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allow operation of the MPTR, and thereby assist in maintaining the viability of 
NGTC-FTIG as an up-to-date, resourceful training site for the Pennsylvania 
National Guard and for other National Guard, Reserve and active forces. 

Construction and operation of the MPTR at NGTC-FTIG originally was assessed 
within the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Enhanced 
Training and Operations at the National Guard Training Center at Fort Indiantown 
Gap, March 2002 (DMVA/PANG 2002a) and the consequent Record of Decision 
(ROD) on that FEIS dated 16 June 2002 (DMVA/PANG 2002b).  In the FEIS and 
ROD, the DMVA/PAARNG assessed and approved the construction and 
operation of the MPTR, based on data available and known at that time.  Since 
that time, additional analysis has determined that the MPTR can not be 
designed, constructed, and operated with its SDZ fully contained within the 
boundaries of NGTC-FTIG. Consequently, this Supplemental Environmental 
Assessment (SEA) has been prepared to assess the potential environmental, 
cultural, and socioeconomic impacts of establishing a periodic, controlled, off-
Post SDZ to accommodate the safe operation of the MPTR.     

This SEA considers alternative actions for implementing the Proposed Action.  
The No-Action Alternative was also retained for evaluation in this SEA. 

 This SEA evaluates the individual and cumulative effects of Alternative 1 (900-
acre SDZ within SGL 211), Alternative 2 (1,900-acre SDZ within SGL 211, and 
the No-Action Alternative (Alternative 3) with respect to a variety of criteria, 
including physical environment; water quality; groundwater; air quality; biological 
resources, such as vegetation, wildlife, wildlife habitat, plant communities, 
protected species, and wetlands; land use; socioeconomic environment; noise; 
hazardous, and toxic wastes; cultural resources; infrastructure; and human 
health and safety, including environmental justice and children’s health and 
safety risks.    

This analysis determines that an Environmental Impact Statement is not 
necessary for implementation of any of the alternatives and that a Finding of No 
Significant Impact is appropriate.  Minor short-term adverse impacts to land use 
and socioeconomics; minor long-term adverse impacts to socioeconomics and 
public safety; and minor long-term positive impacts to transportation 
infrastructure and surface water quality would be anticipated through 
implementation of Alternatives 1 or 2.  Implementation of the No Action 
Alternative would result in indirect long-term adverse socioeconomic impacts as 
well as minor long-term positive impacts to the noise and safety environment.   

This SEA recommends that the PAARNG elect to implement Alternative 1.  
Implementation of Alternative 1 would serve to fulfill the purpose of and need for 
the Proposed Action while minimizing the overall potential for adverse impacts. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Supplemental Environmental Assessment  
Establishing a Surface Danger Zone on 

a Portion of State Game Lands No. 211 in Connection with the 
Operation of a Multi-Purpose Training Range  

 

This Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) has been prepared to identify, document 
and discuss the possible environmental, cultural, and socioeconomic impacts associated with 
the proposed establishment of a Surface Danger Zone (SDZ) on a portion of State Game Lands 
No. 211 (SGL 211) in connection with the operation of the Multi-Purpose Training Range 
(MPTR) at the National Guard Training Center - Fort Indiantown Gap (NGTC-FTIG), 
Pennsylvania. 

Per Section 8.13 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Record of Decision 
(ROD) for the Transformation of the Pennsylvania Army National Guard 56th Brigade into a 
Stryker Brigade Combat Team (DMVA/PANG 2006a): “Once this SGL #211…proposal is 
sufficiently defined between the PANG and the PGC, the PANG will complete a Supplemental 
NEPA document (i.e., as a supplement to the 2002 Final EIS [FEIS]) for this specific action.  
This Supplemental NEPA document will address the individual and cumulative effects of this 
proposed Revised MPTR Action and associated “land exchange”, including an analysis of the 
cumulative effects of all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, including the 
Proposed SBCT Action.”   

This SEA supplements data provided in the FEIS for the Enhanced Training and Operations at 
the National Guard Training Center at Fort Indiantown Gap, March 2002 (DMVA/PANG 2002a) 
and the consequent ROD on that FEIS dated 16 June 2002 (DMVA/PANG 2002b).  In the FEIS 
and ROD, the Department of Military and Veterans Affairs/Pennsylvania Army National Guard 
(DMVA/PAARNG) assessed and approved the construction and operation of the MPTR, based 
on data available and known at that time.   

Since publication of the ROD, the original FEIS-assessed MPTR configuration and an array of 
alternative design configurations were completed by the PAARNG and associated ricochet 
analyses were conducted by United States Army Research and Development Engineering 
Center (ARDEC) on each alternative.  These analyses determined no practical MPTR design 
alternative exists that would retain projectiles within the boundaries of NGTC-FTIG (ARDEC 
2007).  Therefore, no design alternative exists that would satisfy the conditions of the ROD as 
stated above.  This SEA has been prepared as required under Council of Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) Regulations Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1502).  

As such, the DMVA/PAARNG has selected as their Preferred Alternative, to be assessed in this 
SEA, that alternative which would result in the minimum impact to SGL 211. The design 
configuration of the MPTR that produces this minimum of SGL 211 impact is sited within the 
construction footprint analyzed within the prior FEIS and ROD. Consequently, this SEA focuses 
on the proposed SDZ extending off of NGTC-FTIG and onto SGL 211. The impacts of the 
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construction and operation of the MPTR within NGTC-FTIG, as analyzed within the 2002 FEIS 
and approved within the ROD, including approved associated on-Post mitigation measures, 
remain valid and are not re-evaluated herein.    

This SEA has been prepared to document the potential for environmental impacts resulting from 
proposed limited jurisdiction and military control over a portion of SGL 211 to support a part of 
the SDZ for the MPTR at NGTC-FTIG.  This SEA has been prepared under the provisions of, 
and in accordance with, NEPA of 1969 (42 United States Code [USC] 4321 et seq.), CEQ 
Regulations Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508), and 32 
CFR 651 (Environmental Analysis of Army Actions, Final Rule).  In addition, the document has 
been prepared as prescribed in the NGB NEPA Handbook - Guidance on Preparing 
Environmental Documentation for Army National Guard Actions in Compliance with National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NGB 2006). 

Overview of Project Purpose and Need 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide an adequate SDZ, based on Army 
requirements (AR 385-63, DA PAM 385-63) for weapons systems in the Army inventory used on 
the MPTR at NGTC-FTIG.  SDZs are part of every Army range.  When a standard, two-
dimensional SDZ does not fit onto the terrain of an installation, it is permissible to utilize terrain 
(three-dimensional) to modify/reduce the standard SDZ, and/or acquire/control the land outside 
of the confines of an installation (AR 385-63, DA PAM 385-63).  The standard, two-dimensional 
SDZ for the NGTC-FTIG MPTR does not fit within the borders of NGTC-FTIG.  A scientific 
analysis of the projectile ricochet from weapons systems to be used at the MPTR, conducted by 
the ARDEC in Picatinny, New Jersey, demonstrated that the required, three-dimensional SDZ 
(i.e., when extant terrain is taken into consideration) extends off of NGTC-FTIG and onto a 900-
acre portion of SGL 211, located to the north of NGTC-FTIG.  Based on the recently completed 
ricochet analyses associated with the MPTR and applicable Army requirements, it is necessary 
for the PAARNG to gain limited control of the approximately 900-acre portion of SGL 211 to 
accommodate the modeled SDZ of this MPTR. 

Control of the SDZ is needed to protect the public from potential ricochets as a result of military 
training on the MPTR at NGTC-FTIG.  Currently, NGTC-FTIG does not have an adequate 
amount of land to support the MPTR SDZ; therefore, to fulfill the requirements set by the Army 
and to enable appropriate military training and military preparedness of the PAARNG, the 
PAARNG must exercise limited control over approximately 900 acres in SGL 211 to support the 
MPTR SDZ adjacent to NGTC-FTIG.  

The DMVA has proposed to enter into a cooperative land use agreement with the Pennsylvania 
Game Commission (PGC), the manager of this land, as the legal mechanism to provide the 
required, limited military jurisdiction and control over this portion of the SGL 211 for use as an 
SDZ. 
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Summary Description of the Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action is the establishment of a periodic SDZ to support a part of the MPTR SDZ 
to the north of NGTC-FTIG, within SGL 211, for a maximum of 90 days per calendar year, over 
a period of 41 years. The primary goal of the proposed SDZ and land use agreement is for the 
DMVA to gain necessary limited jurisdiction and military control over this area. In this manner, 
the proposed safety buffer and land use agreement would assist in maintaining the viability of 
NGTC-FTIG as an up-to-date, resourceful training site for the PANG and for other National 
Guard, Reserve and active forces.  

The Proposed Action would not involve any development, construction or subdivision of the 
proposed SDZ area within SGL 211 by the DMVA or the PAARNG.  In addition, the Proposed 
Action would not involve any military training within the SDZ proposed on SGL 211.  No roads 
for vehicular traffic of any kind (tracked or wheeled) would be constructed as part of the 
Proposed Action within the proposed SDZ in SGL 211.  Additionally, the SDZ would not be 
fenced.  The SDZ would be controlled in accordance with AR 385-63 and DA PAM 385-63.    

As part of the Proposed Action, the PGC would continue to exercise administrative and 
management responsibility for wildlife, forest resources and other resources within the SGL 211 
portion of the SDZ.  The PGC would also retain all natural resource rights within the SDZ.  The 
PGC would continue to exercise its rights, duties and responsibilities over SGL 211. 

Based on the ricochet analyses conducted by the ARDEC in Picatinny, New Jersey, the 
following munitions would potentially enter into the SDZ within SGL 211: 

• 25mm – The 25mm round would be used with the M2 and M3 Bradley.  Two types of 
25mm rounds would be used, the M793 sabot round and the M910 HEAT round The 
projectile is approximately 4.5 inches in length, by 25mm in diameter.  The M793 Sabot 
projectile weighs 0.488 lb. and the M910 HEAT projectile weighs 0.255 lb.  For training 
purposes, the 25mm round used in connection with the MPTR would be inert, steel 
ammunition.  A total of 651 255mm rounds (a combination of M793 and M910) could 
potentially ricochet into the proposed SDZ on an annual basis.  

• .50 cal. – The .50 cal. would be used in long-range target and sniper rifles, as well as 
other .50 machine guns.  The bullet diameter is approximately 0.511 inches, and is 
approximately 2.5 inches in length.  The .50 cal projectile weighs 0.10 lb. The projectile is 
constructed of copper jacketed lead and contains no explosives.  A total of 67 .50 cal. 
rounds could potentially ricochet into the proposed SDZ on an annual basis. 

• M831A1 – The M831A1 would be used in the M1A1 Tank.  This 120mm cartridge is a 
target practice round which simulates ballistics of the M830 HEAT-MP-T Cartridge.  The 
approximate length and weight of the projectile is 20.6 inches and 29.76 pounds, 
respectively.  For training purposes, the M831A1 round used in connection with the MPTR 
would be inert steel. A total of 1 M831A1 round could potentially ricochet into the proposed 
SDZ on an annual basis. 
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• M865 – The M8365 would be used in the M1A1 Tank.  This 120mm cartridge is a target 
practice, cone stabilized, discarding sabot cartridge.  The approximate length and weight 
of the projectile is 18.5 inches and 7.05 pounds, respectively.  For training purposes, the 
M865 round used in connection with the MPTR would be inert steel.  A total of 60 M865 
rounds could potentially ricochet into the proposed SDZ on an annual basis. 

 

Overview of Considered Project Alternatives 

This SEA presents the three alternatives considered for the Proposed Action, summarized as 
follows: 

• Alternative 1: Preferred Alternative – The establishment of a SDZ on a portion of SGL 
211 in connection with the operation of the MPTR at NGTC-FTIG.  Under this alternative, 
a 900-acre portion of SGL 211 would serve as a SDZ for the MPTR for up to 90 calendar 
days per year when the MPTR is in operation.  A proposed cooperative land use 
agreement between DMVA and the PGC would include additional limitations on the use of 
the 900-acre off-Post SDZ.  

• Alternative 2: MPTR Buffer Alternative – The establishment of a slightly larger SDZ 
extension into SGL 211, in comparison to Alternative 1.  Based on earlier MPTR designs 
involving various firing lane configurations, the DMVA would seek approximately 1,900 
acres of SGL 211 for use as a SDZ by means of a land use agreement in an identical 
fashion to Alternative 1.   

• Alternative 3: No-Action Alternative – The DMVA would not establish an SDZ on a 
portion of SGL 211.  Consequently, the PAARNG would not construct and/or operate the 
MPTR at NGTC-FTIG.   

 
The DMVA considered a variety of alternatives prior to identifying the Preferred Alternative and 
the MPTR Buffer Alternative (Alternatives 1 and 2).  A total of 5 alternatives were considered but 
eliminated from further consideration, as they do not adequately meet the purpose of and need 
for the Proposed Action, and were determined to be infeasible.   

Overview of Potential Project Impacts 

As a result of the implementation of Alternative 1, the following impacts would be anticipated: 

• Minor, short-term, adverse land use impact due to the limited restriction of hunting, 
trapping, and recreational uses for up to 90 days per year of the proposed 900 acres 
within SGL 211.1  

 

 

1 Per the Interagency Cooperative Agreement, the DMVA would not utilize the SDZ in SGL 211 during the regular 
antlered or antlerless (rifle) deer season and bear season.  Prior to 31 January of each year, the DMVA would 
cooperate with PGC to designate, in advance, a minimum of four weekdays and one Saturday (which do not need to 
be consecutive) during both the Spring Gobbler season and Wild Turkey season (fall) when the SDZ in SGL 211 
would not be used. 
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• Minor, short- and long-term, adverse socioeconomic impacts due to the limited restriction 
of hunting, trapping, and recreational uses of the proposed 900 acres within SGL 211 for 
up to 90 days per year over a 41-year period. 

• Minor, long-term adverse public safety impact due to potential ricochets entering SGL 211.  

• Minor, long-term, positive impact to transportation infrastructure due to the maintenance of 
Cold Springs Road using the best management practices (BMPs) applicable to dirt and 
gravel roads. 

• Minor, long-term positive impacts to surface water quality due to the maintenance of Cold 
Spring Road.  Proper maintenance of Cold Springs Road would lower the potential for soil 
erosion and subsequent sedimentation.  

The following impacts would be anticipated as a result of the implementation of Alternative 2: 

• Minor, short-term, adverse land use impact due to the limited restriction of hunting, 
trapping, and recreational uses for up to 90 days per year of the proposed 1,900 acres 
within SGL 211.2 

• Minor, short- and long-term, adverse socioeconomic impacts due to the limited restriction 
of hunting, trapping, and recreational uses of the proposed 1,900 acres within SGL 211 for 
up to 90 days per year over a 41-year period. 

• Minor, long-term adverse public safety impact due to potential ricochets entering SGL 211. 

• Minor, long-term, positive impact to transportation infrastructure due to the maintenance of 
Cold Springs Road using BMPs applicable to dirt and gravel roads. 

• Minor, long-term positive impacts to surface water quality due to the maintenance of Cold 
Spring Road.  Proper maintenance of Cold Springs Road would lower the potential for soil 
erosion and subsequent sedimentation.  

No direct impacts would be anticipated as a result of implementation of Alternative 3.  However, 
implementation of Alternative 3 would result in an indirect, minor, long-term positive impact to 
the noise and safety environment, since the DMVA would not establish an SDZ on a portion of 
SGL 211, and consequently the PAARNG would not construct and/or operate the MPTR at 
NGTC-FTIG.  Therefore, noise impacts and potential ricochet impacts associated with the 
MPTR would not be realized.  In addition, since the DMVA would not establish an SDZ on a 
portion of SGL 211 and the PAARNG would not construct and/or operate the MPTR at NGTC-
FTIG, indirect, long-term significant adverse socioeconomic impacts would be anticipated, 
affecting the readiness of PAARNG units and the viability of NGTC-FTIG as an up to date, 
resourceful training site for the PANG and for other Guard, Reserve and active forces. Further, 
PAARNG units would have to travel to out-of-state installations (e.g. Fort Drum, New York 
and/or Fort Pickett, Virginia) for MPTR training, resulting in indirect, minor, long-term adverse 
impacts due to increased mobile air emissions, increased fossil fuel consumption, less actual 
available training time, and increased chances of accidents due to increased travel. 

2 Per the Interagency Cooperative Agreement, the DMVA would not utilize the SDZ in SGL 211 during the regular 
antlered or antlerless (rifle) deer season and bear season.  Prior to 31 January of each year, the DMVA would 
cooperate with PGC to designate, in advance, a minimum of four weekdays and one Saturday (which do not need to 
be consecutive) during both the Spring Gobbler season and Wild Turkey season (fall) when the SDZ in SGL 211 
would not be used. 
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Based on the analysis presented in this SEA, Alternative 1 is the Preferred Alternative for the 
Proposed Action.  Alternative 2 was found to satisfy the purpose of and need for the Proposed 
Action; however, Alternative 2 would involve the limited restriction on additional acreage, not 
required per the ricochet analysis.  The No Action Alternative was found to not satisfy the 
purpose of or need for the Proposed Action.  Under Alternative 3, the DMVA would not establish 
an SDZ on a portion of SGL 211, consequently prohibiting the construction and operation of an 
MPTR at NGTC-FTIG, and negatively affecting the readiness of PAARNG units and the viability 
of NGTC-FTIG as an up to date, resourceful training site for the PANG and for other Guard, 
Reserve and active forces.   

Conclusion 

The evaluation performed within the SEA concludes that no significant impact to the physical 
environment; water quality; groundwater; air quality; biological resources, including vegetation, 
wildlife, wildlife habitat, plant communities, protected species, and wetlands; land use; 
socioeconomic environment; noise; hazardous and toxic, materials/wastes (HTMW); cultural 
resources; infrastructure; and human health and safety, including environmental justice and 
children’s health and safety risks would be anticipated as a result of the implementation of the 
Preferred Alternative, provided that considerations and best management practices discussed in 
Section 5.0 are implemented (see Table ES-1).   

This analysis determines that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is not necessary for the 
implementation of Alternative 1 and that a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is 
appropriate.   
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TABLE ES-1  
Summary Descriptions of Impacts  

Associated with Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 at the Project Study Area 

Resource Area 
Alternative 1 

Preferred Alternative 

Alternative 2 

MPTR Alternative 

Alternative 3 

No-Action Alternative

Land Use ● ● ○ 

Air Quality ○ ○ ● 

Noise ○ ○ ◉ 

Geology, Topography, and Soils ○ ○ ○ 

Water Resources ◉ ◉ ○ 

Biological Resources ○ ○ ○ 

Cultural Resources -- -- -- 

Architectural Resources ○ ○ ○  
 Archaeological Resources ○ ○ ○ 

Socioeconomics ■/● ■/● ● /◉ /◑ 

Public Safety ● ● ◉ 
Environmental Justice ○ ○ ○ 

Infrastructure  -- -- -- 

Utility ○ ○ ○ 
 

Transportation ◉ ◉ ● 
Hazardous and Toxic 
Materials/Wastes (HTMW) ○ ○ ○ 

 
Key to Table ES-1 Symbols 

 
Significant 

Adverse Impact 
Minor Adverse 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Minor Positive 

Impact 
Significant 

Positive Impact 
Long-Term Impact 

◑ ● ○ ◉ ◐ 
Short-Term Impact 

◨ ■ □ ▣ ◧ 
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1.0 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 

1.1 Introduction 

The Pennsylvania Department of Military and Veterans Affairs (DMVA) and the Pennsylvania 
Army National Guard (PAARNG) propose to establish a Surface Danger Zone (SDZ) on a 
portion of State Game Lands No. 211 (SGL 211) in connection with the operation of the Multi-
Purpose Training Range (MPTR) at the National Guard Training Center - Fort Indiantown Gap 
(NGTC-FTIG), Pennsylvania (see Figures 1-1 and 1-2).   

A scientific analysis of the projectile ricochet from weapons systems to be used at the MPTR, 
conducted by the United States Army Research and Development Engineering Center (ARDEC) 
in Picatinny, New Jersey, demonstrated that the required SDZ extends off of NGTC-FTIG and 
onto a 900-acre portion of SGL 211, located to the north of NGTC-FTIG (see Figure 1-3). No 
other potential off-Post projectile escapements were identified through this detailed, Army-
approved analysis. SGL 211 is owned by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania for use by the 
Pennsylvania Game Commission (PGC).  It is part of the State Game Lands System under the 
management and control of the PGC.  The DMVA has proposed to enter into a cooperative land 
use agreement with the PGC as the legal mechanism to provide the required, limited military 
jurisdiction and control over a portion of the SGL 211 for use as an SDZ, in order to protect the 
public from potential ricochets. 

