or critical habitat.  We have also conducted a Pennsylvania Natural 
Diversity Inventory (PNDI) Project Environmental Review search (Attachment A).  We seek concurrence from your 
agency that the proposed action would not impact listed threatened or endangered species or critical habitat.   
 
Please provide your input within 30 calendar days of receipt of this letter. If you have questions or concerns about 
this project, please do not hesitate to call me at (904) 363-8489.     
 

Sincerely, 
 

 
Amy R. Dalton 
Environmental Scientist 
PBS&J, Inc. 
ardalton@pbsj.com 
 

 
Enclosures 
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An employee-owned company 

7406 Fullerton Street, Suite 350 ● Jacksonville, Florida 32256 ● Telephone: 904.363.6100 Fax: 904.363.8811 ● www.pbsj.com 

 
June 18, 2009 

Mr. Chris Firestone 
Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources 
Bureau of Forestry, Ecological Services Division 
400 Market Street, P.O. Box 8552 
Harrisburg, PA 17105 
 
Dear Mr. Firestone: 
 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended, implements 
recommendations made during the fall of 2005, by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC 
Commission).  The BRAC Commission has recommended the closure of the Lycoming Memorial United States 
Army Reserve Center and Organizational Maintenance Shop (OMS) located in Williamsport, PA and relocation of 
Army Reserve and Pennsylvania National Guard (PAARNG) units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC) 
in Williamsport, Pennsylvania.  The new AFRC will have the capability to accommodate the CO B 4-103rd, CO D 4-
103rd, and Support Team/CO F (FSC), 228th Brigade Support Battalion of the PAARNG as well as U.S. Army 
Reserve (USAR) units.     

 
The Preferred Alternative site consists of 15.2 acres and is located northeast of the intersection of Penn Street and 
Army Lane in Williamsport, PA (Figure 1 and Figure 2).  The site currently supports a Readiness Center (RC), Field 
Maintenance Shop (FMS), Abrams Full-crew Interactive Simulator (AFIST) and associated parking in the northwest 
corner.  The easternmost portion of the site currently contains three Quonset huts and supporting structures that are 
occupied by the PAARNG.  The central portion of the site is currently grass that is maintained on a regular basis 
with mature trees to the north.  This area is used by nearby residents as a community park.  There is a stormwater 
detention pond on the southeast corner of the site that is used seasonably by local residents as an ice skating pond.  
There is a small gravel parking area along the southern property boundary.  The area in the vicinity of the Preferred 
Alternative site consists mostly of residential properties with an undeveloped parcel of land across Grove Street to 
the east.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Mobile District is in the process of preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA), which will assess the potential impacts of constructing and operating the new 
AFRC at this location. No additional weapons systems or demands on training ranges are required for the proposed 
action. 
 
In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Endangered Species Act, Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act, and other regulations, an evaluation of potential effects (both beneficial and adverse) associated 
with implementing this action is required.  Based on the information available, we do not anticipate that the project 
would impact any state or federally listed species or critical habitat.  We have also conducted a Pennsylvania Natural 
Diversity Inventory (PNDI) Project Environmental Review search (Attachment A).  We seek concurrence from your 
agency that the proposed action would not impact listed threatened or endangered species or critical habitat.   
 
Please provide your input within 30 calendar days of receipt of this letter. If you have questions or concerns about 
this project, please do not hesitate to call me at (904) 363-8489.     
 

Sincerely, 
 
 

Amy R. Dalton 
Environmental Scientist 
PBS&J, Inc. 
ardalton@pbsj.com 
 

 
Enclosures 
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An employee-owned company 

7406 Fullerton Street, Suite 350 ● Jacksonville, Florida 32256 ● Telephone: 904.363.6100 Fax: 904.363.8811 ● www.pbsj.com 

 
June 18, 2009 

Mr. Mike Welch 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 
North Central Region 
208 West Third Street, Suite 101 
Williamsport, PA 17701-6448 
 
Dear Mr. Welch: 
 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended, implements 
recommendations made during the fall of 2005, by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC 
Commission).  The BRAC Commission has recommended the closure of the Lycoming Memorial United States 
Army Reserve Center and Organizational Maintenance Shop (OMS) located in Williamsport, PA and relocation of 
Army Reserve and Pennsylvania National Guard (PAARNG) units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC) 
in Williamsport, Pennsylvania.  The new AFRC will have the capability to accommodate the CO B 4-103rd, CO D 4-
103rd, and Support Team/CO F (FSC), 228th Brigade Support Battalion of the PAARNG as well as U.S. Army 
Reserve (USAR) units.     

 
The Preferred Alternative site consists of 15.2 acres and is located northeast of the intersection of Penn Street and 
Army Lane in Williamsport, PA (Figure 1 and Figure 2).  The site currently supports a Readiness Center (RC), Field 
Maintenance Shop (FMS), Abrams Full-crew Interactive Simulator (AFIST) and associated parking in the northwest 
corner.  The easternmost portion of the site currently contains three Quonset huts and supporting structures that are 
occupied by the PAARNG.  The central portion of the site is currently grass that is maintained on a regular basis 
with mature trees to the north.  This area is used by nearby residents as a community park.  There is a stormwater 
detention pond on the southeast corner of the site that is used seasonably by local residents as an ice skating pond.  
There is a small gravel parking area along the southern property boundary.  The area in the vicinity of the Preferred 
Alternative site consists mostly of residential properties with an undeveloped parcel of land across Grove Street to 
the east.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Mobile District is in the process of preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA), which will assess the potential impacts of constructing and operating the new 
AFRC at this location. No additional weapons systems or demands on training ranges are required for the proposed 
action. 
 
In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Endangered Species Act, Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act, and other regulations, an evaluation of potential effects (both beneficial and adverse) associated 
with implementing this action is required.  Based on the information available, we do not anticipate that the project 
would impact any state or federally listed species or critical habitat.  We have also conducted a Pennsylvania Natural 
Diversity Inventory (PNDI) Project Environmental Review search (Attachment A).  We seek concurrence from 
PADEP that the proposed action would not impact listed threatened or endangered species or critical habitat.   
 
Please provide your input within 30 calendar days of receipt of this letter. If you have questions or concerns about 
this project, please do not hesitate to call me at (904) 363-8489.     
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
Amy R. Dalton 
Environmental Scientist 
PBS&J, Inc. 
ardalton@pbsj.com 
 

 
Enclosures 
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An employee-owned company 

7406 Fullerton Street, Suite 350 ● Jacksonville, Florida 32256 ● Telephone: 904.363.6100 Fax: 904.363.8811 ● www.pbsj.com 

 
June 18, 2009 

Mr. David Densmore 
Pennsylvania Field Office, 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
315 South Allen Street, Suite 322 
State College, PA 16801 
 
Dear Mr. Densmore: 
 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended, implements 
recommendations made during the fall of 2005, by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC 
Commission).  The BRAC Commission has recommended the closure of the Lycoming Memorial United States 
Army Reserve Center and Organizational Maintenance Shop (OMS) located in Williamsport, PA and relocation of 
Army Reserve and Pennsylvania National Guard (PAARNG) units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC) 
in Williamsport, Pennsylvania.  The new AFRC will have the capability to accommodate the CO B 4-103rd, CO D 4-
103rd, and Support Team/CO F (FSC), 228th Brigade Support Battalion of the PAARNG as well as U.S. Army 
Reserve (USAR) units.     

 
The Preferred Alternative site consists of 15.2 acres and is located northeast of the intersection of Penn Street and 
Army Lane in Williamsport, PA (Figure 1 and Figure 2).  The site currently supports a Readiness Center (RC), Field 
Maintenance Shop (FMS), Abrams Full-crew Interactive Simulator (AFIST) and associated parking in the northwest 
corner.  The easternmost portion of the site currently contains three Quonset huts and supporting structures that are 
occupied by the PAARNG.  The central portion of the site is currently grass that is maintained on a regular basis 
with mature trees to the north.  This area is used by nearby residents as a community park.  There is a stormwater 
detention pond on the southeast corner of the site that is used seasonably by local residents as an ice skating pond.  
There is a small gravel parking area along the southern property boundary.  The area in the vicinity of the Preferred 
Alternative site consists mostly of residential properties with an undeveloped parcel of land across Grove Street to 
the east.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Mobile District is in the process of preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA), which will assess the potential impacts of constructing and operating the new 
AFRC at this location. No additional weapons systems or demands on training ranges are required for the proposed 
action. 
 