In accordance with applicable Army requirements, SDZs of live fire training ranges must be 
under military control (Army Regulation [AR] 385-63).  The probability of hazardous fragment 
escapement from the SDZ under military control must not present a greater hazard than a one-
in-one million (1:1,000,000) risk to the public, as specified in AR 385-63 and Department of the 
Army Pamphlet (DA PAM) 385-63. Per the specified regulations and the ricochet analysis, the 
likelihood that any hazardous fragments or projectiles would escape this 900-acre off-Post area 
is less than 1:1,000,000 (ARDEC 2007). 

Based on the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Enhanced Training and Operations 
at the National Guard Training Center at Fort Indiantown Gap, March 2002 (DMVA/PANG 
2002a), the Record of Decision (ROD) on this Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) 
dated 16 June 2002 (DMVA/PANG 2002b), and subsequent simulated ricochet analyses of the 
MPTR performed by ARDEC (performed as required by that FEIS and ROD), projectile 
ricochets from weapons systems to be used at the MPTR, including 7.62 millimeter (mm), .50 
caliber, 25 mm, and 120 mm rounds, would have less than 1:1,000,000 possibility of exiting the 
designated SDZ within  SGL 211 (ARDEC 2007).  Based on this information, this SDZ has been 
specifically defined, is needed and is proposed.  

The DMVA considered various alternatives to the design, construction and operation of the 
MPTR and redesigned the range several times in order to minimize the likelihood of ricochets 
from the MPTR exiting the Post and entering any off-Post lands, including SGL 211; however, 
ARDEC’s ricochet analysis of each of these alternatives all showed a greater than 1:1,000,000 
possibility that projectiles from the MPTR may ricochet into a portion SGL 211.  The alternative 
MPTR configuration that resulted in the minimum impact on SGL 211 ultimately was selected by 
the DMVA as the Preferred Alternative (see Section 2.0).  It is also noted that only training 
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rounds (e.g., munitions that do not contain any high explosives) would be used on the MPTR.  
Therefore, no explosive rounds would enter SGL 211.  The projectiles that could land within this 
900-acre area would include, in lay terms, inert, metal ammunition of the calibers specified 
above. 

1.1.1 Supplemental Environmental Assessment Framework 

This Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) has been prepared to document the 
potential for environmental impacts resulting from proposed limited jurisdiction and military 
control over a portion of SGL 211 to support a part of the SDZ for the MPTR at NGTC-FTIG.  
This SEA has been prepared under the provisions of, and in accordance with, the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 United States Code [USC] 4321 et seq.), the 
Council of Environmental Quality [CEQ] Regulations Implementing the Procedural Provisions of 
NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508), and 32 CFR 651 (Environmental 
Analysis of Army Actions, Final Rule).  In addition, the document has been prepared as 
prescribed in the NGB NEPA Handbook - Guidance on Preparing Environmental Documentation 
for Army National Guard Actions in Compliance with National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(NGB 2006). 

This SEA supplements data provided in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Enhanced Training and Operations at the National Guard Training Center at Fort Indiantown 
Gap, March 2002 (DMVA/PANG 2002a) and the consequent ROD on that FEIS dated 16 June 
2002 (DMVA/PANG 2002b).  Per CEQ Regulations (40 CFR 1502.10), “Agencies shall prepare 
supplements to either draft or FEISs if: (i) the agency makes substantial changes in the 
proposed action that are relevant to environmental concerns; or (iii) there are significant new 
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed 
action or its impacts.”  In addition, this SEA tiers information from the March 2002 FEIS.  Per 
CEQ Regulations (40 CFR 1502.20), “Agencies are encouraged to tier their environmental 
impact statements to eliminate repetitive discussions of the same issues…[W]henever a broad 
environmental impact statement has been prepared…and a subsequent statement of 
environmental assessment is then prepared on an action included within the entire program or 
policy…the subsequent statement or environmental assessment need only summarize the 
issues discussed in the broader statement.”  Further, a SEA tiered upon a FEIS is supported by 
the recent U.S. Court of Appeals ruling in the Arkansas Wildlife Federation v. U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (8th Cir. 2005) case that found that a SEA is adequate when it is properly tiered 
upon a FIES and the SEA provides an updated and adequate analysis of any new 
environmental impacts (35 ELR 20257a 2005). 

In the FEIS and ROD, the DMVA/PAARNG assessed and approved the construction and 
operation of the MPTR, based on data available and known at that time.  As the exact nature of 
the potential for an off-Post SDZ was not known at that time, the DMVA/PAARNG included 
within the ROD the following mitigation language:     

• Step 1 (Planning and Design):  Prior to construction of the MPTR, the Pennsylvania 
National Guard (PANG) shall complete and document a detailed engineering design, 
associated safety fan study and have a ricochet analysis performed by an outside agency 
in accordance with AR 385-63, Policies and Procedures for Firing Ammunition for Training, 
Target Practice, and Combat, that conclusively establishes an MPTR use prescription that 
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will ensure no projectiles exit Post property. The MPTR will be designed in a manner that 
retains the safety fan within Post boundaries, including accounting for extant mountainous 
topography. This plan shall be subject to review and approval by the National Guard 
Bureau (NGB) and the PANG State Safety Office. The MPTR design also shall be 
reviewed to determine if a waiver reducing the maximum distance of surface danger areas 
to be within Blue and Second Mountains may be issued by The Adjutant General (TAG) as 
authorized under AR 385-63. Completion of the MPTR range design and safety analysis in 
accordance with AR 385-63, thereby ensuring the safety of the range to off-Post land 
uses, is a pre-condition to the construction of the MPTR (DMVA/PANG 2002b). 

• Step 2 (Monitoring/Validation):  Once the MPTR is installed, the PANG shall monitor all 
firing activities for two years to validate the designed use prescription. The validation shall 
further ensure, under prescribed use, the range operates safely and as designed.  The 
monitoring will not start until the safety fan study and testing by PANG is complete.  All 
monitoring/validation data will be shared with the PGC, managing entity of SGL 211, and 
the Appalachian Trail Conference (ATC), managing entity of the Appalachian Trail 
(DMVA/PANG 2002b). 

• Step 3 (Acceptance):  Once the MPTR is operational, the PANG will monitor firing 
activities in order to ensure that no projectiles fired on the MPTR escape NGTC-FTIG 
property.  If any projectiles exit Post property during this monitoring period, the PANG, 
working with NGB, Headquarters Department of the Army (HQDA), PGC, and ATC, shall 
redesign or limit firing activities to the extent necessary to ensure all projectiles remain on 
Post.  This adjustment shall be followed by additional monitoring until it is conclusively 
determined that all projectiles remain on Post property (DMVA/PANG 2002b). 

Since publication of the ROD, the original FEIS-assessed MPTR configuration and an array of 
alternative design configurations were completed by the PAARNG and associated ricochet 
analyses were conducted by ARDEC on each alternative, in accordance with Step 1, above. 
These analyses determined no practical MPTR design alternative exists that would retain 
projectiles within the boundaries of NGTC-FTIG (ARDEC 2007).  Therefore, no design 
alternative exists that would satisfy the conditions of the ROD as stated above.  As a result, 
Steps 2 and 3, as they relate to the current situation, are no longer valid.  Because the ricochet 
analysis conducted by ARDEC provides empirical data indicating that projectiles will ricochet 
into a portion of SGL 211 if the MPTR becomes operational, monitoring of firing activities to 
determine where projectiles from the MPTR ricochet, as described in Step 2, is no longer 
required.  This SEA is being performed as required under CEQ Regulations (40 CFR 1502).   

As such, the DMVA/PAARNG has selected as their Preferred Alternative, to be assessed in this 
SEA, that alternative which would result in the minimum impact to SGL 211. The design 
configuration of the MPTR that produces this minimum of SGL 211 impact is sited within the 
construction footprint analyzed within the prior FEIS and ROD. Consequently, this SEA focuses 
on the proposed SDZ extending off of NGTC-FTIG and onto SGL 211. The impacts of the 
construction and operation of the MPTR within NGTC-FTIG, as analyzed within the 2002 FEIS 
and approved within the ROD, including approved associated on-Post mitigation measures, 
remain valid and are not re-evaluated herein.    
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1.2 Purpose and Need 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide an adequate SDZ, based on Army 
requirements (AR 385-63, DA PAM 385-63) for weapons systems in the Army inventory used on 
the MPTR at NGTC-FTIG.  SDZs are part of every Army range.  When a standard, two-
dimensional SDZ does not fit onto the terrain of an installation, it is permissible to utilize terrain 
(three-dimensional) to modify/reduce the standard SDZ, and/or acquire/control the land outside 
of the confines of an installation (AR 385-63, DA PAM 385-63).   

The standard, two-dimensional SDZ for the NGTC-FTIG MPTR does not fit within the borders of 
NGTC-FTIG.  A scientific analysis of the projectile ricochet from weapons systems to be used at 
the MPTR, conducted by ARDEC demonstrated that the required, three-dimensional SDZ (i.e., 
when extant terrain is taken into consideration) extends off of NGTC-FTIG and onto a portion of 
SGL 211, located to the north of NGTC-FTIG (ARDEC 2007).  Based on the recently completed 
ricochet analyses associated with the MPTR and applicable Army requirements, it is necessary 
for the PAARNG to gain limited control of the affected portion of SGL 211 to accommodate the 
modeled SDZ of this MPTR. 

Control of the SDZ is needed to protect the public from potential ricochets as a result of military 
training on the MPTR at NGTC-FTIG.  Currently, NGTC-FTIG does not have an adequate 
amount of land to support the MPTR SDZ; therefore, to fulfill the requirements set by the Army 
and to enable appropriate military training and military preparedness of the PAARNG, the 
PAARNG must exercise limited control over these portions of SGL 211 to support the MPTR 
SDZ adjacent to NGTC-FTIG.  

The purpose of the land use agreement between the DMVA and the PGC is to provide a legal 
mechanism to facilitate the required, limited military jurisdiction and control over a portion of the 
SGL 211 for use as an SDZ to protect the public from potential ricochets. 

1.3 Scope of the Supplemental Environmental Assessment 

The scope of this SEA includes the full breadth of potential environmental, cultural, and 
socioeconomic impacts to the environment and resources within the proposed SDZ and to the 
immediate vicinity that could result from the establishment of a SDZ on approximately 900 acres 
of SGL 211 in connection with the operation of the MPTR at NGTC-FTIG. Analyzed resource 
categories include physical environment; water quality; groundwater; air quality; biological 
resources, including vegetation, wildlife, wildlife habitat, plant communities, protected species, 
and wetlands; land use; socioeconomic environment; noise; Hazardous and Toxic 
Materials/Waste (HTMW); cultural resources; infrastructure; and human health and safety, 
including environmental justice and children’s health and safety risks.   

This SEA provides a full comparative analysis of three possible alternatives, summarized as 
follows: 

• Alternative 1: Preferred Alternative – This alternative includes the establishment of a 
SDZ on a portion of SGL 211 in connection with the operation of the MPTR at NGTC-
FTIG.  Under this alternative, a 900-acre portion of SGL 211 would serve as a SDZ for the 
MPTR for up to 90 calendar days per year when the MPTR is in operation.  A proposed 
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cooperative land use agreement between DMVA and the PGC would include additional 
limitations on the use of the 900-acre SDZ.  A more detailed description of Alternative 1, 
including connected actions, is provided in Section 3.1. 

• Alternative 2: MPTR Buffer Alternative – This alternative would involve the 
establishment of a slightly larger SDZ extension into SGL 211, in comparison to 
Alternative 1.  Based on earlier MPTR designs involving various firing lane configurations, 
the DMVA would seek approximately 1,900 acres of SGL 211 for use as a SDZ by means 
of a land use agreement.  A more detailed description of Alternative 2, including connected 
actions, is provided in Section 3.2. 

• Alternative 3: No-Action Alternative – Under this alternative, the DMVA would not 
establish an SDZ on a portion of SGL 211.  Consequently, the PAARNG would not 
construct and/or operate the MPTR at NGTC-FTIG.  A more detailed description of 
Alternative 3, including connected actions, is provided in Section 3.3. 

 
Section 3.4 provides a description and analysis of the various alternatives that were considered 
but eliminated from consideration, as they do not adequately meet the purpose of and need for 
the Proposed Action, and were determined to be infeasible.   

1.4 Agency and Public Involvement 

As specified in NEPA (42 USC 4321 et seq.) and in NEPA’s implementing regulations 
promulgated by the CEQ (40 CFR 1500-1508) and 32 CFR 651, public participation is a 
significant component of the NEPA process.  The following provides a listing of key public 
notification and participation events that have occurred or will occur as part of this 
environmental review process: 

• On 30 August 2005 the DMVA and PAARNG conducted a public information meeting to 
discuss the potential acquisition, via a “land exchange,” of approximately 1,900 acres of 
SGL 211 by the DMVA.  This meeting provided a forum for both the public and 
government agencies to receive additional information regarding the proposed land 
acquisition, as well as to provide verbal or written comments. Primary comments/concerns 
were the protection of Stony Creek Valley and the logistics of the training range operation 
(i.e., number of training days per year, ricochet analysis, noise, and signage). (Appendix 
D) Approximately 52 members of the public expressed interest in the potential acquisition 
of the estimated 1,900 acres of SGL 211 by the DMVA (DMVA/PANG 2004; 2005).   

• On 21 March 2007 the DMVA and PAARNG held a public informational meeting for this 
SEA to discuss the establishment of a SDZ on a portion of SGL 211 in connection with the 
operation of the MPTR at NGTC-FTIG.  The public meeting was held in an effort to inform 
the public on the Proposed Action and collect comments from interested parties regarding 
the Proposed Action and possible alternatives.  Primary comments/concerns were the 
protection of Stony Creek Valley and the logistics of the training range operation (i.e., 
number of training days per year, noise, and signage). (Appendix D)  Approximately 100 
members of the public expressed interest in the potential establishment of a SDZ on a 
portion of SGL 211, and the interagency cooperative land use agreement between the 
DMVA and the PGC.  
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• The DMVA conducted Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental 
Planning (IICEP) pursuant to the requirements of NEPA as required under Executive 
Order (EO) 12372, which has been superseded by EO 12416, and subsequently 
supplemented by EO 13132 – Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs.   The list of 
agencies and individuals consulted is included as Appendix A.  A representative copy of 
the IICEP letters submitted to the respective agencies and individuals, as well as all 
responses received, is included as Appendix A of the Draft SEA. Concerns and 
suggestions received through the IICEP process have been addressed in this SEA where 
applicable.  These agencies and individuals have been furnished with copies of the Draft 
SEA.  

• The DMVA conducted formal consultation with federally-recognized Native American 
tribes, as required by the Department of Defense (DoD) Annotated American Indian and 
Alaska Native Policy (20 October 1998 Memorandum).  The DMVA also complied with 
DoDI 4710.02 – DoD Interactions with Federally-Recognized Tribes, the guidance for 
implementing The Secretary of Defense's policy on Department of Defense American 
Indian and Alaska Native Policy, implemented 20 October 1998.  These entities were 
invited to participate in the SEA process per Section 101 (d)(6)(B) of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA), and DoDI 4710.02, as necessary.  The list of federally-
recognized Native American tribes consulted is included in Appendix A.  Copies of the 
letters submitted to the respective federally-recognized Native American tribes, as well as 
the responses received, are also included in Appendix A. At present, two Native 
American tribes have responded, neither tribe has any concern regarding the proposed 
action.  Those entities specifically requesting more information on the proposed action 
and/or inclusion in the NEPA process for this proposed action have been furnished copies 
of the Draft SEA.  

• The DMVA, as the proponent of the Proposed Action, has published and distributed the 
Draft SEA for a 30-day public comment period which ended 15 February 2008.  
Notification of the availability of the Draft SEA was accomplished through publication of a 
legal Notice of Availability (NOA) in the Harrisburg Patriot News and the Lebanon Daily 
News, the local newspapers that service Dauphin and Lebanon Counties, on 13 January 
2008, respectfully (Appendix E).  Further, the Draft SEA and important associated 
reference documents were made available for public review at the Annville Free Library. 
Written comments regarding the Draft SEA were submitted to: NGTC-FTIG Public Affairs 
Officer, DMVA Headquarters, Building 0-47, Annville, Pennsylvania 17003-5002. 

• The DMVA received responses and/or comment letters from interested parties in 
association with the public circulation of the Draft SEA.  Copies of received 
responses/comments on the Draft SEA, as well as responses to these comments, are 
provided in Appendix F of this Final SEA, as appropriate. 

• In order to document the availability of the Final SEA and Draft FNSI, the DMVA has 
published a NOA of the Final SEA and Draft FNSI in a similar manner to the described 
above for the Draft SEA.  As the proponent, the DMVA may not take any action, other than 
planning the proposal, until the FNSI has been signed by all appropriate Government 
officials. 
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1.5 Related National Environmental Policy Act Reviews 

In March 2002, the PAARNG completed a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the 
Enhanced Training and Operations at the National Guard Training Center at Fort Indiantown 
Gap, which addressed the proposed construction and operation of the MPTR.  The study area 
for the FEIS included NGTC-FTIG, located to the immediate south of SGL 211. The FEIS also 
provided a brief description of SGL 211, as well as the use of the SGL 211 by the 
DMVA/PAARNG for overflight by military aviation units conducting terrain flight navigation 
(DMVA/PANG 2002a).  The following potential impacts, due to the construction and operation of 
the MPTR, to SGL 211, including the project study area, were identified and addressed in that 
FEIS: 

• Noise – potential exposure to off-Post land, including private residences and the 
Appalachian Trail, to generally unacceptable noise levels. 

• Geology, Topography, and Soils – no impacts to SGL 211. 

• Water Resources – no impacts to SGL 211. 

• Biological Resources – no impacts to SGL 211.  

• Cultural Resources – no impacts to SGL 211.  

• Socioeconomics – potential impacts to the use of SGL 211 due to off-Post noise impacts 
associated with operation of the MPTR.   

The PAARNG codified its decision to move forward with the construction of the MPTR as 
proposed (based on data available at that time) in the consequent Record of Decision (ROD) on 
that FEIS dated 16 June 2002 (DMVA/PANG 2002b).   

In 2006, the PAARNG completed a FEIS for the Transformation of the Pennsylvania Army 
National Guard 56th Brigade into a Stryker Brigade Combat Team.  The study area for this FEIS 
included NGTC-FTIG, and provided information pertaining to SGL 211 (DMVA/PANG 2006a).  
Within this FEIS, only noise impacts to SGL 211 were identified, and were fully mitigated, as 
codified within consequent ROD signed on 13 April 2006 (DMVA/PANG 2006b). 

Based on the above, prior recent NEPA documentation prepared for actions at NGTC-FTIG 
identified noise impacts to SGL 211 as the only significant impact of concern.  For the purposes 
of this SEA, and based on the RODs signed for each of these two prior EISs, these actions, fully 
implemented, are presumed to comprise the existing environment. As such, the noise conditions 
resulting from these activities are presented as the baseline conditions in Section 4.4 of this 
SEA. 
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION 

The Proposed Action is the establishment of a periodic safety buffer to support a part of the 
MPTR SDZ to the north of NGTC-FTIG, within SGL 211, for a maximum of 90 days per calendar 
year, over a 41 year period. Since SGL 211 is owned by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
and managed through the PGC, a land use agreement between the DMVA and the PGC is 
necessary in order for the PAARNG to gain limited jurisdiction and military control over a portion 
of the SGL 211 to establish this area as a SDZ.  The control of this SDZ by the PAARNG is 
required by the following Army regulations: 

• AR 385-63 – Policies and Procedures for Firing Ammunition for Training, Target Practice, 
and Combat 

• DA PAM 385-63 – Range Safety. 

 
The primary goal of the proposed SDZ and land use agreement is for the DMVA to gain limited 
jurisdiction and military control over a portion of the SGL 211 to be maintained as a safety buffer 
to support a part of the SDZ for the MPTR at NGTC-FTIG. In this manner, the proposed safety 
buffer and land use agreement would assist in maintaining the viability of NGTC-FTIG as an up-
to-date, resourceful training site for the PANG and for other National Guard, Reserve and active 
forces. The proposed safety buffer would not foster additional training or use of the training site 
above that currently conducted or previously assessed and approved (DMVA/PANG 2002a, 
DMVA/PANG 2006a).  Finally, only inert training rounds (e.g. munitions that do not contain high 
explosives) could potentially ricochet into the SDZ. 

The Proposed Action would not involve any development, construction or subdivision of the 
proposed SDZ area within SGL 211 by the DMVA or the PAARNG.  In addition, the Proposed 
Action would not involve any military training within the SDZ proposed on SGL 211.  No roads 
for vehicular traffic of any kind (tracked or wheeled) would be constructed as part of the 
Proposed Action within the proposed SDZ in SGL 211.  Additionally, the SDZ would not be 
fenced.  The SDZ would be controlled in accordance with AR 385-63 and DA PAM 385-63.    

As part of the Proposed Action, the PGC would continue to exercise administrative and 
management responsibility for wildlife, forest resources and other resources within the SGL 211 
portion of the SDZ.  The PGC would also retain all natural resource rights within the SDZ.  The 
PGC would continue to exercise its rights, duties and responsibilities over the SGL 211, 
including the portion containing the SDZ, in accordance with the Stony Creek Wild and Scenic 
River Act of 24 March 1980 (Public Law [P.L.] 50, No. 18). 

Based on the ricochet analyses conducted by the ARDEC in Picatinny, New Jersey, the 
following munitions would potentially enter into the SDZ within SGL 211: 

• 25mm – The 25mm round would be used with the M2 and M3 Bradley.  Two types of 
25mm rounds would be used, the M793 sabot round and the M910 HEAT round.  The 
projectile is approximately 4.5 inches in length, by 25mm in diameter.  The M793 Sabot 
projectile weighs 0.488 lb. and the M910 HEAT projectile weighs 0.255 lb.  For training 
purposes, the 25mm round used in connection with the MPTR would be inert, steel 
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ammunition.  A total of 651 25mm rounds (a combination of M793 and M910) could 
potentially ricochet into the proposed SDZ on an annual basis.  

• .50 cal. – The .50 cal. would be used in long-range target and sniper rifles, as well as 
other .50 machine guns.  The bullet diameter is approximately 0.511 inches, and is 
approximately 2.5 inches in length.  The .50 cal projectile weighs 0.10 lb. The projectile is 
constructed of copper jacketed lead and contains no explosives.  A total of 67 .50 cal. 
rounds could potentially ricochet into the proposed SDZ on an annual basis. 

• M831A1 – The M831A1 would be used in the M1A1 Tank.  This 120mm cartridge is a 
target practice round which simulates ballistics of the M830 HEAT-MP-T Cartridge.  The 
approximate length and weight of the projectile is 20.6 inches and 29.76 pounds, 
respectively.  For training purposes, the M831A1 round used in connection with the MPTR 
would be inert steel. A total of 1 M831A1 round could potentially ricochet into the proposed 
SDZ on an annual basis. 

• M865 – The M8365 would be used in the M1A1 Tank.  This 120mm cartridge is a target 
practice, cone stabilized, discarding sabot cartridge.  The approximate length and weight 
of the projectile is 18.5 inches and 7.05 pounds, respectively.  For training purposes, the 
M865 round used in connection with the MPTR would be inert steel.  A total of 60 M865 
rounds could potentially ricochet into the proposed SDZ on an annual basis. 
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3.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

NEPA, CEQ regulations, and 32 CFR 651 require that all reasonable alternatives be rigorously 
explored and objectively evaluated.  In addition, alternatives that are eliminated from detailed 
study must be identified along with a brief discussion of the reasons for elimination.  

To meet the purpose of and need for the Proposed Action, a suitable alternative had to: 

• Prevent ricochets from exiting the NGTC-FTIG boundary, or 

• Provide appropriate control of off-Post lands sufficient to safely contain the MPTR SDZ in 
accordance with AR 385-63 and DA PAM 385-63.  Lands that have a 1:1,000,000 or 
greater probability of being struck by a ricochet require control and demarcation by the 
PAARNG when the MPTR is in use per the above regulations.  

The following subsections identify alternatives to the Proposed Action that were considered by 
the DMVA and PAARNG. 

3.1 Alternative 1 – Preferred Alternative 

The Preferred Alternative involves the establishment of an off-Post SDZ on approximately 900 
acres within SGL 211 in connection with operation of the MPTR located at NGTC-FTIG (see 
Figure 3-1).  Under this alternative, the DMVA would seek limited jurisdiction and military 
control over 900 acres of SGL 211, to establish a SDZ, by means of a cooperative land use 
agreement between the DMVA and the PGC. 

Restrictions, established by the DMVA and the PGC, for the proposed 900-acre SDZ within SGL 
211 include: 

• The use of this area as an SDZ by DMVA for a 25-year term, commencing on 1 January 
2008 and ending 31 December 2033, and automatically extending, without additional 
consideration, in five-year increments beginning on 1 January 2034 and ending on 31 
December 2049.  Any additional extension of use beyond 31 December 2049 would be 
subject to the mutual agreement of the PGC and the DMVA upon consideration as both 
parties determine appropriate. 

• The use of this area as an SDZ by DMVA would be exclusively in connection with the 
operation of the MPTR, and in accordance with military directives. 

• The DMVA would designate and publicize as far in advance as possible the dates on 
which the use of the SDZ is required. These dates will not collectively exceed 90 days per 
year.  The publication of the required SDZ dates would be at least six months in advance; 
with certain military necessities, a shorter notice period may be required, but in no 
instance shall notice be less than 15 days prior to the use of the SDZ.  The DMVA would 
also devise and implement a signage or other public notice plan to advise the public of 
when they are excluded from the SDZ. 

• The DMVA would not utilize the SDZ in SGL 211 during the regular antlered or antlerless 
(rifle) deer season and bear season.  Prior to 31 January of each year, the DMVA would 
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cooperate with PGC to designate, in advance, a minimum of four weekdays and one 
Saturday (which do not need to be consecutive) during both the Spring Gobbler season 
and Wild Turkey season (fall) when the SDZ in SGL 211 would not be used. 

• When ordnance is found/located in the 900-acre buffer and reported, DMVA will secure 
and remove/eliminate said ordnance at no cost to PGC. 

• No motorized vehicles of any kind, under the control of DMVA or the PAARNG, would 
enter the SDZ in SGL 211. Exceptions to this would be for fire suppression and search 
and rescue operations. 

• The DMVA would not develop, construct within, or subdivide the SDZ in SGL 211. 

• No on-ground military training would take place within the SDZ in SGL 211, except insofar 
as it functions as an SDZ. 

• No roads for vehicular traffic of any kind (tracked or wheeled) would be constructed. The 
DMVA would maintain Cold Spring Road and Second Mountain Fire Break using BMPs 
applicable to dirt and gravel roads. 

• The DMVA’s use of the SDZ would not directly impact Stony Creek, the Rails to Trails or 
the Appalachian National Scenic Trail. 

 
In addition to the proposed cooperative agreement, the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, acting 
by and through DMVA and other Commonwealth agencies and entities, will assist the PGC by 
assisting with or facilitating purchase of lands acceptable to the PGC, to be under the 
jurisdiction and control of PGC as part of the State Game Lands system.  Such assistance will 
include assistance in the acquisition of lands with an agreed-upon value of approximately $2 
million from funds to be determined by the assisting agencies, exclusive of other grants or loans 
to third parties.  The DMVA proposes to transfer the jurisdiction and control of 440 acres, known 
as Training Area Echo One (TA E-1), to compensate for land use restrictions within SGL 211 
(refer to Figure 3-2).  Currently, TA E-1 is restricted from most public use for hunting, trapping, 
and recreation; however, the Horse-Shoe Trail, a 140-mile recreational hiking and equestrian 
trail that runs from Valley Forge National Historical Park to the Appalachian Trail, traverses TA 
E-1 and is presently open for public use. 

3.2 Alternative 2 – MPTR Buffer Alternative 

This alternative would involve the establishment of a slightly larger SDZ extending further into 
SGL 211, in comparison to Alternative 1 (see Figure 3-3).  Based on earlier MPTR designs 
involving various firing lane configurations, the DMVA would seek limited jurisdiction and military 
control over approximately 1,900 acres of SGL 211, for use as a SDZ, by means of a land use 
agreement.  The land use agreement, between the DMVA and the PGC, would include 
restrictions similar to those presented in Section 3.1.  In addition, the financial and land 
considerations (i.e., $2M and TA E-1) proposed under Alternative 1 would be included within 
Alternative 2. 
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3.3 Alternative 3 – No-Action Alternative 

As required under NEPA, CEQ regulations, and 32 CFR 651, the No-Action Alternative is 
retained in this SEA for comparative analysis.  Under this alternative, the PAARNG would not 
establish a SDZ within SGL 211; therefore, a safety buffer land use agreement between the 
DMVA and the PGC would not be necessary.  Consequently, the MPTR would not be 
constructed, negatively affecting the readiness of PAARNG units and the viability of NGTC-
FTIG as an up-to-date, resourceful training site for the PANG and for other Guard, Reserve and 
active forces.   In addition, under the No-Action Alternative, PAARNG units would continue to 
accomplish MPTR-type training at Fort Drum, New York, and/or Fort Pickett, Virginia.  Training 
at those installations requires significant logistics planning and a significant amount of additional 
travel (i.e., up to 5 to 8 additional hours in additional travel time each way for most units) for 
units to get to the training sites. This additional travel time translates into at least 31% of the 
total time a soldier has for training (drill) during the typical Inactive Duty Training (IDT) event.  
The additional travel time required to get to and return from Fort Drum and/or Fort Pickett 
impacts the readiness of PAARNG units due to less actual training time. AR 350-2 prohibits 
National Guard units from using more than 25% of their drill time for travel unless a waiver is 
issued by the State’s Adjutant General.  In addition, this increased travel results in greater 
potential for accidents during transportation, as well as increased mobile air emissions and 
increased fossil fuel consumption from involved vehicles due to the greater travel distances. 
This alternative is not considered a reasonable alternative, but is included as a basis for 
comparison as required under Federal law. 

3.4 Alternatives Considered But Eliminated from Further Study 

3.4.1 Lease of Land from the PGC  

This alternative would involve the establishment of a lease agreement between the DMVA and 
the PGC for a portion of SGL 211 for use as an SDZ.  The lease alternative was rejected by the 
PGC in favor of a land use agreement approach. 

3.4.2 Land Swap between PGC and DMVA 

This alternative, as originally proposed, involved a purchase of land in other, nearby areas (e.g., 
around DeHart Dam from the City of Harrisburg) by the DMVA.  This purchased land would then 
be transferred to the PGC in exchange for a portion (originally estimated at approximately 2,100 
acres) of SGL 211 to establish the SDZ.  This proposal would have linked SGL 211 with SGL 
210, thereby creating the largest contiguous gameland complex in Pennsylvania.  In addition, 
this proposal would have provided the PGC with a larger parcel of land that has greater wildlife 
and recreational value due to its location and more level topography.  The concept of a “land 
swap” encountered substantial public opposition and raised various legal and policy issues for 
both DMVA and the PGC. This alternative was rejected in favor of the land use agreement 
approach. 

3.4.3 Land Purchase by DMVA from PGC 

The DMVA initially proposed to purchase a portion of land from the PGC for use as a SDZ.  The 
Pennsylvania Game and Wildlife Code (34 Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes [Pa.C.S.]) does 
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not authorize the PGC to sell portions of State Game Lands.  Therefore, this alternative was 
eliminated from consideration. 

3.4.4 Range Re-Configuration and Barrier Wall 

As a result of the numerous designs and re-designs of the MPTR, the DMVA has minimized the 
area within SGL 211 potentially affected by ricochets to the maximum extent possible.  The 
results of the associated ricochet analyses performed by ARDEC indicate that ricochets from 
the MPTR would enter parts of SGL 211, as described in Section 1.1.   

The DMVA considered a potential engineering solution that would have involved extensive 
grading of the range to alter the terrain and change the firing angles.  Initial calculations by 
ARDEC of the vertical hazard of ricochets indicated a maximum altitude in excess of 1,000 feet 
above the maximum elevation of Second Mountain.  To effectively reduce the ricochet potential 
into SGL 211, some MPTR targets would have to be lowered by 500 feet or more.  This would 
have necessitated wholesale excavation of the south side of Second Mountain.  The initial 
calculations also suggested that excavation and lowering of targets and firing positions, and re-
configuration of topography alone would not entirely be sufficient to prevent all ricochets into 
SGL 211, but that a wall approximately 500 feet high would also have to constructed along the 
top of Second Mountain to prevent all ricochets.  This alternative was considered to have 
extensive environmental impacts (e.g., to the local viewshed, Indiantown Run and Manada 
Creek, site drainage, erosion, other biological resources, on-site cultural resources, and the like) 
and was considered to be cost prohibitive; thus, it was eliminated from further consideration. 
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4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

4.1 General Overview 

This section specifically describes current baseline environmental, cultural, and socioeconomic 
conditions of a southern portion of SGL 211, with emphasis on those resources potentially 
affected by the Proposed Action.  The potential direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the 
Proposed Action and alternatives on each of the resource areas discussed in this section are 
presented in Section 5.0. 

For the purposes of this assessment, the affected environment includes the following area: 

• 1,900 acres of SGL 211 (herein referred to as the “project study area”), which 
encompasses the preferred 900 acres within the southern portion of SGL 211, between 
the ridgeline of Second Mountain and Stony Creek, as well as areas proximate to this 
project study area, including NGTC-FTIG and other portions of SGL 211, as appropriate. 

 
4.1.1 Relationship to Prior NEPA Documentation 

As noted in Section 1.1.1, preparation of this section has relied heavily on the 2002 Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for Enhanced Training and Operations at NGTC-FTIG 
(DMVA/PANG 2002a) and the 2006 Final Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Transformation of the Pennsylvania Army National Guard 56th Brigade into a Stryker Brigade 
Combat Team (DMVA/PANG 2006a), as updated with current data, for information regarding 
SGL 211 and NGTC-FTIG.  Both of these prior EISs are Final, and have fully implemented 
RODs. Please refer to Sections 1.1.1 and 1.5 for a description of these prior documents, and 
how they are related to this SEA.  

As summarized in Section 1.5, prior recent NEPA documentation prepared for actions at 
NGTC-FTIG identified noise impacts to SGL 211 as the only significant impact of concern.  For 
the purposes of this SEA, and based on the RODs signed for each of these two prior EISs, 
these actions, fully implemented, are presumed to comprise the existing environment. As such, 
the noise conditions resulting from these activities are presented as the baseline conditions in 
Section 4.4 of this SEA. 

4.1.2 Overview of the Project Study Area 

The project study area is located in south-central Pennsylvania, approximately 22 miles 
northeast of the State capital, Harrisburg, and north of and adjacent to Interstate (I)-81 (see 
Figure 4-1).   

Within SGL 211, land use consists of public hunting, trapping, and recreational uses.  SGL 211, 
owned by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and managed by the PGC, had previously been 
an area with numerous mining operations.  In the late 1800s, the State Legislature created the 
PGC in order to protect and conserve Pennsylvania’s wildlife.  One of the major means of 
wildlife management was through the creation of State Game Lands, such as SGL 211.   
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The project study area remains in a near natural state, as discussed in Section 4.2.  Currently, 
SGL 211 is used for public hunting, trapping, and recreation.  Timber is also harvested from the 
northern tract as a wildlife management tool and to generate revenue for the PGC.  SGL 211 
occupies portions of Dauphin, Lebanon, and Schuylkill Counties.  SGL 211 is 44,343 acres in 
size and is roughly situated between Second Mountain on its south and Peters Mountain and 
Stony Mountain on its north. SGL 211 stretches from the Susquehanna River on the west, into 
the western portion of Schuylkill County on the east.  

The project study area lies within East Hanover and Middle Paxton Townships in Dauphin and 
Cold Spring, East Hanover, and Union Townships in Lebanon Counties, bordering Second 
Mountain to the south and abutting Stony Creek to the north.       

4.2 Land Use 

SGL 211 comprises a relatively large expanse (44,343 acres) of public hunting, trapping, and 
recreational land.  This area is maintained for public use and consists largely of undeveloped, 
mountainous terrain; the project study area encompasses a section of the SGL 211 that is 
extremely steep and difficult to access due to a lack of roads. Topography within the project 
study area averages 31 degrees or a 2:1 slope, which is equivalent to a very steep roof.  SGL 
211 is available year-round, except during hunting season, for overflight by military aviation 
units conducting terrain flight navigation (DMVA/PANG 2006a, NPG 1999).  Specifically, the 
project study area is bordered by NGTC-FTIG to the south and SGL 211 to the east, north and 
west.   

4.2.1.1 Land Cover 

The project study area consists of a steep, mountainous, undisturbed area.  Vegetation consists 
of conifer-dominated boreal forest with mixed deciduous forest communities.  

4.2.1.2 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

The project study area is located along the top and north-facing slope of Second Mountain 
extending toward Stony Creek.  Aesthetics are representative of mountainous, undeveloped 
areas, consisting of large amounts of vegetation and areas of exposed rock.  Stony Creek is a 
primary visual and aesthetic resource in the vicinity of the project study area, located 
approximately one mile north of the boundary between NGTC-FTIG and SGL 211.  The project 
study area resides within the Stony Creek watershed.  The Stony Creek watershed was 
designated a Wild and Scenic River by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania in 1980 (refer to 
Section 4.6.2). 

Other notable visual and aesthetic resources in the vicinity of the project study area include: 

• Second Mountain Hawk Watch, access road and parking lot, located at the summit of 
Second Mountain along the southern boundary of the project study area on NGTC-FTIG 
property, is an approximately one-acre cleared area used by the Second Mountain Hawk 
Watch Association (SMHWA) and the general public to view and record spring and fall 
hawk migration.  The second Mountain Hawk Watch is designated as an important bird 
area by the Pennsylvania Audubon Society. 
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• Stony Creek Valley, also known as St. Anthony’s Wilderness, is a center for numerous 
outdoor recreation activities including hunting, fishing, hiking, biking, and snowmobiling.   
This area is one of the largest continuous roadless tracts of forested land in Central 
Pennsylvania. Among the number of factors which greatly contribute to this popularity 
are abundant and diverse wildlife populations, a successful fish stocking program by the 
Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission (PFBC), and the dissection of the area by 
many trails including the Appalachian Trail, the Horseshoe Trail, and an abandoned 
railroad bed (Stony Valley Rail Trail) that parallels Stony Creek (PADER 1979).  Stony 
Creek became Pennsylvania’s first designated State Wild and Scenic River in 1980 (32 
P.S. § 820.41 – 820.45).  

• The Appalachian National Scenic Trail (ANST) is a continuous, marked, 69-year-old 
footpath that traverses the Appalachian Mountain chain from central Maine to northern 
Georgia, for a distance of 2,175 miles.  As the longest unit of the National Park System, 
the ANST provides opportunities for millions of visitors each year to experience 
countless wild, scenic, and pastoral settings.  It also affords opportunities for continuous 
long-distance hiking that are unparalleled anywhere else in the world.  When Congress 
designated the Appalachian Trail as our nation’s first national scenic trail, it did so to 
“provide for the maximum outdoor recreation potential and for the conservation and 
enjoyment of the nationally significant scenic, historic, natural, or cultural qualities of the 
areas through which such trails may pass.”  The ANST traverses the ridgelines of Sharp, 
Second, and Blue Mountains for a distance of more than 20 miles, passing 
approximately 2 miles north of the existing military training facility at NGTC-FTIG.  In 
1995, the National Park Service (NPS), the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, the ATC, 
the Keystone Trails Association, and 12 Appalachian Trail-maintaining clubs in 
Pennsylvania entered into an agreement to manage the Appalachian Trail in 
Pennsylvania, consistent with the National Trails System Act (P.L. 90-543) and 
Pennsylvania Appalachian Trail Act (P.L. 87, No. 41).  The Trail is managed by these 
agencies and organizations to preserve and protect the ANST for its remote recreational, 
scenic, and near-pristine natural resources, and to minimize noise and visual impacts to 
the Trail. 

 
4.2.1.3 Building Function and Architecture 

No permanent structures are located within the project study area.     

4.2.1.4 Local Zoning 

The project study area is physically located in Dauphin and Lebanon Counties, Pennsylvania.  
The project study area lies within East Hanover Township in Dauphin County and Cold Springs 
Township in Lebanon County.  SGL 211 is designated as Public/Semi Public in Dauphin County 
and Special Purpose Residential, Residential Forest, and Open Space – Timberland 
Conservation in Lebanon County.   

4.2.1.5 Property Status   

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, acting by and through the PGC, has ownership and 
control over SGL 211.  As stated in Chapter 7 of the Pennsylvania Game and Wildlife Code (34 
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Pa.C.S., Ch. 7), SGL 211 is under property control by the PGC and the property use is 
governed by the Game and Wildlife Code.  

Further, the Pittman-Robertson Wildlife Restoration Act (16 USC 669 et seq.) authorizes the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to establish laws governing the conservation of wildlife, as well 
as to provide funds to develop wildlife conservation and restoration programs.  These programs 
include the monitoring of species, wildlife recreation projects, conservation education programs, 
etc.  According to the Pittman-Robertson Wildlife Restoration Act, these programs may then be 
expanded by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania for the management of wildlife areas and 
resources. 