In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Endangered Species Act, Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act, and other regulations, an evaluation of potential effects (both beneficial and adverse) associated 
with implementing this action is required.  Based on the information available, we do not anticipate that the project 
would impact any state or federally listed species or critical habitat.  We have also conducted a Pennsylvania Natural 
Diversity Inventory (PNDI) Project Environmental Review search (Attachment A).  We seek concurrence from the 
USFWS that the proposed action would not impact listed threatened or endangered species or critical habitat.   
 
Please provide your input within 30 calendar days of receipt of this letter. If you have questions or concerns about 
this project, please do not hesitate to call me at (904) 363-8489.     
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
Amy R. Dalton 
Environmental Scientist 
PBS&J, Inc. 
ardalton@pbsj.com 

 
Enclosure 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF MILITARY AND VETERANS AFFAIRS 

FORT INDIANTOWN GAP 
ANNVILLE, PA 17003-5002 

 
 
 
MEMO FOR:  Mark Austin, Deputy Secretary of Facilities and Engineering 
 
MEMO FROM:  Shannon Henry, Forest Program Manager  
 
DATE: 3 April 2009 
 
SUBJECT: Williamsport Armory Tree Removal Recommendation   
 
1. I have reviewed the plans to develop a new armed forces reserve center on this site.  My 

understanding is that the existing plan requires the removal of all existing trees from the 
construction site. 

 
2. In response to your request I evaluated the condition of the trees in the armory woodlot on 30 

March 2009. 
 
3. I determined there are 40 trees in various stages of decline, several of which are hollow.  

Based on tree health and condition upon evaluation I would consider these trees to be over 
mature and some may pose a hazard to neighbors and users of the property.       

 
4. Based on my findings during the site visit, I have no issue with the removal of these trees for 

the construction.  If possible, I would like to review any planting/landscaping plans for the 
project to ensure the species identified for planting will not present future issues. 

 
5.  Please direct any questions regarding this matter to me at 861-2882.  
 
 
 
CF: Mr. John Fronko 

Mr. Jesse Baker 
File 
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April 15, 2009 
 
LaRue VanZile 
Director of Engineering 
Williamsport Municipal 
Water and Sewer Authority 
253 West Fourth Street 
Williamsport, PA 17701 
 

Subject: Request for Water & Sewer service for expansion  
 1300 Penn Street Williamsport, PA 

      
Dear LaRue, 
 
On behalf of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Department of General Services, we request water and 
sewer service for the proposed expansion of the facility located at 1300 Penn Street Williamsport, PA. 
 
The Commonwealth is proposing a new Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC) approximately 66,500 sq. 
ft. and a Vehicle Maintenance Training Facility (VMTF) approximately 8,500 sq. ft. on its 15 acre 
property.  The existing Armory along Penn Street will remain and the existing Quonset huts along Grove 
Street will be removed. 
 
We are planning that the facility will accommodate approximately 26-28 full time employees during the 
regular work week and have a total of approximately 300-355 people on-site during a training weekend 
(currently there is approximately 240 people on site for training weekends).  
 
We anticipate the sewage flows to be as follows (as per the DEP Domestic Wastewater Facilities 
Manual): 
 
Current=240 cap x 7 gpd/cap (schools-toilet rooms only) = 1680 gpd 
 
Future=355 cap x 13gpd/cap (schools-toilet rooms, kitchen, gym) = 4615 gpd 
 
Increase=2,935 gpd (4615gpd-1680gpd) 
 
Attached is one copy of the Site Sketch Plan and Existing Conditions Plan. Please confirm that service 
capacity is available. 
 
If you have any questions or comments, please contact me on my mobile at 610-698-7185.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Fidel Gonzalez, Jr., PE, PLS 
Owner and President 
POLARIS ENGINEERING, INC. 
 