Pursuant to the interpretation of these regulations by the USFWS, assets (e.g. real estate) 
acquired with hunting license revenue may only be used to manage fish and wildlife-oriented 
resources for which the PGC has the authority under State law (50 CFR 80.4) Moreover, the 
PGC must maintain full management control of lands purchased with the Wildlife Restoration 
Act funds (50 CFR 80.14(b) (1).  As owner of the 900-acres in question, the PGC has broad 
discretion as to how it manages the lands it owns.  State fish and wildlife agencies frequently 
manipulate habitat for the benefit of wildlife restoration or open space and close areas of their 
holdings to serve a variety of management purposes. It is well within the management purview 
of State fish and wildlife agencies to enter into agreements with other parties, such as the 
DMVA, as long as the terms of 50 CFR 80 are not violated (USFWS 2008).    

4.3 Air Quality 

4.3.1 Ambient Air Quality 

Ambient air quality in an area can be characterized in terms of whether or not it complies with 
the primary and secondary National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and with the 
Pennsylvania Ambient Air Quality Standards (PAAQS).  The Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) 
requires the USEPA to set NAAQS for pollutants considered harmful to public health and the 
environment.  Primary National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) set limits to protect 
public health, including the health of sensitive populations such as asthmatics, children, and the 
elderly.  Secondary standards set limits to protect public welfare, including protection against 
decreased visibility and damage to animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings (USEPA 1999a, 
USEPA 1999b, DMVA/PANG 2006a).  NAAQS are provided for six principal pollutants, called 
criteria pollutants (as listed under Section 108 of the CAA), including the following: 

• Carbon monoxide (CO) 
• Lead (Pb) 
• Nitrogen oxide (NOx) 
• Ozone (O3) 
• Particulate matter (PM), divided into two size classes: 

– Aerodynamic size less than or equal to 10 micrometers (PM10) 
– Aerodynamic size less than or equal to 2.5 micrometers (PM2.5). 

• Sulfur dioxide (SO2). 
 
Each state and locality has the primary responsibility for air pollution prevention and control.  
The State and Federal primary and secondary ambient air standards are presented in  



 
 
Pennsylvania Department of Military and Veterans Affairs   
National Guard Training Center - Fort Indiantown Gap 
 
 
 

Final Supplemental Environmental Assessment April 2008 
Establishing a SDZ on a portion of SGL 211  
National Guard Training Center – Fort Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania 4-5 

Table 4-1.  Under the Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970 and the CAAA of 1990, state and local air 
pollution control agencies have the authority to adopt and enforce ambient air quality standards 
more stringent than the NAAQS.  PADEP has adopted all the NAAQS and set more stringent 
PAAQS.  In addition to the NAAQS, the State has promulgated standards for beryllium (Be), 
total soluble fluorides as hydrogen fluoride (HF), and hydrogen sulfide (H2S).  These standards 
are also shown in Table 4-1.   

4.3.2 Criteria for Attainment/Non-Attainment Areas 

Currently, Dauphin and Lebanon Counties do not meet the NAAQS for ozone and are classified 
as non-attainment areas.  In addition, Dauphin and Lebanon Counties are in non-attainment 
status for PM2.5; Dauphin and Lebanon Counties are in attainment for all other criteria pollutants 
(USEPA 2007a). 

4.3.3 General Conformity Rule 

The General Conformity Provision of the CAA (42 USC 7401 et seq.; 40 CFR 50-87) Section 
176(c), including the USEPA’s implementation mechanism, the General Conformity Rule (40 
CFR 51, Subpart W), requires Federal agencies to prepare written Conformity Determinations 
for Federal actions in or affecting NAAQS non-attainment areas or maintenance areas.  The 
project study area is within the Ozone Transport Region (OTR), an area of the U.S. where 
ozone and its atmospheric behavior are of special concern.  Although both Dauphin and 
Lebanon counties are in non-attainment for ozone and PM2.5, the procedural requirements of the 
General Conformity Rule are not required for the Proposed Action because no activities are 
proposed that would result in the creation of air pollutants. 
 
4.3.4 Local Meteorological Conditions 

The local meteorological conditions within the SGL 211 and NGTC-FTIG area are typical for the 
region, and create no unusual circumstances with respect to air quality.  Prevailing winds are 
ordinarily from the west and northwest at approximately 8 mph (World Climate 1999).  Air 
masses change with some regularity, and any one weather condition does not persist for many 
days in succession.  The Blue Mountain chain serves somewhat as a barrier to severe winter 
storm events; the mountain barriers occasionally prevent cold waves from reaching the Great 
Valley. 
 
4.3.5 Existing Emission Sources 

The project study area does not currently possess any permitted emission sources.     

4.3.6 Existing Air Pollution Source Permits 

The project study area does not currently possess any existing air pollution source permits. 

4.3.7 Proximate Sensitive Receptors 

No sensitive air quality receptors are located within one-mile of the project study area.   
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4.3.8 Compliance with Federal and State Regulations 

Title III of the CAAA established a program for controlling emissions of hazardous air pollutants 
(HAPs).  Under Title III, emission standards have been developed for sources that emit any of 
189 chemical compounds listed in the Act.  Initially, Title III will affect major industrial sources of 
HAPs.  A major source is any facility that emits 10 tons or more per year of any HAP or 25 tons 
of any combination of HAPs.  These sources of emissions must be identified and are required to 
obtain an operating permit and comply with federally mandated control technology (i.e., 
maximum achievable control technology) based on emission standards and other conditions.  
SGL 211 does not produce any HAP emissions; therefore, Title III of the CAAA does not apply 
to the project study area. 

4.4 Noise  

Under NEPA, the Noise Control Act of 1972 (42 U.S.C 4903 [P.L. 92-574]), EO 12088, AR 200-
1 and 32 CFR Part 651, the DMVA/PAARNG is required to assess the environmental impact of 
noise produced by their activities.  Within such an assessment, strategies are promulgated to 
establish proper land-use planning criteria that protect on-site and off-site receptors from 
environmental noise. 

A-Weighting and C-Weighting are two different scales that are used to assess noise impacts.  
The A-Weighting is used to give emphasis on the frequencies that humans hear best.  The C-
Weighting is used for sounds that have a high content of low-frequency energy.  By using the C-
weighting, the results reflect vibration levels that can be felt from the low-frequency levels.  A-
Weighted Day-Night Average Sound Level (ADNL) is used to evaluate heavy equipment 
operations and small arms weapons firing (up to .50 cal).  For loud, short-duration impulsive 
sounds, such as large caliber weapons firing (greater than 20 mm) and demolitions noise, the 
C-Weighted Day-Night Average Sound Level (CDNL) is used (AR 200-1).  

4.4.1 Existing Noise Environment 

Currently, the noise environment of the project study area is primarily affected by operations at  
NGTC-FTIG, including the configuration of NGTC-FTIG ranges and use of weapons, 
ammunition and firing points.  The noise environment is also occasionally affected by hunting 
noise. NGTC-FTIG’s ground range (impact area) firing activities include the use of artillery and 
large weapons.   

As assessed in the 2002 Final Environmental Impact Statement for Enhanced Training and 
Operations at NGTC-FTIG, the CDNL metric was determined to exceed the Zone I noise level of 
62 decibels, C-Weighted (dBC) in certain areas outside the boundaries of NGTC-FTIG (refer to 
Table 4-2 for Noise Zone Classifications).  The 62 dBC contour line extends less than one mile 
off the installation along 50 percent of the northern perimeter, including sections of the project 
study area.  In addition, the bomb circle noise contour lines, determined in the 2002 EIS, 
confirm that a portion of the project study area is also subject to exposure of Zone III noise 
levels (85 dBC) (DMVA/PANG 2002a).  Overall, the 2002 EIS identified that the noise 
environment of the project study area is currently affected by training operations at NGTC-FTIG 
at levels above acceptable standards for recreational lands.   
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The Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise (FICUN) has developed noise zone 
classifications; Table 4-2 summarizes the FICUN Noise Zone Classifications, as presented in 
AR 200-1.  The noise environment within a majority the project study area generally lies within 
noise Zone I; however, during certain training activities (i.e., large weapons firing) at NGTC-
FTIG, the noise environment within particular sections of the project study area can escalate to 
noise Zones II and III.    

As re-assessed in the 2006 Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Transformation of the 
PAARNG’s 56th Brigade into an SBCT, the construction and operation of the MPTR would result 
in short-and long-term adverse noise impacts to SGL 211.  The 2006 FEIS provides the noise 
contours of the proposed MPTR, and updates those noise contours in of the 2002 FEIS. It is 
noted that the revised future-case noise contours of the 2006 FEIS indicate that 2,240 acres of 
off-Post land, including 66 residences and 423 acres within SGL 211 (i.e., as opposed to 9,094 
acres of off-Post land and 186 private residences as specified in the 2002 FEIS) are included 
within future Noise Zones II and III. The amount of land within these noise contours is less than 
was anticipated in the 2002 FEIS for the MPTR due to improved computer noise models that 
are now available (USACHPPM 2005). The improved noise models now can accurately 
incorporate NGTC-FTIG’s terrain into the noise calculations; these terrain features serve to 
partially attenuate anticipated noise 

The construction of the MPTR would result short-term, less than significant noise impacts.  With 
multiple items of equipment operating concurrently, noise levels can be relatively high during 
daytime periods, however locations more than 1,000 feet (i.e., SGL 211) from construction sites 
seldom experience significant levels of construction noise; given the temporary nature of 
proposed construction activities and the limited amount of noise that construction equipment 
would generate, this impact is considered less than significant.  Further, during particular 
weapons firing at the MPTR, the noise environment within particular sections of the project 
study area can escalate to noise Zones II and III (refer to Figure 4-2). Specifically, 
approximately 90 acres of the project study area would experience Zone II noise levels and 
approximately 10 acres of the project study area would experience Zone III noise levels during 
MPTR training activities.  

4.4.2 Proximate Sensitive Receptors 

There are no residences located within the project study area. Proximate sensitive noise 
receptors at, or in the vicinity of the project study area primarily include persons who utilize SGL 
211 for recreational purposes.  Public recreational areas located in close proximity to the project 
study area include, SGL 211 and the Stony Creek watershed, which include Rattling Run Trail 
and the ANST.  Actual numbers and demographics of those who utilize the specific portion of 
SGL 211 within the project study area are not available as they are not tracked.  

4.5 Geology, Topography, and Soils 

The geology of the area is within the Valley and Ridge physiographic province, Appalachian 
Mountain Section.  In general, the Valley and Ridge province is underlain by complexly faulted 
and folded sedimentary rocks of Paleozoic Age.  A wide range of lithologic types is represented, 
including limestones, sandstones, and shales.  Sandstone and conglomerate, resistant to 
weathering, comprise the ridges, while shale and limestone underlie the valleys (USDA 1981).   
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The project study area, as well as the northern portion of NGTC-FTIG, rests in the Appalachian 
Mountain section of the Valley and Ridge physiographic province, a region of northeast-
southwest-oriented ridges and valleys (refer to Figure 4-3).  The valleys within the project study 
area have been worn into the softer limestones and dolomites, while the ridges have formed 
from the more resistant shales, sandstones, and conglomerates (USDA 1981).   

Two geologic units were identified within the project study area: the Mauch Chunk and Pocono 
Formations (see Figure 4-3).  The Mauch Chunk Formation typically consists of sandstone, 
siltstone and shale, while the Pocono Formation is composed of conglomerate and sandstone 
(USDA 1972, USDA 1981). 

4.5.1.1 Topography 

Inspection of United States Geological Survey (USGS) Topographic Quadrangles shows the 
ridge of Second Mountain within the project study area reaches elevations of approximately 
1,300 feet above mean sea level (amsl).  The northern limit of the project study area near Stony 
Creek lies at approximately 800 feet amsl.  The project study area can be characterized as 
extremely steep with predominant areas of loose slab rock. Topography within the project study 
area averages 31 degrees or a 2:1 slope, which is equivalent to a very steep roof.   

The Appalachian Mountain section is considered to have a high susceptibility to landslides, with 
shallow, slab-type bedrock slides fairly common on dip slopes of steeply tilted strata (Shultz 
1999).  Steep slopes and exposed bedrock areas occur throughout the project study area, 
primarily on the crest of Second Mountain and in Stony Creek Valley (see Figure 4-1).  The 
Stony Creek Valley drains toward the Susquehanna River to the west via Stony Creek, which 
runs within approximately 70 feet of the northern border of the project study area.  The 
predominant tributary confluence within the project study area is Yellow Springs.  During periods 
of abundant precipitation, the floodplain of Stony Creek is dominated by numerous small ponds, 
or vernal pools (PADER 1979).   

4.5.1.2 Soil Types and Characteristics 

The majority of the soils present within the project study area are members of the Laidig-
Hazleton-Leck Kill association.  This association is characterized by deep, nearly level to very 
steep, well drained soils on mountains, ridges, and summits. 

Five soil types are located within the project study area: 

1. Andover gravelly loam, 0-8 percent slope (AoB) – characterized by nearly level to 
moderately sloping, poorly drained soils. 

2. Dekalb and Lehew sandy loam (DIF) – characterized by moderately steep, extremely 
well drained soils. 

3. Hazleton extremely stony sandy loam (HHE) – characterized by steep and very steep, 
well drained soils. 

4. Hazleton-Laidig association (HLD) – characterized by moderately steep, well drained 
soils. 
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5. Huntington silt loam (HegF) – characterized by moderately steep, well drained soils. 

6. Laidig extremely gravelly loam, 8-25 percent slope (LdC) – characterized by 
moderately steep, well drained soils. 

7. Laidig extremely gravelly loam, 8-25 percent slope (LdD) – characterized by 
moderately steep, well drained soils. 

8. Rubble land (Ru) – characterized as a miscellaneous area consisting of moderately 
steep to very steep, moderately rapid to rapid permeability soils. 

Locations of soils found at the project study area are shown in Figure 4-4.  Soil characteristics 
are summarized in Table 4-3. 

The Land Use Capability Class indicates suitability of the soil for woodland and wildlife.  Soils 
within the project study area are categorized as Class VII (soils suited for pasture lands, 
woodlands, and wildlife) and VIII (soils not suitable for agriculture, recommended for wildlife 
habitat) (see Table 4-3).  Class VII and VIII soils have severe limitations that restrict their use 
for cultivation due to numerous surface stones and slope (USDA 1972, USDA 1981). 

4.5.1.3 Prime and Unique Farmlands 

One of the soil types within the project study area is designated as farmland of statewide 
importance, while none of the soil types within the project study area are designated as prime 
farmland (see Table 4-3 and Figure 4-4). 

4.5.1.4 Hydric Soils 

According to the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), two of the soils within the 
project study area have been identified as hydric or as having hydric components (USDA 1972, 
USDA 1981).  Andover very stony loam and Laidig extremely stony loam both contain hydric 
properties and are found within the project study area; however, Laidig extremely stony loam is 
categorized as hydric in the Lebanon County portion of the project study area, but is not 
categorized as hydric in the Dauphin County portion of the project study area. 

4.6 Water Resources 

4.6.1 Regulatory Framework  

Protection and management of water resources are mandated by a various Federal laws, 
regulations, and guidance.  Within the U.S., waters are regulated under Sections 401 (33 USC 
1341 et seq.) and 404 (33 USC 1344 et seq.) of the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA).  Water 
features within the vicinity of the project study area are under the jurisdiction of the PADEP.  
The Pennsylvania Clean Streams Law (35 P.S. 691.1 et seq.) defines “waters of the 
Commonwealth” as including rivers, streams, impoundments, ditches, lakes, dammed water, 
ponds, springs, and all other bodies or channels of surface and underground water, whether 
natural or artificial.  These waters of the State are regulated by PADEP.   
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4.6.1.1 Surface Water Resources 

No surface water features exist within the boundary of the project study area.  However, Stony 
Creek is within 70 feet of the northern boundary of the Preferred Alternative (see Figure 4-5). 
The entire project study area is located within the Stony Creek watershed.  The Stony Creek 
drains a watershed of approximately 35.6 square miles primarily within the narrow valley 
between Second Mountain on the south and Sharp, Stony and Third Mountains to the north.  
There are three predominant tributaries of Stony Creek: Rausch Creek, Yellow Springs, and 
Rattling Run; none of the tributaries are located in the project study area.  These tributaries 
originate in the higher elevations of Sharp and Stony Mountains. Stony Creek flows into the 
Susquehanna River approximately 13 miles west of the project study area.  Based on available 
data obtained from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the project study 
area is not located within a 100- or 500-year floodplain (see Figure 4-6).  The National Wetland 
Inventory (NWI) map indicates that 0.976 acres of wetlands are present within the project study 
area (see Figure 4-7).  These wetlands are located within the boundaries of Alternative 2.  No 
wetlands are located within the 900-acre Alternative 1 area.   

AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc. (AMEC) performed a site reconnaissance of the project 
study area on 1 May 2007 and concluded that there is an absence of wetlands within and 
around the Alternative 1 area. 

4.6.1.2 Groundwater Resources 

The shale and sandstone formations underneath SGL 211 are compact rocks made up of small-
sized particles. This results in low groundwater permeability, or primary porosity, of these 
formations.  Therefore, the occurrence and movement of groundwater in the project study area 
are largely controlled by the degree of fracturing in the bedrock, or secondary porosity.  
Fracturing occurs in association with faults, folds, and joints within the bedrock.  Fracturing is 
widespread and can be attributed to the extensive structural deformation associated with the 
region.  Consequently, groundwater occurs in low quantities within the project study area 
(DMVA/PANG 2006a, STI 1991). 

4.6.1.3 Water Providers 

No water is currently provided to the project study area.   

4.6.2 Wild and Scenic Rivers  

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 (16 USC 1271 et seq.) established a means of 
evaluating and protecting selected rivers that have particular scenic, recreational, geologic, fish 
and wildlife, historical, cultural, or other similar unique values.  A river may be so designated by 
either the U.S. Congress or by a state legislature.  The three administrative classifications 
include wild river areas, scenic river areas, and recreational river areas.  Federal and State 
agencies must consider the significance of these designated river areas in planning for the use 
and development of water and land resources; this potential must be discussed in project plans.  
Federal agencies are prohibited in assisting in the construction of a project that would adversely 
affect designated rivers, and must inform and advise either the Secretary of the Interior or the 
Secretary of Agriculture on proposed projects concerning designated rivers, or rivers under 
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consideration for such designation (16 USC 1278).   Stony Creek has not been designated as a 
Wild and Scenic River under the federal law. 
 
In September 1979, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources 
(PADER, now PADEP) performed the Pennsylvania Wild and Scenic Rivers Program: Stony 
Creek Study.  The study was conducted in order to determine whether or not Stony Creek, 
located within SGL 211, was eligible for classification and protection under the Wild and Scenic 
River Act.  Part of the Stony Creek watershed, as defined within the Stony Creek Study, extends 
south to the ridge top of Second Mountain (PADER 1979).  

Information received from the Pennsylvania Department of Conservation of Natural Resources 
(PADCNR) indicates that the entire Stony Creek watershed (in which the project study area 
resides, with Stony Creek flowing parallel to the northern boundary of the project study area at a 
distance of approximately 70 feet) was designated a Pennsylvania Scenic River in 1980.  In 
1980 the General Assembly enacted the “Stony Creek Wild and Scenic River Act” (32 P.S. § 
820.41 – 820.45), designating Stony Creek and the surrounding valley as the first wild river in 
the State. This designation includes Rattling Run and Rausch Creek, tributaries of Stony Creek.  
The designation is intended to ensure the preservation of the wilderness setting of the river 
(PaANG 1998).  Stony Creek or its watershed does not have a specific Federal designation.  
The Stony Creek watershed is managed through the Stony Creek Management Plan.  The 
project study area drains to Stony Creek. 

4.7 Biological Resources 

4.7.1 Regulatory Framework 

Protection and management of biological resources within the project study area is mandated 
by a number of laws, regulations, and guidance.  The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 
(16 USC 1531 et seq.) regulates the protection of federally-listed species.  Section 7 of the ESA 
dictates that Federal actions should not jeopardize the continued existence of endangered or 
threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of the critical habitat of 
such species.  In addition, protection and management of biological resources within the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is regulated by PADCNR, the PFBC, and the PGC. 