Enclosure 
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Final Environmental Assessment  

D-1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix D 
EIFS Model 

 





EIFS REPORT
 
PROJECT NAME

Williamsport

 
STUDY AREA

42081  Lycoming, PA

 
FORECAST INPUT
Change In Local Expenditures $18,500,000
Change In Civilian Employment 0
Average Income of Affected Civilian $0
Percent Expected to Relocate 0
Change In Military Employment 114
Average Income of Affected Military $0
Percent of Militart Living On-post 0

 
FORECAST OUTPUT

Employment Multiplier 2.88
Income Multiplier 2.88
Sales Volume - Direct $12,076,390
Sales Volume - Induced $22,703,610
Sales Volume - Total $34,780,000 0.92%
Income - Direct $2,281,182
Income - Induced) $4,288,622
Income - Total(place of work) $6,569,804 0.27%
Employment - Direct 180
Employment - Induced 124
Employment - Total 303 0.46%
Local Population 284
Local Off-base Population 284 0.23%

 
RTV SUMMARY 

Sales Volume       Income   Employment   Population
Positive RTV 13.29 % 11.18 % 4.67 % 1.44 % 
Negative RTV -7.51 % -4.81 % -3.06 % -0.65 % 

 
RTV DETAILED

 
  SALES VOLUME
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  Year   Value   Adj_Value   Change   Deviation   %Deviation

  1969   319003   1394043   0   0   0

  1970   337173   1392525   -1519   -14313   -1.03

  1971   351275   1391049   -1476   -14270   -1.03

  1972   388209   1486840   95791   82997   5.58

  1973   437868   1580703   93863   81069   5.13

  1974   473862   1540052   -40652   -53446   -3.47

  1975   496764   1480357   -59695   -72489   -4.9

  1976   552097   1556914   76557   63763   4.1

  1977   606619   1601474   44561   31767   1.98

  1978   687310   1690783   89308   76514   4.53

  1979   742070   1639975   -50808   -63602   -3.88

  1980   774419   1502373   -137602   -150396   -10.01

  1981   821161   1445243   -57130   -69924   -4.84

  1982   836909   1389269   -55974   -68768   -4.95

  1983   842722   1356782   -32486   -45280   -3.34

  1984   922027   1419922   63139   50345   3.55

  1985   983629   1465607   45686   32892   2.24

  1986   1050394   1533575   67968   55174   3.6

  1987   1150623   1783466   249890   237096   13.29

  1988   1260099   1713735   -69731   -82525   -4.82

  1989   1321416   1704627   -9108   -21902   -1.28

  1990   1346303   1655953   -48674   -61468   -3.71

  1991   1372546   1619604   -36349   -49143   -3.03

  1992   1441644   1643474   23870   11076   0.67

  1993   1478484   1641117   -2357   -15151   -0.92

  1994   1509555   1630319   -10798   -23592   -1.45

  1995   1569667   1648150   17831   5037   0.31

  1996   1614849   1647146   -1004   -13798   -0.84

  1997   1672924   1672924   25778   12984   0.78

  1998   1751800   1716764   43840   31046   1.81

  1999   1836486   1763027   46262   33468   1.9

  2000   1939202   1803458   40431   27637   1.53

 
  INCOME

  

  Year   Value   Adj_Value   Change   Deviation   %Deviation

  1969   383055   1673950   0   0   0

  1970   409622   1691739   17789   -10927   -0.65

  1971   432506   1712724   20985   7731   0 45
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  1971   432506   1712724   20985   -7731   -0.45

  1972   477455   1828653   115929   87213   4.77

  1973   535506   1933177   104524   75808   3.92

  1974   590646   1919600   -13577   -42293   -2.2

  1975   637964   1901133   -18467   -47183   -2.48

  1976   708098   1996836   95704   66988   3.35

  1977   777220   2051861   55025   26309   1.28

  1978   870559   2141575   89714   60998   2.85

  1979   955256   2111116   -30459   -59175   -2.8

  1980   1038295   2014292   -96823   -125539   -6.23

  1981   1134085   1995990   -18303   -47019   -2.36

  1982   1186831   1970139   -25850   -54566   -2.77

  1983   1226179   1974148   4009   -24707   -1.25

  1984   1329469   2047382   73234   44518   2.17

  1985   1414131   2107055   59673   30957   1.47

  1986   1496557   2184973   77918   49202   2.25

  1987   1608016   2492425   307451   278735   11.18

  1988   1729524   2352153   -140272   -168988   -7.18

  1989   1863379   2403759   51606   22890   0.95

  1990   1914063   2354298   -49461   -78177   -3.32

  1991   1984398   2341590   -12708   -41424   -1.77

  1992   2092957   2385971   44381   15665   0.66

  1993   2160066   2397673   11702   -17014   -0.71

  1994   2189691   2364866   -32807   -61523   -2.6

  1995   2266270   2379583   14717   -13999   -0.59

  1996   2347921   2394879   15296   -13420   -0.56

  1997   2446340   2446340   51461   22745   0.93

  1998   2563402   2512134   65794   37078   1.48

  1999   2632457   2527159   15025   -13691   -0.54

  2000   2788019   2592858   65699   36983   1.43

 
  EMPLOYMENT

  

  Year   Value   Change   Deviation   %Deviation

  1969   53315   0   0   0

  1970   53041   -274   -733   -1.38

  1971   52143   -898   -1357   -2.6

  1972   53344   1201   742   1.39

  1973   56253   2909   2450   4.36

  1974   56294   41   -418   -0.74

  1975   54272   -2022   -2481   -4.57

  1976   55205   933   474   0.86

  1977   55789   584   125   0.22
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  1978   58729   2940   2481   4.22

  1979   58597   -132   -591   -1.01

  1980   56548   -2049   -2508   -4.44

  1981   55898   -650   -1109   -1.98

  1982   54450   -1448   -1907   -3.5

  1983   52602   -1848   -2307   -4.39

  1984   54817   2215   1756   3.2

  1985   55095   278   -181   -0.33

  1986   56507   1412   953   1.69

  1987   59756   3249   2790   4.67

  1988   61669   1913   1454   2.36

  1989   62393   724   265   0.42

  1990   62758   365   -94   -0.15

  1991   61478   -1280   -1739   -2.83

  1992   62198   720   261   0.42

  1993   62279   81   -378   -0.61

  1994   63122   843   384   0.61

  1995   63804   682   223   0.35

  1996   64824   1020   561   0.87

  1997   65605   781   322   0.49

  1998   65712   107   -352   -0.54

  1999   66297   585   126   0.19

  2000   68017   1720   1261   1.85

 
  POPULATION

  

  Year   Value   Change   Deviation   %Deviation

  1969   112886   0   0   0

  1970   113547   661   442   0.39

  1971   115429   1882   1663   1.44

  1972   115443   14   -205   -0.18

  1973   116542   1099   880   0.76

  1974   117354   812   593   0.51

  1975   117985   631   412   0.35

  1976   118684   699   480   0.4

  1977   117927   -757   -976   -0.83

  1978   118274   347   128   0.11

  1979   119588   1314   1095   0.92

  1980   118271   -1317   -1536   -1.3

  1981   117455   -816   -1035   -0.88

  1982   117354   -101   -320   -0.27

  1983   117083   -271   -490   -0.42

  1984   116627   -456   -675   -0.58
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****** End of Report ******

  1985   115787   -840   -1059   -0.91

  1986   115613   -174   -393   -0.34

  1987   116750   1137   918   0.79

  1988   117756   1006   787   0.67

  1989   118673   917   698   0.59

  1990   118876   203   -16   -0.01

  1991   120068   1192   973   0.81

  1992   121303   1235   1016   0.84

  1993   122141   838   619   0.51

  1994   122273   132   -87   -0.07

  1995   121825   -448   -667   -0.55

  1996   121333   -492   -711   -0.59

  1997   120983   -350   -569   -0.47

  1998   120590   -393   -612   -0.51

  1999   120182   -408   -627   -0.52

  2000   119903   -279   -498   -0.42
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