4.7.1.1 Local Ecosystems and Communities 

Plant Communities 

The project study area is comprised of undeveloped, near-natural land.  SGL 211 consists of 
montane hardwood-conifer forests in upland areas, with northern hardwood-conifer forests 
along the lower, especially north-facing, slopes.  These northern hardwood-conifer forests are 
also often found in small ravines and along stream courses, such as Stony Creek.   Plant 
communities in the lower slopes of Stony Creek Valley are dominated by chestnut oak (Quercus 
prinus), with Black birch (Betula lenta) forming the major subdominant of the area. Further up 
the slope, Red maple (Acer rubrum) becomes more significant with the chestnut oaks still 
dominating the community.  Finally, the ridge tops in the area include chestnut oaks, striped 
maple (Acer pensylvanicum) and chestnut oak (Quercus prinus) as the dominant species 
(PADER 1979).  
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Special Habitat Areas 

While not specifically designated a special habitat area, the ridgelines in the vicinity of the 
project study area are well known as a hawk migration corridor (PGC 2003).  Autumn migrations 
extend from early August to mid-December, while spring migrations typically last from February 
through June.  The Second Mountain Hawk Watch, located at the summit of Second Mountain 
along the southern boundary of the project study area on NGTC-FTIG property, is an 
approximately one-acre cleared area used by the Second Mountain Hawk Watch Association 
(SMHWA) to view and record spring and fall hawk migrations.  The Second Mountain Hawk 
Watch has been designated as an important bird area by the Pennsylvania Audubon Society.       

4.7.1.2 Special Status Species 

Information regarding threatened or endangered species within the vicinity of the project study 
area was obtained through the Pennsylvania Natural Heritage Program’s (PNHP) Pennsylvania 
Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) Project Environmental Review process, the PGC, the PFBC, 
the PADCNR, and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  Copies of 
correspondence with these agencies are presented in Appendix A.   

The PNHP’s PNDI search reported that no Federally threatened or endangered species are 
located within the project study area.  Detailed information regarding the special status species 
identified by the PADCNR, as well as their typical habitat requirements and current status is 
presented in Table 4-4. As of 10 March 2008, correspondence from the USFWS has been 
received stating that the USFWS will review and comment on the Draft EA.  At the time of this 
printing, a response from the USFWS concerning the presence of Federally threatened or 
endangered species has not been received. According to the PADCNR, four state-listed special 
status plant species are “known to occur in the vicinity” of the Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 
locations (refer to Table 4-4); however, based on typical habitat requirements, the following two 
special status plant species identified would likely occur within the project study area: 

• American holly (Ilex opaca), a Pennsylvania listed threatened species, grows in wetlands 
and sandy coastal areas from New England to Florida and along the northern the 
Mississippi River valley (University of Florida 2007).  According to the PADCNR and the 
Pennsylvania Wild and Scenic Rivers Program: Stony Creek Study, there are several 
stands of American holly known to occur within SGL 211 (DCNR 2007, PADER 1979).  
Therefore, the extreme northern portion of the project study area does occur in an area 
with the potential habitat of the American holly.   

• Forked-chickweed (Paronychia fastigiata var. nuttallii), a Pennsylvania endangered 
species, grows in sandy and/or rocky soils from New England west to the Great Lakes 
region (DNCR 2007, Connecticut Botanical Society 2005).  The project study area 
contains suitable habitat requirements for the forked chickweed, and according to the 
PADCNR, is known to be within the vicinity; consequently, there is potential for the forked 
chickweed to occur within the project study area. 

 
PADCNR reported that the project study area contains potentially suitable habitat for five state-
listed special status butterfly species (refer to Table 4-4); however, based on typical habitat 
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requirements, the following two special status butterfly species identified would likely occur 
within the project study area: 

• Black-waved flannel moth (Lagoa crispate), a Pennsylvania designated imperiled species, 
are commonly found in deciduous forests of the southeastern to south-central United 
States; however, populations are known to exist in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
(DCNR 2007, Iowa State University 2007).  The project study area consists of hardwood-
conifer forests and, therefore, has the potential habitat for the black-waved flannel moth. 

• Spiny oakworm moth (Anisota stigma), a Pennsylvania designated critically imperiled 
species, is common throughout the eastern United States, ranging from southern New 
England to Minnesota and south to Florida; however, the species may be rare in some 
areas within the range.  According to the PADCNR, the Spiny oakworm moth inhabits 
deciduous forest, particularly with high concentrations of oak species (DCNR 2007, Hyche 
2000).  The hardwood-conifer forest found in the project study area contains a large 
community of oak species, resulting in the potential habitat of the Spiny oakworm moth. 

 
Although AMEC has received correspondence from the USFWS, that correspondence primarily 
pertains to elements of the SEA as they relate to interpretation of the Wildlife Restoration Act 
(50 CFR 80) and does not specifically address the presence of Federally threatened or 
endangered species.  To date, the DMVA/PAARNG have not received information from the 
USFWS regarding special status species that may occur within the project study area (see 
Appendix A that documents, in a Memorandum of Record, attempts to obtain these data); 
however, based on the species known to occur in the vicinity and the habitats present within the 
study area, the following special status species may exist within the project study area: 

• The Allegheny woodrat (Neotoma magister), a Pennsylvania State-threatened species, is 
a mammal common to the area, and has been found specifically along the ridge of Second 
Mountain (DMVA/PAARNG 2006a).  A survey conducted at NGTC-FTIG during November 
1999 located signs of these large rodents in rock piles and cliffs on the southern slope of 
Second Mountain, including food caches containing fungi, leaves, pokeweed fruits, and 
grapes.  Allegheny woodrats depend on fairly large, contiguous areas of forested habitat to 
forage for food, such as SGL 211, and tend to avoid crossing paved roads while foraging 
(DMVA/PAARNG 2006a, TNC 2002a).   

• The Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) was one of the first bat species to be recognized as an 
endangered species by the USFWS under the FESA.  The distribution of this species 
includes cave regions, and areas that are relatively near cave regions, in the eastern U.S.  
The Indiana bat has been known to occur in central Pennsylvania, although little survey 
data is documented.  A survey was conducted in 2004 to provide an inventory of bat 
species occurring in the vicinity of NGTC-FTIG.  The survey concluded that no Indiana 
bats were located within NGTC-FTIG (BCM 2004, DMVA/PAARNG 2006a). 

• The timber rattlesnake (Crotalus h. horridus), a Pennsylvania candidate species, has been 
observed to inhabit areas including the ridge of Second Mountain.  This species is 
considered to be a candidate for potential listing as threatened or endangered in 
Pennsylvania (DMVA 2002).  Studies of the rattlesnake population at NGTC-FTIG in 1998, 
1999, 2004, and 2005 identified that snakes tended to remain in forested habitat and use 
small woodland and stream corridors to move throughout the area (DMVA/PAARNG 
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2006a, TNC 2000, HA 2004, HA 2005).  Further, according to the PFBC’s files, the timber 
rattlesnake is known to occur in the project vicinity. 

 
4.8 Cultural Resources 

In accordance with Section 101 (d)(6)(b) of the NHPA and DoD 4710.02 within which the 
Department of Defense Annotated American Indian and Alaskan Native Policy is a component, 
the DMVA/PAARNG conducted formal consultation with Federally-recognized Native American 
tribes concerning this proposal. The tribes listed below are identified in PAARNG’s Statewide 
Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP) and through subsequent Native 
American Consultation Workshops conducted by the PAARNG.  These entities were invited to 
participate in the SEA process, per Section 101 (d)(6)(b) and DoD 4710.02.  The 
DMVA/PAARNG has completed government-to-government consultation with the following 
Native American tribes to acquire their input on tribal affiliation to, and any interests in, lands in 
the project study area and its vicinity, including SGL 211 and NGTC-FTIG: 

• Absentee-Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma • Seneca Nation of Indians 

• Delaware Nation • Oneida Indian Nation of New York 

• Delaware Tribe of Indians • Seneca-Cayuga Tribe of Oklahoma 

• Delaware Tribe of Western Oklahoma • Tonawanda Seneca Nation 

• Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma • Tuscarora Nation 

• Shawnee Tribe • Onondaga Nation 

• St. Regis Mohawk Tribe • Cayuga Nation 

 
In addition, the DMVA/PAARNG initiated coordination with the Pennsylvania Historical and 
Museum Commission (PHMC) to obtain information regarding known cultural resource sites at 
or in the vicinity of the project study area.  The PHMC responded in a letter dated 15 June 2007 
and stated that they do not believe the proposal would have any adverse affect on cultural 
resources (see Appendix A).  The PHMC will be sent a copy of this Draft SEA as part of the 
review process. 

To date, the DMVA/PAARNG has received responses from the Oneida Indian Nation of New 
York and the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe.  Neither of these Native American tribes expressed 
concern regarding the proposed action.  Copies of the responses from these Native American 
entities are provided in Appendix A.  No other responses have been received to date. 

4.9 Socioeconomics 

The following subsections identify and describe the socioeconomic environment in Dauphin and 
Lebanon Counties, Pennsylvania and its surrounding areas.  This region of influence includes 
all of the socioeconomic factors, including local businesses, local government, and local 
population, that may be affected by changes in activities within the project study area.  Data 
used in preparing this section are primarily from the 2000 U.S. Census of Population and 
Housing. As noted previously, data on users of the resources within SGL 211 are not 
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maintained and therefore not available.  It is reasonably presumed that a broad representation 
of groups typical of the region use the resources within SGL 211 from time to time. 

4.9.1.1 Demographics  

This subsection discusses population density and trends for the areas surrounding the project 
study area, including Dauphin and Lebanon Counties, the townships within which the project 
study area is located, and the cities of Annville, Lebanon, and Harrisburg.  The information 
presented in Table 4-5 indicates that the current demographics for this region are similar to the 
majority of Pennsylvania, with widely varying growth rates and population generally around 
urban areas.  However, the data indicate that Lebanon and Dauphin Counties, including East 
Hanover Township in Dauphin County and Annville in Lebanon County, have grown in 
population on the order of two to five times the State average, while the populations in 
Harrisburg and Middle Paxton Township in Dauphin County and, Lebanon, East Hanover, and 
Union Townships (Lebanon County) have declined in the past 10 years.  In addition, the largest 
population growth within the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania between 1990 and 2000 occurred 
in Cold Spring Township, Lebanon County with an increase of 1533.3 percent (U.S. Census 
2007k, U.S. Census 2007l). 

In addition to actual data from the U.S. Census Bureau, Federal, state, and local agencies have 
prepared population and other demographic projections for many areas, including those around 
the project study area.  These projections are based on documented ingress/egress rates, 
building and home construction rates, employment rates, and quality-of-life ratings.  Population 
projections for areas surrounding the project study area are shown in Table 4-6.  These 
projections indicate that both Dauphin and Lebanon Counties are anticipated to grow at a rate 
approximately three times the State average over the next 20 years.  This current and future 
population growth within the project study area vicinity will likely result in increased utilization of 
resources within SGL 211 over time, commensurate with this growth. 
 
4.9.1.2 Regional Economy  

The majority of employed persons in the vicinity of the project study area 16 years of age and 
older work in the services, trade, and government industries with typical commute times 
averaging 10 to 20 minutes (DMVA/PANG 2006a, U.S. Census 2007c, U.S. Census 2007d, 
U.S. Census 2007g).  This corresponds closely with employment statistics for the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania overall, as shown in Table 4-7. 

NGTC-FTIG is the largest employer in Lebanon County, employing approximately 1,900 full-
time employees.  Additionally, approximately 150,000 persons train at NGTC-FTIG annually.  
Currently, over $150 million in construction is underway at NGTC-FTIG.  Further, the PANG has 
a $1.3 billion economic impact statewide, with the majority impacting NGTC-FTIG, particularly 
Lebanon County (Cleaver 2007). 

Fourteen businesses and industries are currently operating to the east of the project study area 
in the Lickdale/Fredericksburg area, employing approximately 5,000 workers.  Additional new 
jobs are anticipated in the next decade.  Based on recent and planned commercial and 
industrial development, this area is expected to continue to grow in the next several years 
(DMVA/PANG 2006a). 
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Statistics gathered from the Pennsylvania State Data Center at Penn State-Harrisburg indicate 
the per capita income for Dauphin and Lebanon Counties increased at a modest rate from 1990 
to 2000 (approximately 1.5 percent per year), which corresponds closely with the State average 
(DMVA/PANG 2006a, Keystone Research Center 2004).  According to data from the 2000 U.S. 
Census, median household income for Dauphin County was $41,507, while Lebanon County 
was $40,838.  Median household incomes ranged from approximately $43,000 to approximately 
$54,000 for the townships surrounding the project study area.  The national median household 
income in 1999 was $41,994 (U.S. Census 2007a – U.S. Census 2007l).  Median household 
income and per capita income for the areas surrounding project study area are shown in Table 
4-8. 
 
4.9.1.3 Housing 

No housing is located within the project study area. 

4.9.1.4 Schools 

No schools are located within close proximity to the project study area. 

4.9.1.5 Shops and Services 

No shops or services are present within the project study area.   
 
4.9.1.6 Public and Occupational Health and Safety 

 Police and Fire Protection 

Within SGL 211, the PGC provides law enforcement and protection through the training of 
Wildlife Conservation Officers and Deputy Wildlife Conservation Officers.  Wildlife Conservation 
Officers also provide assistance to local and state police, as well as emergency assistance in 
the case of accidents and disasters.  Additional police protection may also be provided to SGL 
211 through the Pennsylvania State Police, local sheriff departments and municipal forces (PGC 
2007). 

SGL 211 does not currently have a fire department directly linked to the property.  Firefighting 
assistance is provided by local firefighting companies through county emergency management 
systems.  In addition, the NGTC-FTIG Fire Department has historically assisted in fire fighting 
efforts within SGL 211 when requested and/or when fires have escaped from NGTC-FTIG into 
SGL 211.  The recent widening of the fire break at the crest of Second Mountain was performed 
to create a more effective fire break between NGTC-FTIG and SGL 211 after an earlier fire 
escaped from NGTC-FTIG into SGL 211. (Fronko 2007)   

Medical Facilities 

There are no civilian medical facilities within close proximity to the project study area.   
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Protection of Children 

Because children suffer disproportionately from environmental health and safety risks, 
Executive Order (EO) 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and 
Safety Risks, was introduced on 21 April 1997.  EO 13045 was intended to (1) prioritize the 
identification and assessment of environmental health and safety risks that may affect children 
and to (2) ensure that Federal agency policies, programs, activities, and standards address 
environmental and safety risks to children.  Children are not consistently present within the 
project study area; however, it is possible that children could be present within the project study 
area for recreational purposes. 

4.10 Public Safety 

4.10.1 Training Safety 

Training does not directly occur within the project study area at the present time; however, the 
airspace above the project study area is classified as Restricted Special Use Airspace R5802A.  
This area consists of airspace of defined vertical and lateral boundaries in which military aircraft 
can perform military training separated from non-military traffic.  Current military training 
operations specific to the airspace above the project study area involves flight operations 
associated with the air-to-ground range at NGTC-FTIG and other military flight training activities.  
In addition, training operations in the 1990s at former Range 27 resulted in the ricocheting of 
projectiles into SGL 211.  Range 27 was subsequently closed to live fire but is still open as a 
laser range.  Further, historic training operations at Ft. Indiantown Gap, prior to the PANG 
assuming management of the installation in 1997, also resulted in the ricocheting of rounds into 
SGL 211.     

4.10.2 Explosives Materials Safety 

No explosive materials are currently stored within the project study area.  Rounds used at 
former Range 27, some of which landed in SGL 211, were training rounds and did not contain 
any high explosives. Occasionally explosive rounds and/or suspect rounds from historic 
operations at Ft. Indiantown Gap are found within SGL 211 and are reported to the PAARNG.  
These rounds are subsequently disposed or detonated by the NGTC-FTIG Ordnance Disposal 
Team when such a discovery is made and reported (Fronko 2007). 

4.11 Environmental Justice 

4.11.1.1 Geographic Distribution of Minorities 

At the time of the 2000 U.S. Census, 251,798 individuals resided in Dauphin County and 
120,327 individuals resided in Lebanon County, as represented by all races (see Table 4-5).  
Most residents are white, and minority populations are generally small.  A single exception 
would be within the City of Harrisburg where 54.8 percent of the residents are black or African-
American.  Table 4-9 presents regional race demographics for the areas surrounding the project 
study area.  For Dauphin and Lebanon Counties, major reported ancestries included: German, 
Irish, Italian, English, Hispanic origin groups, and ‘Unclassified’, with the German ancestry by far 
the most dominant.  The principal ancestries reported more specifically to the project study area 
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(East Hanover Township, Dauphin County and Cold Spring Township, Lebanon County) include 
German, Dutch, and Irish (City-Data 2007, U.S. Census 2007c).  

4.11.1.2 Geographic Distribution of Low-Income Populations 

Based upon the 2000 U.S. Census, approximately 9 percent of the 372,125 residents of 
Dauphin and Lebanon Counties exist at or below the poverty level.  In comparison, 
approximately 11 percent of the total Pennsylvania population existed below the poverty level in 
2000.  Median household incomes and per capita incomes for residents of the townships 
surrounding the project study area in 2000 were slightly higher (e.g. East Hanover Township, 
Dauphin County contained a median household income of $52,009) than the State average 
($40,106) (please refer to Table 4-8 for Regional Income Information).   

4.11.1.3 Consumption Patterns 

Based on socioeconomic data consulted and referenced in the above sections, no identifiable 
populations or local groups in the vicinity of the project study area (i.e., within the defined 
Region of Influence [ROI]) principally rely on fish or wildlife for subsistence.  As noted 
previously, the primary land use within SGL 211 is recreational, including hunting, trapping, and 
fishing.  However, these activities are done for recreation, and are not known to support the 
primary subsistence of any population. 

4.12 Infrastructure 

4.12.1.1 Potable Water Supply 

No potable wells are currently located within the project study area.   

4.12.1.2 Wastewater Treatment 

No wastewater treatment is currently provided within the project study area.   

4.12.1.3 Solid Waste Disposal 

No solid waste disposal is currently provided at the project study area.   

4.12.1.4 Energy 

Electricity 

Electricity is not currently provided within the project study area.  Further, no utility right-of-way 
or easements are located within the project study area. 

Fossil Fuels 

Fossil fuels are not currently located within the project study area.  Further, no utility right-of-way 
or easements are located within the project study area. 
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4.12.1.5 Telecommunications 

No telephone service is currently provided to the project study area. Further, no utility right-of-
way or easements are located within the project study area. 

4.12.1.6 Transportation 

Local Roadways 

Access to the project study area is limited. Cold Springs Road, a paved and sand road 
maintained by the DMVA, is located just east of the project study area.  The PGC maintains the 
portion of Cold Springs Road within SGL 211.  Cold Springs Road is the only access point to the 
project study area by road.  Alternately, access by foot/hiking can be made by hiking 
approximately 9-10 miles from Ellendale Forge Gate, or 5-6 miles from the Gold Mine Road 
Gate of the Stony Valley Trail, then by crossing Stony Creek and up the north face of Second 
Mountain into the project area. 

Passenger and Freight Rail Access and Service 

No rail service is located within close proximity of the project study area.   

4.13 Hazardous and Toxic Materials/Waste 

4.13.1.1 On-Site Storage Tanks 

AMEC has located no documentation indicating that petroleum storage tanks are located within 
the project study area (Killough 2007). 

4.13.1.2 Past Spills and Leaks 

AMEC has located no documentation indicating that any spills or leaks occurred within the 
project study area (Killough 2007).  

4.13.1.3 Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan (SPCCP) 

No SPCCP has been prepared for the project study area, and none is required. 

4.13.1.4 On-Site Environmental Concerns within the Project Study Area 

Based on available information, there are no HTMW concerns within the project study area 
(Killough 2007).  As discussed in Section 4.9.1.6, historical operations at Fort Indiantown Gap 
have resulted in rounds entering SGL 211.  Occasionally, unexploded ordnance (UXO) and/or 
suspect rounds are found within SGL 211 and are reported to the PAARNG.  These UXO 
rounds are subsequently disposed or detonated by the NGTC-FTIG Ordnance Disposal Team 
when such a discovery is made and reported. (Fronko 2007)   

AMEC personnel are not aware of an Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS), Preliminary 
Assessment/Site Inspection (PA/SI), or Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for 
the project study area. 
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4.13.1.5 Regional Environmental Concerns 

One known regional environmental concerns exist in the vicinity of the project study area.  
Rausch Creek, a tributary of Stony Creek, is impacted by acid mine drainage as a result of 
historical coal mining operations in the area.   Diversion wells, a passive method for treating 
acid mine drainage utilizing crushed limestone to neutralize acid mine drainage, were 
constructed in 1986.  The Pennsylvania National Guard assisted in the construction of the 
diversion wells.  The Rausch Creek diversion wells are maintained by members of the Doc 
Fritchey Chapter of Trout Unlimited.  Monitoring of water quality in Stony Creek at Allendale 
Forge , approximately 15 miles downstream of the Rausch Creek diversion wells, indicates that 
the diversion wells have been effective in raising the pH of Rausch Creek and Stony Creek to 
adequate levels to support year-round populations of trout. Prior to the diversion well 
installation, trout stocked in Stony Creek by the PFBC survived for relatively short periods due 
to the lower pH levels. (Arnold 1991; Trout Unlimited 2007) 
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

5.1 General Overview 

This section identifies potential direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of each of the identified 
alternatives on each issue area presented in Section 4.0, and compares and contrasts the 
potential effects of those alternatives.  The potential environmental, cultural, and socioeconomic 
effects of implementing each identified alternative, as well as mitigation measures associated 
with each alternative, are presented.  Appendix B provides a discussion of commonly 
encountered NEPA concepts and terminology.  

5.2 Land Use 

5.2.1 Effects of Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) 

No significant adverse land use impacts would be anticipated due to implementation of 
Alternative 1.  Based on an evaluation of the proposed land use agreement, the Proposed 
Action is consistent with current and future land use designations under the PGC.  The current 
land use designations (Public/Semi Public, Special Purpose Residential, and Residential Forest, 
Open Space – Timberland Conservation) within the project study area would remain from 
implementation of Alternative 1.  In addition, no zoning conflicts would be anticipated.   

Further, the implementation of Alternative 1 would not conflict with the Pittman-Robertson 
Wildlife Restoration Act (16 USC 669 et seq.), with regard to SGL 211.  As stated in Section 
4.2, the Pittman-Robertson Wildlife Restoration Act authorizes the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania to establish laws governing the conservation of wildlife, as well as to provide 
funds to develop wildlife conservation and restoration programs.  Pursuant to the interpretation 
of these regulations by the USFWS, assets (e.g. real estate) acquired with hunting license 
revenue may only be used to manage fish and wildlife-oriented resources for which the PGC 
has the authority under State law (50 CFR 80.4) Moreover, the PGC must maintain full 
management control of lands purchased with the Wildlife Restoration Act funds (50 CFR 
80.14(b) (1).  As owner of the 900-acres in question, the PGC has broad discretion as to how it 
manages the lands it owns.  State fish and wildlife agencies frequently manipulate habitat for 
the benefit of wildlife restoration or open space and close areas of their holdings to serve a 
variety of management purposes. It is well within the management purview of State fish and 
wildlife agencies to enter into agreements with other parties, such as the DMVA, as long as the 
terms of 50 CFR 80 are not violated (USFWS 2008).  Since management of the portion of SGL 
211 proposed for the SDZ would remain the authority of the PCG in accordance with the Land 
Use Agreement, implementation of Alternative 1 would not violate the terms of the 50 CFR 80.   

However, implementation of Alternative 1 would involve the restriction of hunting, trapping, and 
other recreational uses of the proposed 900 acres within SGL 211 for no more than 90 calendar 
days per year over a 41-year period; this limited restriction would have a direct, minor, long-term 
adverse land use impact.  This impact is considered minor because of the following factors: 

• The limited duration (90 days/year) of the use restriction. 
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• The fact that the DMVA would not utilize the SDZ in SGL 211 during the regular antlered 
or antlerless (rifle) deer season and bear season.  Prior to 31 January of each year, the 
DMVA would cooperate with PGC to designate, in advance, a minimum of four weekdays 
and one Saturday (which do not need to be consecutive) during both the Spring Gobbler 
season and Wild Turkey season (fall) when the SDZ in SGL 211 would not be used. 

• No fishing locations are present within the SDZ. 

• Based on topographic maps and site reconnaissance performed by AMEC, the SDZ area 
is generally very steep and difficult to access/traverse, rendering it less than ideal for 
recreational use. 

• As part of the Proposed Action, in order to compensate for land use restrictions within SGL 
211, the cooperative agreement between DMVA and the PGC would include a transfer of 
440 acres of Commonwealth property, known as TA E-1, presently under the jurisdiction 
and control of the DMVA.  Currently, TA E-1 is restricted from most public hunting, 
trapping, and recreational use; however, the Horse-Shoe Trail, a 140-mile recreational 
hiking and equestrian trail that runs from Valley Forge National Historical Park to the 
ANST traverses TA E-1 and is available for public use.  The transfer of TA E-1 would 
make the remainder of that area available for public use, potentially to include additional 
local hunting and trapping opportunities.  The transfer of jurisdiction of the 440-acre parcel, 
from the DMVA to the PGC, would include the transfer of management and maintenance 
of the trail. In addition, as additional compensation for the use of a portion of SGL 211 for 
up to 90-days per year, the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, acting by and through DMVA 
and other Commonwealth agencies and entities, will assist the PGC by assisting with or 
facilitating purchase of lands acceptable to the PGC, to be under the jurisdiction and 
control of PGC as part of the State Game Lands system.  Such assistance will include 
assistance in the acquisition of lands with an agreed-upon value of approximately $2 
million from funds to be determined by the assisting agencies, exclusive of other grants or 
loans to third parties. 

• As part of the Proposed Action, prior to the performance of any activities involving the 
restriction to use within SGL 211, the DMVA, in conjunction with the PGC, would publicize 
as far in advance as possible the dates on which the use of the SDZ is required; a shorter 
notice period may be required, but in no instance shall notice be less than 15 calendar 
days prior to land use restriction. 

No impacts to land cover or building function and architecture are anticipated, as no vegetation 
would be removed as part of the proposal and no structures are located within the SDZ.  As only 
signage, as opposed to fencing or other more visually intrusive method, would be used to 
demarcate the SDZ, significant impacts to aesthetic and visual resources are not anticipated. 

5.2.2 Effects of Alternative 2 (MPTR Buffer Alternative) 

Impacts of Alternative 2 would be identical to those described for Alternative 1, with the 
exception that the temporary use restriction would include an additional 1,000 acres of SGL 211 
under Alternative 2.  While this would be a greater land use impact, the impact would still be 
less than significant for the reasons identified for Alternative 1.  
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5.2.3 Effects of Alternative 3 (No-Action Alternative)   

No adverse land use impacts would result from the implementation of Alternative 3.  Currently, 
SGL 211 is designated as Public/Semi Public in Dauphin County, Special Purpose Residential, 
and Residential Forest, Open Space – Timberland Conservation in Lebanon County.   
Continued use of the southern portion of SGL 211, for hunting, trapping, and recreational 
purposes, is consistent with current and future land use plans.   

5.2.4 Mitigation Measures 

None. 

5.3 Air Quality 

5.3.1 Effects of Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) 

No adverse air quality impacts would be anticipated as a result of the implementation of 
Alternative 1.  The establishment of a SDZ would not result in any mobile source and/or fugitive 
dust emissions.  In addition, no construction-related activities would occur as a result of 
Alternative 1.  The Record of Non-Applicability (RONA) satisfies the General Conformity Rule.  
As such, the RONA documents the ARNG’s decision not to prepare a written conformity 
determination for the Proposed Action.  A copy of the RONA is provided in Appendix G. 

5.3.2 Effects of Alternative 2 (MPTR Buffer Alternative) 

Impacts would be identical to Alternative 1.  

5.3.3 Effects of Alternative 3 (No-Action Alternative) 

No direct, adverse air quality impacts would be anticipated as a result of the implementation of 
Alternative 3.  However, minor, long-term indirect air quality impacts would be anticipated due to 
the increased travel for PAARNG units to out-of-state installations; Under Alternative 3, 
PAARNG units would have to travel to Fort Pickett, Virginia or Fort Drum, New York for MPTR 
training.  The increase of convoys traveling to out-of-state installations would result in increased 
mobile source emissions. 

5.3.4 Mitigation Measures 

None.   

5.4 Noise Environment 

5.4.1 Effects of Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) 

No adverse noise impacts would be anticipated to result from implementation of Alternative 1.  
The establishment of a SDZ would not involve any noise-generating activities.  As discussed in 
Sections 4.1.1 and 4.4, noise impacts associated with construction and training operations at 
NGTC-FTIG, including those associated with the MPTR, were fully assessed and mitigated to 
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the extent possible within the EISs/RODs for the Enhanced Training and Operations at the 
National Guard Training Center at Fort Indiantown Gap (DMVA/PANG 2002a) and the 
Transformation of the Pennsylvania Army National Guard 56th Brigade into a Stryker Brigade 
Combat Team (DMVA/PANG 2006a). The se impacts are not reassessed here. 

5.4.2 Effects of Alternative 2 (MPTR Buffer Alternative) 

Impacts would be identical to Alternative 1. 

5.4.3 Effects of Alternative 3 (No-Action Alternative) 

No adverse noise impacts would be anticipated to result from implementation of Alternative 3.  
Training activities would continue at NGTC-FTIG, contributing to the noise environment within 
SGL 211.  However, under the No-Action Alternative the SDZ would not be established, and 
consequently, the MPTR would not be constructed or operated; this would result in a minor, 
long-term positive impact to the noise environment. 

5.4.4 Mitigation Measures 

None. 

5.5 Geology, Topography, and Soils 

5.5.1 Effects of Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) 

No adverse impacts to geology, topography, and soils would be anticipated due to 
implementation of Alternative 1.  The establishment of a SDZ would not involve any ground 
disturbing activities.  Incidents of ricochets landing into the SDZ are not expected to result in the 
increased potential for soil erosion. 

5.5.2 Effects of Alternative 2 (MTPR Buffer Alternative) 

Impacts would be identical to Alternative 1. 

5.5.3 Effects of Alternative 3 (No-Action Alternative) 

No adverse impacts to geology, topography, and soils would be anticipated due to 
implementation of Alternative 3.   

5.5.4 Mitigation Measures 

None. 
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5.6 Water Resources 

5.6.1 Effects of Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) 

No direct adverse impacts to surface or groundwater resources would be anticipated due to 
implementation of Alternative 1.  Further, no jurisdictional wetlands, surface waters, or 100- or 
500-year floodplains are located within the Alternative 1 area; therefore, no adverse impacts to 
these water resources would be anticipated due to implementation of Alternative 1. 

The implementation of Alternative 1 would result in no adverse impacts to the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act of 1968 (16 USC 1271 et seq.).  The establishment of an SDZ within a portion of 
SGL 211 would not adversely impact a wild river area, a scenic river area, and/or a recreational 
river area.  The northern boundary of the project study area is located approximately 70 feet 
from Stony Creek; however, based on the ricochet analyses conducted by the ARDEC in 
Picatinny, New Jersey, munitions would not enter into Stony Creek.  Per the specified 
regulations and the ricochet analysis, the likelihood that any hazardous fragments or projectiles 
would escape this 900-acre off-Post area is less than 1:1,000,000 (ARDEC 2007).  Further, the 
implementation of an SDZ within a portion of SGL 211 would not conflict with the Stony Creek 
Management Plan.  Section 5.2 provides information regarding limited use restriction within the 
proposed SDZ. 

Implementation of Alternative 1 is not expected to result in metal (lead) contamination of ground 
or surface water resources due to use of the MPTR.  Existing water quality data for Manada 
Creek and Indiantown Run, the two creeks that drain the main impact area and small arms 
ranges of NGTC-FTIG, suggest that water quality of these two water bodies has not been 
negatively impacted by current and historic training activities at Ft. Indiantown Gap, specifically 
as it relates to lead and other metals.  Specifically, lead concentrations in these two creeks were 
found to be well below the USEPA drinking water action level of 15 micrograms per liter (ug/L). 
(USGS 2006)  It should be noted that the impact area drained by Manada Creek and Indiantown 
Run receives and has historically received millions of rounds over the history of operations at Ft. 
Indiantown Gap. 

The data for Manada Creek and Indiantown Run can be used to assess the potential impact to 
surface and ground water resources as it relates to Alternative 1.  The ricochet analysis for the 
MPTR conducted by ARDEC, when applied to the training schedule for units that would use the 
MPTR, calculated the maximum number of projectiles could potentially land in the proposed 
SGL 211 SDZ per year.  Table 5-1 provides the maximum number of projectiles that could 
potentially land in the proposed SGL 211 SDZ per year.   

Note that the calculation provided in Table 5-1 is a worst case scenario assuming that the 
MPTR is utilized for the full 90 days. Based on the number of ricochets estimated to enter the 
proposed SGL 211 SDZ in comparison to the millions of rounds that currently and historically 
have entered the Impact Area at NGTC-FTIG, in conjunction with the existing water quality data 
for Manada Creek and Indiantown Run it can be reasonably concluded that the quantity of 
rounds that could enter the proposed SGL 211 SDZ would not result in adverse ground or 
surface water impacts to SGL 211 or Stony Creek. 
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Additionally, no erosion impacts would be anticipated; the DMVA would maintain Cold Springs 
Road using BMPs applicable to dirt and gravel roads, resulting in minor, long-term positive 
impacts.  These BMPs would include both temporary and permanent erosion and sedimentation 
control practices, as necessary, when maintenance of Cold Spring Road is performed. 

5.6.2 Effects of Alternative 2 (MPTR Buffer Alternative) 

Impacts would be similar to Alternative 1, although approximately 0.976 acres of jurisdictional 
wetlands are located within the Alternative 2 area. No significant adverse impacts to this 
wetland or other water resources would be anticipated due to implementation of Alternative 2. 

5.6.3 Effects of Alternative 3 (No-Action Alternative) 

No adverse surface or groundwater impacts would be anticipated to result from the 
implementation of the No-Action Alternative 

5.6.4 Mitigation Measures 

None. 

5.7 Biological Resources  

5.7.1 Effects of Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) 

Based upon the information received from the, PFBC and PADCNR, the following species of 
concern could be present within the project study area, based on habitat requirements: 

• Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis): Federally-listed as endangered 

• Timber rattlesnake (Crotalus h. horridus):  State-listed as endangered, Federal candidate 
species. 

• Allegheny woodrat (Neotoma magister): State-listed as threatened  

• Black-waved flannel moth (Lagoa crispata): State-listed as imperiled 

• Spiny oakworm moth (Anisota stigma): State-listed as critically imperiled 

• American holly (Illex opaca): State-listed as threatened 

• Forked Chickweed (Paronychia fastigiata var. nuttallii): State-listed as undetermined 

 
Although the PADCNR identified that the Alternative 1 area falls within the range of additional 
species of concern, based on specific habitat requirements, the above-listed species are the 
only special-status species that could be reasonably expected to occur within the project study 
area.  Further, AMEC personnel conducted a review utilizing the PNHP’s “PNDI Project 
Environmental Review.”  According to the review, the project study area is not known to contain 
any Federally-listed threatened or endangered species, and is not known to contain sensitive 
vegetative resources (see Section 4.7).   
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No adverse impacts on the species listed above are anticipated due to the implementation of 
Alternative 1. Operation of the SDZ could impact special status species due to inert munitions 
landing in this area; however, this potential is considered remote.  No impact to the general flora 
and fauna are anticipated due to the implementation of Alternative 1. The establishment of an 
SDZ would not involve the disturbance of vegetation or wildlife resources.  As detailed in Table 
5-1 a maximum of 779 projectiles could potentially land in the proposed SGL 211 SDZ on an 
annual basis.  This number is potentially less than then number of projectiles fired by the 
general public within SGL 211 on an annual basis in association with hunting and recreational 
activities.  Although a small portion of the projectiles that ricochet into SGL 211 could strike 
trees and/or animals within the SDZ, the incidents of ricochets into SGL 211 would not be 
concentrated at any single given point.  Projectiles that ricochet into SGL 211 could become 
imbedded into trees and/or knock branches off trees if struck.  There is a slight possibility that a 
tree could be killed, especially if struck by the larger M831A 120mm round. The incidents of tree 
strikes would be random within the SDZ.  It is possible, although unlikely, that a projectile that 
ricochets into the SGL 211 SDZ could strike and kill an animal.  Again, the possibility of an 
animal strike and subsequent animal mortality is remote and would be considered an isolated 
incident.  For comparison purposes, the biodiversity at NGTC-FTIG is dynamic, diverse, and 
healthy, even though portions of the installation are subject to millions of rounds of projectiles 
per year.  There is no empirical evidence or data to suggest that there are increased incidents of 
wildlife mortality due to being struck by projectiles during training activities at NGTC-FTIG. 

No adverse impacts to the hawk migration corridor or the Second Mountain Hawk Watch are 
anticipated due to the implementation of Alternative 1.  Access to the Second Mountain Hawk 
Watch, via Cold Springs Road, would not be closed due to implementation of Alternative 1; 
however, vehicular traffic on Cold Springs Road could be temporally delayed for short periods of 
time (i.e., less than one hour), through the use of proper traffic controls (i.e., crossing guard), 
while training occurs at the proposed MPTR.  

5.7.2 Effects of Alternative 2 (MPTR Buffer Alternative) 

Impacts would be identical to Alternative 1.  

5.7.3 Effects of Alternative 3 (No-Action Alternative) 

No adverse biological resource impacts would be anticipated to result from the implementation 
of the No-Action Alternative.   

5.7.4 Mitigation Measures 

None. 

5.8 Cultural Resources 

5.8.1 Effects of Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) 

The PHMC does not have any information on historic and archaeological properties at, or in the 
immediate vicinity of, the Alternative 1 project study area.  Correspondence received from 
PHMC documents that, in the PHMC’s opinion, the proposed action should have no effect on 
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historic or archaeological resources (see Appendix A).  Due to the lack of existence of NRHP-
listed structures or other known cultural resources, no adverse cultural resource impacts would 
be anticipated due to implementation of Alternative 1. 

Consultation with Native American tribes, as discussed in Sections 1.4 and 4.8 suggest that no 
adverse impact to culturally significant Native American resources or sites would be expected. 

5.8.2 Effects of Alternative 2 (MPTR Buffer Alternative) 

Impacts would be identical to Alternative 1. 

5.8.3 Effects of Alternative 3 (No-Action Alternative) 

No adverse cultural resource impacts would be anticipated to result from the implementation of 
the No-Action Alternative.  

5.8.4 Mitigation Measures 

Due to the lack of impact to known or suspected historic or archaeological resources, no 
mitigation measures are required.  However, in the event that inadvertent discoveries of 
archaeological materials are made during action implementation, the project manager would 
contact the PAARNG Cultural Resources Manager immediately by telephone and/or radio.  
Work would cease in that area until specific PAARNG ICRMP SOP’s are implemented and 
followed, including: the National Historic Preservation Act (PAARNG ICRMP SOP-3), 
Archaeological Resource Protection Act (PAARNG ICRMP SOP-5), and Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (PAARNG ICRMP SOP-12).  Furthermore, the 
PAARNG Cultural Resources Manager would immediately: 

1. Notify the Pennsylvania SHPO, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO), and any 
other appropriate state and/or federal agencies by telephone. 

2. Notify the PAARNG Judge Advocate General (JAG) and Financial Management Office 
(FMO). 

3. Visit the finding within 24 hours with appropriate experts. 

5.9 Socioeconomics 

5.9.1 Effects of Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) 

No significant, adverse socioeconomic impacts would be anticipated due to implementation of 
the Preferred Alternative. The establishment of a SDZ would not significantly impact the regional 
population or economy.  Additionally, no direct adverse impacts to schools, children, housing, or 
shops and services would occur.  

However, minor, short-term and long-term adverse socioeconomic impacts would be anticipated 
due to the limited restriction of hunting, trapping, and recreational uses of the proposed 900 
acres within SGL 211 for up to 90 days per year, over a 41-year period.  Further, minor, long-
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term positive socioeconomic impacts would be anticipated due to the continuance of the NGTC-
FTIG as a viable, up-to-date, resourceful training site for the PANG and for the National Guard, 
Reserve and active forces.   

In order to compensate for the limited restriction of hunting, trapping, and recreational uses 
within SGL 211, the DMVA/PAARNG would implement the measures described in Section 
5.2.1 as part of the Proposed Action.  These measures would further reduce this minor 
socioeconomic impact.  

5.9.2 Effects of Alternative 2 (MPTR Buffer Alternative) 

Impacts would be identical to Alternative 1. 

5.9.3 Effects of Alternative 3 (No-Action Alternative) 

Minor, long-term, adverse socioeconomic impacts would result through the implementation of 
Alternative 3.  Under this alternative, the PAARNG would be required to conduct tank and 
Bradley Fighting Vehicle training at installations other than NGTC-FTIG (e.g. Fort Drum, New 
York and/or Fort Pickett, Virginia).  Training at these installations, which are six to eight hours 
from most of the PAARNG units that would utilize the MPTR at NGTC-FTIG, would result in 
more logistic and travel time to get to and return from the specific training sites, thus resulting in 
less actual available training time and a greater potential for vehicular accidents as military units 
would be required to travel greater distances.  Further, this situation impacts the readiness of 
the PAARNG units and the viability of NGTC-FTIG as an up-to-date, resourceful training site for 
the PANG, National Guard, Reserve, and active forces.    

In addition, significant long-term positive socioeconomic impacts to the project study area would 
be anticipated as no noise would be produced by the MPTR, since under the No-Action 
Alternative the SDZ would not be established, and consequently, the MPTR would not be 
constructed or operated.  However, training activities would continue at NGTC-FTIG, 
contributing to the noise environment within SGL 211. 

5.9.4 Mitigation Measures 

None. 

5.10 Public Safety 

5.10.1 Effects of Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) 

Implementation of Alternative 1 would result in indirect, minor, long-term adverse impacts to 
public health and safety.  SGL 211 is a public recreational area, and it is possible that families 
with children may be in the vicinity during MPTR training activities.  However, per the 
cooperative land use agreement between the PGC and the DMVA, the DMVA would designate 
and publicize as far in advance as possible the dates on which the use of the SDZ is required. 
The publication of the required SDZ dates would be at least six months in advance; with certain 
military necessities, a shorter notice period may be required, but in no instance shall notice be 
less than 15 days prior to the use of the SDZ.  The DMVA would also devise and implement a 
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signage or other public notice plan to advise the public of when they are excluded from the SDZ.  
These management measures will further reduce the impacts to the public health and safety.  

Additionally, only training rounds (e.g., munitions that do not contain high explosives) would be 
used on the MPTR.  Therefore, no explosive rounds would enter SGL 211.  The projectiles that 
could land within this 900-acre area would include, in lay terms, inert, metal ammunition.  
Further, per the specified regulations and the ricochet analysis, the likelihood that any 
hazardous fragments or projectiles would escape this 900-acre off-Post area is less than 
1:1,000,000 (ARDEC 2007).  The project study area encompasses a section of the SGL 211 
that is extremely steep and difficult to access due to a lack of roads. Topography within the 
project study area averages 31 degrees or a 2:1 slope, which is equivalent to a very steep roof, 
making the area generally inaccessible. 

5.10.2 Effects of Alternative 2 (MPTR Buffer Alternative) 

Impacts would be identical to Alternative 1. 

5.10.3 Effects of Alternative 3 (No-Action Alternative) 

Implementation of Alternative 3 would result in a minor long-term positive impact as it relates to 
public health and safety.  Under this alternative, the SDZ would not be established and the 
MPTR would not be constructed, thus resulting in no potential for ricochets to enter SGL 211. 

5.10.4 Mitigation Measures 

To minimize public safety impacts and to fully comply with AR 385-63 and DA PAM 385-63, the 
PAARNG/DMVA will implement the following management measures: 

• The MPTR and associated SDZ will be operated in accordance with DA PAM-385-63.  A 
public notification plan will be developed as part of the operation of the new MPTR in 
accordance with DA PAM 385-63.  The plan will detail the safety measures to be taken in 
and around SGL 211 to inform and protect the public when the range will be in operation. 

• The DMVA will designate and publicize as far in advance as possible the dates on which 
the use of the SDZ is required. The publication of the required SDZ dates will be at least 
six months in advance; with certain military necessities, a shorter notice period may be 
required, but in no instance shall notice be less than 15 days prior to the use of the SDZ.  
The DMVA will also devise and implement a signage or other public notice plan to advise 
the public of when they are excluded from the SDZ.  

• The FTIG website (www.dmva.state.pa.us/ftig/site/default.asp) will detail the public 
notification plan in addition to the times and dates the range will be in operation. 
Notification/warning to the public will be posted on local media, and at "normal' vehicular 
and foot traffic approaches into SGL 211 (i.e., signs at normal approaches into SGL 211 
will have dates and times of range use, information about the range, identify the signs 
along the boundary of the Safety buffer/impact area, and identify the sounds/signals used 
when range is operating).  Red flags will also be used at all normal approaches to the area 
to identify the range is conducting live fire activities. 

These management measures will further reduce potential impacts to public health and safety. 
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5.11 Environmental Justice 

5.11.1 Effects of Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) 

No disproportionate impacts to minority populations, low-income populations, or federally 
recognized Native American tribes would occur due to the establishment of an SDZ.  Therefore, 
no impact is anticipated due to the implementation of the Preferred Alternative.  

5.11.2 Effects of Alternative 2 (MPTR Buffer Alternative) 

Impacts would be identical to Alternative 1. 

5.11.3 Effects of Alternative 3 (No-Action Alternative) 

No disproportionate impacts to minority populations, low-income populations, or federally 
recognized Native American tribes would occur due to the implementation of Alternative 3. 

5.11.4 Mitigation Measures 

None. 

5.12 Infrastructure 

5.12.1 Effects of Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) 

5.12.1.1 Utility Infrastructure 

No adverse impacts to water supply, sewer, telephone, and/or electrical service would be 
anticipated due to implementation of Alternative 1.  The establishment of a SDZ would not 
involve the upgrade of utility infrastructure.  Additionally, there are no overhead transmission 
lines located within the project study area.   

5.12.1.2 Transportation Infrastructure 

No adverse impacts to transportation infrastructure would be anticipated due to the 
establishment of a SDZ within SGL 211.  However, the DMVA would maintain Cold Springs 
Road using BMPs applicable to dirt and gravel roads, resulting in minor, long-term positive 
impact to transportation infrastructure. 

Further, Cold Springs Road would not be closed due to implementation of Alternative 1; 
however, vehicular traffic on Cold Springs Road could be temporally delayed for short periods of 
time (i.e., less than one hour), through the use of proper traffic controls (i.e., crossing guard), 
while training occurs at the proposed MPTR.  Prior to the performance of any activities involving 
the temporary delay of traffic on Cold Springs Road as related to the MPTR, the DMVA, in 
conjunction with the PGC, would publicize as far in advance as possible the dates required. A 
shorter notice period may be required, but in no instance shall notice be less than 15 calendar 
days prior to use of the SDZ.    
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5.12.2 Effects of Alternative 2 (MPTR Buffer Alternative) 

5.12.2.1 Utility Infrastructure 

Impacts would be identical to Alternative 1. 

5.12.2.2 Transportation Infrastructure 

Impacts would be identical to Alternative 1. 

5.12.3 Effects of Alternative 3 (No-Action Alternative) 

5.12.3.1 Utility Infrastructure 

No adverse impacts to water supply, sewer, telephone, and/or electrical service would be 
anticipated due to implementation of Alternative 3.  However, implementation of Alternative 3 
would require PAARNG units to travel to out-of-state installations, resulting in an increase in 
fossil fuel consumption.   

5.12.3.2 Transportation Infrastructure 

No direct adverse impacts to transportation infrastructure would be anticipated due to 
implementation of Alternative 3.  However, minor, long-term indirect transportation impacts 
would be anticipated due to the increased travel for PAARNG units; Under Alternative 3, 
PAARNG units would have to travel to Fort Pickett, Virginia or Fort Drum, New York for MPTR 
training.  The increased use of roads by convoys traveling to out-of-state installations would 
result in increased traffic, as well as the increased potential for accidents. 

5.12.4 Mitigation Measures 

None. 

5.13 Hazardous and Toxic Materials/Wastes 

5.13.1 Effects of Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) 

No direct, adverse HTMW impacts are anticipated due to implementation of the Preferred 
Alternative.  The establishment of a SDZ would not involve the use and/or storage of hazardous 
and/or toxic materials/wastes. However, implementation of Alternative 1 would indirectly result 
in munitions (i.e., 25mm, .50 cal., M831A1, M865, and 7.62mm) entering into the SDZ.  Only 
training rounds (i.e., munitions that contain no explosives) would be used on the MPTR.  
Therefore, no explosive rounds would enter SGL 211.  The projectiles that could land within this 
900-acre area would include, in lay terms, inert, metal ammunition of the calibers specified 
above.    

5.13.2 Effects of Alternative 2 (MPTR Buffer Alternative) 

Impacts would be identical to Alternative 1. 
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5.13.3 Effects of Alternative 3 (No-Action Alternative) 

No HTMW impacts are anticipated due to implementation of Alternative 3.   

5.13.4 Mitigation Measures 

Per the land use agreement between the DMVA and PGC, when ordnance is found/located in 
the 900-acre buffer and reported, DMVA will secure and remove/eliminate said ordnance at no 
cost to PGC. 

5.14 Cumulative Impacts 

This section addresses the cumulative effects of the Proposed Action.  Cumulative effects are 
defined by the CEQ in 40 CFR 1508.7 as: 

“Impacts on the environment which result from the incremental impact of the 
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person 
undertakes such other actions.” 

 
CEQ regulations also state that addressed cumulative impacts should not be limited to those 
from actual proposals, but must include impacts from actions being contemplated or that are 
reasonably foreseeable.  

Minor, short- and long-term adverse impacts to land use and socioeconomics are likely to result 
from implementation of the Proposed Action under Alternatives 1 or 2, as identified in Sections 
5.2 through 5.12, due the restriction of hunting, trapping, and other recreational uses of the 
proposed 900 acres within SGL 211 for no more than 90 calendar days per year over a 41-year 
period.  However, these impacts have been determined to be less than significant, and do not 
require additional measures above and beyond those proposed as part of the Proposed Action 
and codified in the land use agreement between the DMVA and PGC.   

The net positive impacts likely to result from implementation of the Proposed Action under 
Alternative 1 and 2, as identified in Sections 5.2 through 5.12, include minor positive 
infrastructure impacts due to the upgrading and maintenance of Cold Springs Road. 

5.14.1 Projects in the Vicinity of the Project Study Area 

5.14.1.1 Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Activities at NGTC-FTIG 

Over the past several years, a variety of activities have and will occur at NGTC-FTIG due to the 
need increased training facilities to support the PAARNG assigned military missions.  The 
PAARNG completed two recent NEPA analyses for the training facilities at NGTC-FTIG; 
specifically, the 2002 FEIS and ROD for the Enhanced Training and Operations and the 2006 
EIS and ROD for the Transformation of the 56th Brigade into an SBCT. 

The PANG completed a FEIS and ROD in 2002 that evaluated 11 actions, consisting of 42 
component projects; these actions/projects are being implemented as funding becomes 
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available.  A summary of the activities associated with the Enhanced Training and Operations at 
NGTC-FTIG, as identified in the 2002 FEIS is presented in Table 5-2. A detailed description of 
the activities was presented in Section 2.0 of the 2002 FEIS. 

The proposed SBCT action includes all actions associated with the transformation of the 56th 
Brigade of the PAARNG to an SBCT.  The proposed action involves an atypically large 
geographic area, spanning a potential seven states in the northeastern U.S.  With regard to this 
cumulative impact analysis, only projects within the vicinity of the project study area are 
provided in detail and analyzed in this EA.  The PANG completed a FEIS and ROD in 2006 that 
evaluated 17 training facilities and 4 support facilities at NGTC-FTIG; these projects are being 
implemented as funding becomes available.  A summary of the activities associated with the 
proposed SBCT action at NGTC-FTIG, as identified in the 2006 FEIS is presented in Table 5-3.  
A detailed description of the activities was presented in Section 2.0 of the 2006 FEIS. 

5.14.1.2 Projects in the Vicinity of the Project Study Area 

Proposed and reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project study area are 
presented in Table 5-4 and are summarized here: 

• Penn National Casino and associated hotel and retail/commercial development 

• I-81 Ramp improvements at Grantville exit 

• Sun Microsystems distribution warehouse at I-81 Lickdale exit 

• Truck stop and service area at I-81 Lickdale exit 

• Commercial and retail development at I-81 Lickdale exit 

5.14.2 Cumulative Impacts Associated with the Proposed SGL 211 SDZ 

5.14.2.1 NGTC-FTIG Cumulative Impacts 

Because of extensive direct influences within NGTC-FTIG and, indirectly, outside its boundary, 
cumulative effects are the most difficult to analyze.  NEPA requires the analysis of cumulative 
environmental effects of a proposed action, or set of actions, on traffic congestion, air quality, 
noise, biological resources, socioeconomic conditions, utility system capacities, and other 
resources that may often be manifested only at the cumulative level. 

Due to the complex nature of the cumulative impact analysis, coupled with the breadth of past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions at, and in the immediate vicinity of NGTC-FTIG, 
the analysis presented here is sequenced.  First, potential cumulative impacts related to past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future activities at NGTC-FTIG are addressed.  Second, 
potential cumulative impacts related to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
activities within the region of the installation are discussed.  Third, the relationship of these 
activities in terms of their collective potential cumulative impacts is presented.  
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The Proposed Action analyzed in this SEA involves the establishment of a SDZ on a portion of 
SGL 211.  With regard to reasonably foreseeable activities, the proposed actions considered in 
the 2002 and 2006 EISs represent the full scope of development activities planned at NGTC-
FTIG over the next several years (see Section 5.13.1.1).   

5.14.2.2 NGTC-FTIG Cumulative Impacts – 2002 FEIS and ROD 

The PANG completed a FEIS and ROD in 2002 that evaluated 11 actions, consisting of 42 
component projects; these actions/projects are being implemented as funding becomes 
available.  The cumulative effects analysis for these actions was described in Section 5.16 of 
the 2002 FEIS. This analysis concluded that those 11 actions would not result in significant, 
unmitigable cumulative impacts.  The actions would, however, produce the following notable 
cumulative impacts: 

• A collective total of 883 acres of forest impact (approximately 500 acres of this total has 
been cleared as of October 2005, including the above-referenced 480 acres for the 
MPTR); 

• Localized, off-Post significant, but mitigable, noise and safety impacts from the MPTR to 
recreational and/or rural residential areas adjacent to the Post (i.e., including portions of 
SGL 211 and the ANST); and 

• Positive socioeconomic impacts. 

5.14.2.3 NGTC-FTIG Cumulative Impacts – 2006 EIS and ROD 

The PAARNG completed a FEIS and ROD in 2006 that evaluated 17 training facilities and 4 
support facilities at NGTC-FTIG; these actions/projects are being implemented as funding 
becomes available.  The cumulative effects impact analysis for these actions is described in 
Section 8.13 of the 2006 EIS.  The majority of the impacts identified in the 2006 FEIS and 
ROD are mitigable to less-than-significant levels and would not result in significant, unmitigable 
individual or cumulative impacts. Potential significant, unmitigable impacts include removal of 
up to 745 acres of forested vegetation communities due to the proposed construction of new 
ranges and facilities. In addition, historic, on-going, and future training and development at 
NGTC-FTIG have impacted, and should continue to impact, the natural, cultural, and 
socioeconomic environment of the installation, both beneficially and adversely.  The actions 
would include the following notable cumulative impacts: 

• A collective total of 745 acres of forested vegetation due to new ranges and facilities.  This 
would increase the amount of non-forested lands at NGTC-FTIG to approximately 7,000 
acres when combined with the 2002 EIS proposed actions. 

• Reduction in overall ecosystem value and function due to increased training at, and use of, 
the installation. 

• Beneficial impact to the regal fritillary butterfly due to long-term conversion of forested 
lands to potentially suitable regal fritillary habitat. 

• Noise produced primarily by artillery training in the training corridor. 
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• Air quality in the form of training activity-produced fugitive dust, primarily within off-road 
TVMA areas. 

• Water quality and aquatic resource impacts from erosion caused by tactical vehicle 
maneuver training and stream bank erosion to some extent. 

• Beneficial cumulative socioeconomic impacts to the local economy, local employment, 
income, and housing would be anticipated as a result of the SBCT-related activities.   

 
5.14.2.4 NGTC-FTIG Cumulative Impacts – Proposed Establishment of an SDZ 

Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) 

The following cumulative impacts would be anticipated as a result of the implementation of 
alternative 1: 

• Direct, minor, adverse cumulative land use impact due to the restriction of hunting, 
trapping, and other recreational uses of the proposed 900 acres within SGL 211 for no 
more than 90 calendar days per year over a 41-year period.  

• Direct, minor, adverse cumulative socioeconomic impact due to the limited restriction of 
hunting, trapping, and recreational uses of the proposed 900 acres within SGL 211 for up 
to 90 days per year, over a 41-year period. 

• Beneficial socioeconomic impacts due to the continuance of the NGTC-FTIG as a viable, 
up-to-date, resourceful training site for the PANG and for the National Guard, Reserve and 
active forces.   

• Indirect, minor adverse cumulative impact to children and to public health and safety.  SGL 
211 is a public recreational area, and it is possible that families with children may be in the 
vicinity during MPTR training activities. 

• Beneficial impact to infrastructure due to the maintenance of Cold Springs Road. 

• Beneficial impacts to surface water quality due to the maintenance of Cold Spring Road.  
Proper maintenance of Cold Springs Road would lower the potential for soil erosion and 
subsequent sedimentation.   

 
Alternative 2 (MPTR Buffer Alternative) 

Cumulative impacts would be identical to Alternative 1. 

Alternative 3 (No-Action Alternative) 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no portions of SGL 211 would be restricted and maintained as 
a SDZ.  However, the following cumulative impacts would occur due to the implementation of 
Alternative 3: 

• Beneficial impact to the noise environment, since the DMVA would not establish an SDZ 
on a portion of SGL 211, and consequently the PAARNG would not construct and/or 
operate the MPTR at NGTC-FTIG.   
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• Indirect, minor, adverse, cumulative socioeconomic impacts would be anticipated, due the 
loss of maintaining the viability of NGTC-FTIG as an up-to-date, resourceful training site 
for the PANG and other National Guard, Reserve and active forces.   

• Indirect, minor, adverse cumulative air quality and transportation impacts since PAARNG 
units would have to travel to out-of-state installations (e.g., Fort Drum, New York and/or 
Fort Pickett, Virginia) for MPTR training, resulting in increased mobile air emissions, 
increased fossil fuel consumption less actual available training time, and increased 
chances of accidents due to increased travel. 

 
5.14.2.5 Cumulative Impacts Related to the Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable 

Future Actions and the Proposed Action 

Based on comments received during the NEPA process, several residents and groups 
expressed concern over the cumulative impact to SGL 211, including the Stony Creek Valley 
Watershed, from all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions at NGTC-FTIG.  
As described in this SEA, the proposed establishment of an SDZ within a portion of SGL 211 
would not produce significant individual or cumulative impacts to this off-Post area, or to any 
other property located outside of the boundaries of the installation.  

However, the MPTR would produce impacts to SGL 211 as detailed in the 2002 FEIS, the 
MPTR (Preferred Project Alternative) would produce a significant off-Post noise impact that, 
according to the 2002 FEIS within Section 5.6.4.1, would place 9,094 acres of off-Post land, 
including 186 private residences, within unacceptable noise zones (i.e., Noise Zones II and III) 
(DMVA/PANG 2002).  The majority of this land includes SGL 211 property. 

As mentioned throughout this SEA, since publication of the 2002 ROD, the original FEIS-
assessed MPTR configuration and an array of alternative design configurations were completed 
by the PAARNG and associated ricochet analyses were conducted by the ARDEC on each 
alternative.  These analyses determined no practical MPTR design alternative exists that would 
retain projectiles within the boundaries of NGTC-FTIG (ARDEC 2007).  It is anticipated that the 
MPTR would produce increased individual impacts on SGL 211. These impacts would be in the 
form of land use, noise, recreational, and public safety; noise impacts attributable to the MPTR 
were assessed and quantified in the 2002 FEIS, are described below. 

Since publication of the ROD, the original FEIS-assessed MPTR configuration and an array of 
alternative design configurations were completed by the PAARNG and associated ricochet 
analyses were conducted by United States Army Research and Development Engineering 
Center (ARDEC) on each alternative.  These analyses determined no practical MPTR design 
alternative exists that would retain projectiles within the boundaries of NGTC-FTIG (ARDEC 
2007).  Therefore, no design alternative exists that would satisfy the conditions of the ROD as 
stated above and this SEA is being performed as required under Council of Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) Regulations Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1502).   

With regard to potential cumulative noise impacts at NGTC-FTIG, including the noise impacts 
from the 2002 FEIS actions (including the MPTR) and the proposed SBCT Action, the United 
States Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventative Medicine (USACHPPM) conducted 
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a comprehensive potential future case noise analysis.3  This future case noise analysis includes 
use of the MPTR, as that use was proposed in the 2002 FEIS.  The 2006 FEIS provides the 
noise contours of the proposed MPTR, and updates those noise contours from the 2002 FEIS. 

It is noted that the revised future-case noise contours in the 2006 FEIS indicate that 2,240 acres 
of off-Post land, including 66 residences and 423 acres within SGL 211 (i.e., as opposed to 
9,094 acres of off-Post land and 186 private residences as specified in the 2002 FEIS) are 
included within future Noise Zones II and III.  The amount of land within these noise contours is 
less than was anticipated in the 2002 FEIS for the MPTR due to improved computer noise 
models that are now available (USACHPPM 2005). The improved noise models now can 
accurately incorporate NGTC-FTIG’s terrain into the noise calculations; these terrain features 
serve to partially attenuate anticipated noise (see Figure 4-2).   

Further, the 2006 FEIS provides the future case noise contours of the proposed MPTR as 
combined with the Proposed SBCT Actions.  As discussed in the 2006 FEIS, the proposed 
SBCT actions would not cumulatively increase the noise impacts resultant from operations at 
NGTC-FTIG to surrounding off-Post areas.  The mitigation measures specified in the 2002 FEIS 
and incorporated into the ROD remain applicable to the MPTR, and would serve to mitigate 
these identified off-Post noise impacts to less-than-significant levels.  

5.14.3 Regional Cumulative Impacts 

As is occurring throughout the United States, primarily in areas proximate to major cities, 
development of the area surrounding NGTC-FTIG is increasing annually, due chiefly to its 
proximity to Harrisburg and major interstates.  New residential, light industrial and commercial 
facilities have recently been constructed in the vicinity of the installation, and more are planned.  
Cumulatively, this additional development reduces the quality of the natural ecosystem and 
increases population, traffic congestion, air pollution, and demand on utility systems and public 
health and safety service providers.  Major development actions in the vicinity of NGTC-FTIG 
that contribute to regional cumulative impacts include: 

• Penn National Casino and associated hotel and retail/commercial development 

• I-81 Ramp improvements at Grantville exit 

• Sun Microsystems distribution warehouse at I-81 Lickdale exit 

• Truck stop and service area at I-81 Lickdale exit 

• Commercial and retail development at I-81 Lickdale exit 

To maintain or control the socioeconomic, infrastructure, and natural resource impacts 
associated with this regional increased development, local and regional planning agencies have 
prepared transportation, land use, and natural resource management plans.  The Tri-County 
Regional Planning Commission (TCRPC), Harrisburg Area Transportation Study (HATS), and  

 

3 The noise analysis presented in Section 5.4 of the 2006 EIS was conducted by assessing the current (i.e., 2004) 
noise environment at NGTC-FTIG as described in Section 3.4, and as modified by the Proposed SBCT Action. 
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Lebanon County Planning Department (LCPD), combined with local townships, have prepared 
long-range plans to control the increasing development of the region, with the goal of 
maintaining the quality of life for residents while allowing for economic development.  The 
Swatara Creek Watershed Association (SCWA) has prepared a conservation plan designed to 
both preserve and improve natural resources within the Swatara Creek watershed (SCWA 
2000).  In addition, the Chesapeake Bay Program is a multi-level, regional partnership created 
to preserve and protect the Chesapeake Bay watershed in which NGTC-FTIG is located. 
Finally, the Stony Creek Wild River Management Plan and the Stony Creek Study have been 
prepared to preserve and manage the character and natural value of the Stony Creek 
watershed to the north of NGTC-FTIG. These plans and organizations aid in minimizing 
cumulative impacts in the region. 

The combined forces of on-going and increasing development of the region would continue to 
increase the population and socioeconomic pressures surrounding the installation.  With the 
implementation of, and adherence to, proactive land use management plans, this development 
would be controlled to the extent possible.  However, it can be reasonably anticipated that, due 
to the installation’s proximity to Harrisburg, other developing cities and towns, and major 
transportation thoroughfares (i.e., 1-81 and I-78), in the development of the local area would 
continue to increase in the coming years. 

Recognizing this potential, the SCWA prepared the Swatara Creek Watershed Conservation 
Plan “to develop a comprehensive, long-term management plan that addresses the problems 
and concerns…in the watershed….” Development of the watershed was identified as 
responsible for “greater runoff, increased flooding, damage to riparian areas, and less 
groundwater recharge from precipitation falling in the watershed” (SCWA 2000).  
Implementation of the plan is designed to preserve natural resources within the watershed while 
allowing development to continue. The PAARNG’s Proposed Action would not interfere with or 
significantly adversely impact the SCWA’s Swatara Creek Watershed Conservation Plan or its 
implementation 

5.14.4 Interrelated Cumulative Impacts 

The environment within and surrounding NGTC-FTIG is changing. Within the installation, a need 
for increased training facilities to support the PAARNG assigned military missions, including the 
Enhanced Training Operations and the SBCT, would produce environmental effects.  Within the 
surrounding region, a need for land to accommodate the area’s increasing population and 
economic development, including additional businesses, homes, and related services and 
infrastructure, would produce environmental effects.  These two factors are mainly interrelated 
in two ways: (1) a primary mission of the PAARNG is to service the emergency needs of the 
people of the Commonwealth, and land and facilities are necessary to accommodate training to 
enable the PAARNG to service the community, as well as the entire country, in terms of national 
defense, effectively.  The growth of the region, of Pennsylvania, and of the nation as a whole 
drives the need for this additional training capability; and (2) both factors produce pressures on 
the environment within the region of the installation. 

Within the installation’s boundaries, management of environmental resources would continue to 
be achieved through implementation of the NGTC-FTIG INRMP (natural resources) and the 
PAARNG’s statewide ICRMP (cultural resources), as well as through implementation of the 
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measures outlined in this SEA as well as the 2002 and 2006 EISs.  Within the region, growth 
management would be controlled through adherence to applicable local and regional long-range 
plans, including those focusing on both growth management and natural resources 
management.  

However, cumulative impacts to the region would be anticipated, due to both increasing military 
and civilian needs.  The region surrounding and including the installation could likely experience 
an on-going decline in the natural ecosystem, as well as increased demands on utilities, 
infrastructure, and services.  While the on-going and proposed activities at NGTC-FTIG would 
individually produce a negligible contribution to adverse impacts on area infrastructure, traffic 
congestion, and air quality, the cumulative effect of these combined on- and off-Post pressures 
would increase these impacts, notably in terms of infrastructure.  Current development plans to 
improve I-81 and State Route (SR) 443 would reduce this impact by providing improved access 
to the installation.   

Training-related noise and dust impacts would be anticipated, and a significant increase in noise 
levels would be anticipated if the Revised MPTR Action is implemented.  Significant increases in 
local or regional noise levels, however, are not anticipated with implementation of the SDZ in 
itself.  Off-road training would increase fugitive dust amounts and would decrease local air 
quality during training operations.   However, these emissions would be controlled to the extent 
possible, as the PANG has done successfully in the past.  Based on the analyses conducted for 
the 2006 EIS, these emissions are not anticipated to be significant, and are anticipated to be 
readily controlled through existing best management practices. 

Net positive socioeconomic impacts to the region, as associated with on-going and future 
operations, would be anticipated.  However, the installation’s consumption of forested lands and 
natural resources to provide adequate training facilities would contribute to the cumulative 
degradation of the area’s natural ecosystem.  Currently, approximately 6,000 acres within the 
boundaries of the NGTC-FTIG are cleared for development or other military activities, and 
approximately 11,000 acres remain forested; this total includes the 334 acres recently cleared 
for the MPTR and other projects. Implementation of other approved actions will clear another 
approximately 635 acres of forest.  In total, implementation of all past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions within NGTC-FTIG would cumulatively result in about 7,000 acres of 
non-forested lands and 10,000 acres of forested lands within NGTC-FTIG.  This would 
represent a cumulative future net reduction of less than 6% of forested lands within NGTC-
FTIG. 

Furthermore, military and civilian needs could result in conflicts.  Additional new development 
proximate to the installation would be anticipated to increase complaints, primarily regarding 
noise associated with military training activities.  Conversely, additional new development 
outside of the installation’s boundaries could hinder access to the facility, affect historically 
available utility services, and diminish the quality of military training.  However, these impacts 
are speculative, and reasonably foreseeable actions in the area would not produce such 
cumulative infrastructure or socioeconomic impacts. 

Significant cumulative impacts associated with localized noise and potential land use conflicts 
occur in the vicinity of the NGTC-FTIG.  However, implementation of the Proposed SDZ would 
not be anticipated to add to these impacts.  Close coordination between the PAARNG, local 
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township representatives, and interest groups serve to control identified and potential future 
land use and noise conflicts.  Implementation of land use and resource management plans 
would serve to control the extent of environmental impacts.  As such, proper planning would 
ensure that future socioeconomic conditions maintain the quality of life that the area’s residents 
currently enjoy.  
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6.0 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES AND CONCLUSIONS 

6.1 Comparison of Alternatives 

As a result of the implementation of Alternative 1 (the Preferred Alternative), the following 
impacts would be anticipated: 

• Minor, short-term, adverse land use impact due to the limited restriction of hunting, 
trapping, and recreational uses for up to 90 days per year of the proposed 900 acres 
within SGL 211. 4 

• Minor, short- and long-term, adverse socioeconomic impacts due to the limited restriction 
of hunting, trapping, and recreational uses of the proposed 900 acres within SGL 211 for 
up to 90 days per year over a 41-year period. 

• Minor, long-term adverse public safety impact due to potential ricochets entering SGL 211. 

• Minor, long-term, positive impact to transportation infrastructure due to the maintenance of 
Cold Springs Road using  the best management practices (BMPs) applicable to dirt and 
gravel roads. 

• Minor, long-term positive impacts to surface water quality due to the maintenance of Cold 
Spring Road.  Proper maintenance of Cold Springs Road would lower the potential for soil 
erosion and subsequent sedimentation.  

The following impacts would be anticipated as a result of the implementation of Alternative 2 
(the MPTR Buffer Alternative): 

• Minor, short-term, adverse land use impact due to the limited restriction of hunting, 
trapping, and recreational uses for up to 90 days per year of the proposed 1,900 acres 
within SGL 211.4 

• Minor, short- and long-term, adverse socioeconomic impacts due to the limited restriction 
of hunting, trapping, and recreational uses of the proposed 1,900 acres within SGL 211 for 
up to 90 days per year over a 41-year period. 

• Minor, long-term adverse public safety impact due to potential ricochets entering SGL 211. 

• Minor, long-term, positive impact to transportation infrastructure due to the maintenance of 
Cold Springs Road using BMPs applicable to dirt and gravel roads. 

• Minor, long-term positive impacts to surface water quality due to the maintenance of Cold 
Spring Road.  Proper maintenance of Cold Springs Road would lower the potential for soil 
erosion and subsequent sedimentation.  

 

4 Per the Interagency Cooperative Agreement, the DMVA would not utilize the SDZ in SGL 211 during the regular 
antlered or antlerless (rifle) deer season and bear season.  Prior to 31 January of each year, the DMVA would 
cooperate with PGC to designate, in advance, a minimum of four weekdays and one Saturday (which do not need to 
be consecutive) during both the Spring Gobbler season and Wild Turkey season (fall) when the SDZ in SGL 211 
would not be used. 
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No direct impacts would be anticipated as a result of the implementation of Alternative 3.  
However, implementation of Alternative 3 would result in an indirect, minor, long-term positive 
impact to the noise and safety environment, since the DMVA would not establish an SDZ on a 
portion of SGL 211, and consequently the PAARNG would not construct and/or operate the 
MPTR at NGTC-FTIG.  Therefore, noise impacts and potential ricochet impacts associated with 
the MPTR would not be realized.  In addition, since the DMVA would not establish an SDZ on a 
portion of SGL 211 and the PAARNG would not construct and/or operate the MPTR at NGTC-
FTIG, indirect, long-term significant adverse socioeconomic impacts would be anticipated, 
affecting the readiness of PAARNG units and the viability of NGTC-FTIG as an up to date, 
resourceful training site for the PANG and for other Guard, Reserve and active forces. Further, 
PAARNG units would have to travel to out-of-state installations (e.g. Fort Drum, New York 
and/or Fort Pickett, Virginia) for MPTR training, resulting in indirect, minor, long-term adverse 
impacts due to increased mobile air emissions, increased fossil fuel consumption, less actual 
available training time, and increased chances of accidents due to increased travel. 

6.2 Conclusion 

Based on the analysis presented in this SEA, Alternative 1 is the Preferred Alternative for the 
Proposed Action.  Alternative 2 was found to satisfy the purpose of and need for the Proposed 
Action; however, Alternative 2 would involve the limited restriction on additional acreage, not 
required per the ricochet analysis.  The No Action Alternative was found to not satisfy the 
purpose of or need for the Proposed Action.  Under Alternative 3, the DMVA would not establish 
an SDZ on a portion of SGL 211, consequently prohibiting the construction and operation of an 
MPTR at NGTC-FTIG, and negatively affecting the readiness of PAARNG units and the viability 
of NGTC-FTIG as an up to date, resourceful training site for the PANG and for other Guard, 
Reserve and active forces.   

The evaluation performed within the SEA concludes that no significant impact to the physical 
environment; water quality; groundwater; air quality; biological resources, including vegetation, 
wildlife, wildlife habitat, plant communities, protected species, and wetlands; land use; 
socioeconomic environment; noise; hazardous and toxic, materials/wastes (HTMW); cultural 
resources; infrastructure; and human health and safety, including environmental justice and 
children’s health and safety risks would be anticipated as a result of the implementation of the 
Preferred Alternative, provided that measures codified within the land use agreement between 
the DMVA and PGC, and incorporated into the Proposed Action are implemented. 

This analysis determines that an EIS is not necessary for the implementation of Alternative 1 
and that a FONSI is appropriate.  Table 6-1 summarized potential impacts of each alternative. 
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TABLE 6-1 
Summary Descriptions of Impacts  

Associated with Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 at the Project Study Area 

Resource Area 
Alternative 1 

Preferred Alternative 

Alternative 2 

MPTR Alternative 

Alternative 3 

No-Action Alternative

Land Use ● ● ○ 

Air Quality ○ ○ ● 

Noise ○ ○ ◉ 

Geology, Topography, and Soils ○ ○ ○ 

Water Resources ◉ ◉ ○ 

Biological Resources ○ ○ ○ 

Cultural Resources -- -- -- 

Architectural Resources ○ ○ ○  
 Archaeological Resources ○ ○ ○ 

Socioeconomics ■/● ■/● ● /◉ /◑ 

Public Safety ● ● ▣ 
Environmental Justice ○ ○ ○ 

Infrastructure  -- -- -- 

Utility ○ ○ ○ 
 

Transportation ◉ ◉ ● 
Hazardous and Toxic 
Materials/Wastes (HTMW) ○ ○ ○ 

Key to Table 6-1 Symbols 
 

Significant 
Adverse Impact 

Minor Adverse 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Minor Positive 
Impact 

Significant 
Positive Impact 

Long-Term Impact 

◑ ● ○ ◉ ◐ 
Short-Term Impact 

◨ ■ □ ▣ ◧ 
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8.0 GLOSSARY 

A-Weighted Decibels (dBA) – An expression of the relative loudness of sound in air detected 
by the human ear. 

Adverse – A harmful or undesired effect. 

Aesthetics – Defined as the theory of beauty, or the philosophy of art, explaining concepts of 
sublime, representation, aesthetic value and expression. 

Ambient – The environment as it exists around people, plants, and structures. 

Ambient Air Quality Standards – Those standards established according to the CAA to 
protect health and welfare (AR 200-1). 

Aquifer – An underground geological formation containing usable amounts of groundwater that 
can supply wells and springs. 

Attainment Area – A region that meets the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for 
a criterion pollutant under the Clean Air Act (CAA). 

Bedrock – The native consolidated rock underlying the earth’s surface. 

Best Management Practices (BMPs) – Methods, measures, or practices to prevent or reduce 
the contribution of pollutants to United States waters.  May be imposed in addition to, or in 
the absence of, effluent limitations, standards, or prohibitions (AR 200-1). 

C-Weighted Decibel – The method of measuring sound which takes into account the low 
frequency components of noise sources, such as large weapons and demolition activities, 
and reflects their contribution to the environment. 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) – An odorless, colorless gas produced as a result of the incomplete 
burning of carbon or carbonaceous materials such as fossil fuels from automobiles, buses, 
trucks, small engines, boilers and from certain industrial processes (see National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards). 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) – An Executive Office of the President composed of 
three members that the President appoints, subject to Senate approval.  Each member 
shall be exceptionally qualified to analyze and interpret environmental trends, and to 
appraise programs and activities of the Federal government.  Members are to be conscious 
of, and responsive to, the scientific, economic, social, esthetic, and cultural needs of the 
Nation, and formulate and recommend national policies to promote quality improvement of 
the environment. 

Criteria Pollutants – The Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970 required the USEPA to set air quality 
standards for common and widespread pollutants in order to protect human health and 
welfare.  The six "criteria pollutants" are: ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide 
(SO2), lead (Pb), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and particulate matter of less than 10 micrometers 
in diameter (PM-10). 

Cultural Resources – The physical evidence of our Nation's heritage, including archaeological 
sites; historic buildings, structures, and districts; and localities with social significance to the 
human community. 
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Cumulative Impact – Environmental impact that results from the incremental impact of the 
action when added to other past, present, and reasonable foreseeable future actions, 
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other 
actions.  Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant 
actions taking place over a period of time (40 CFR 1508.7). 

Deciduous – Defined as plant species, typically trees and shrubs, which loose all of their 
foliage for part of the year. 

Direct Effects - Effects that an action causes, and that occur at the same time and same place 
[40 CFR 1508.8 (a)]. 

Emission – A release of a pollutant. 

Environmental Assessment (EA) – An environmental analysis prepared pursuant to National 
Environmental Policy Act to determine whether a federal action would significantly affect 
the environment and thus require a more detailed environmental impact statement.  An EA 
is a concise public document that determines whether to prepare an EIS, or a FONSI (see 
National Environmental Policy Act). 

Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) – A survey conducted to characterize the existing 
environmental conditions on and around a certain area or property. 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) – A document required of federal agencies by the 
National Environmental Policy Act for major projects or legislative proposal significantly 
affecting the environment.  A tool for decision making, it describes the positive and negative 
effects of the undertaking and cites alternative actions.  An EIS documents the information 
required to evaluate the environmental impact of a project.  It informs decision makers and 
the public of the reasonable alternatives that would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or 
enhance the quality of the environment (see National Environmental Policy Act).  

Erosion – The wearing away of land surface by wind and water. 

Farmland – Cropland, pastures, meadows, and planted woodland. 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) – An agency within the United States 
government, established to coordinate the response to a disaster that has occurred within 
the United States. 

Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) – A document prepared pursuant to NEPA, 
preceded by an EA, that supports that a proposed action would not have a significant 
impact on the environment and thus would not require preparation of an EIS.  A FONSI is 
based on the results of the EA. 

Floodplain - Nearly flat plain along the course of a stream that is naturally subject to flooding. 

Geology - Science that deals with the physical history of the earth, the rocks of which the earth 
is composed, and the physical changes in the earth. 

Hazardous Substances – A substance as defined by section 101(14) of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA):  

a. For the purpose of this regulation, a hazardous substance is any one of the following: 1) 
Any substance designated pursuant to section 311(b)(2)(A) of the Clean Water Act of 
1977 (CWA).  2) Any element, compound, mixture, solution, or substance designated 
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pursuant to Section 102 of CERCLA.  3) Any hazardous waste having the 
characteristics identified under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).  
4) Any toxic pollutant listed under TSCA.  5) Any hazardous air pollutant listed under 
Section 112 of CAA.  6) Any imminently hazardous chemical substance or mixture with 
respect to which the EPA Administrator has taken action pursuant to fraction subsection 
7 of TSCA.   

b. The term does not include: 1) Petroleum, including crude oil or any thereof, which is not 
otherwise specifically listed or designated as a hazardous substance in paragraph “a” 
above.  2) Natural gas, natural gas liquids, liquefied natural gas, or synthetic gas usable 
for fuel (or mixtures of natural gas and such synthetic gas).   

c. A list of hazardous substances is found in 40 CFR 302.4 (AR 200-1). 

Hazardous Waste – A solid waste that, when improperly treated, stored, transported, or 
disposed, poses a substantial hazard to human health or the environment.  Hazardous 
wastes are identified in 40 CFR section 261.3 or applicable foreign law, rule, or regulation 
(see also Solid Waste) (AR 200-1). 

Hazardous Waste Storage – As defined in 40 CFR 260. 10, ". . . the holding of hazardous 
waste for a temporary period, at the end of which the hazardous waste is treated, disposed, 
or stored elsewhere" (AR 200-1). 

Indirect Effects – Effects that are caused by the action and that occur later in time or farther 
removed in distance but that are still reasonably foreseeable.  Indirect effects may include 
growth-inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land 
use, population density, or growth rate; and related effects on air, water, and other natural 
systems, including ecosystems [40 CFR 1508.8 (b)]. 

Installation – A grouping of facilities, located in the same general vicinity, over which the 
installation commander has authority (AR 200-1). 

Land Use Capability Class – The Land Use Capability Class System predicts the suitability of 
soils for cultivation based on erodibility, droughtiness, excessive wetness, or salinity. 

Lead (Pb) – An odorless, gray heavy metal found in the atmosphere as a result of man-made 
processes such as the etration and processing of metallic ores, incineration of solid waste, 
and fuel combustion.  The State of Connecticut has been in attainment of the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for lead since 1990 (see National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards).  

Less-than-significant – Being too small to signify importance. 

Long-term – Involving or lasting for a relatively long period of time. 

Meteorological – A scientific study on the atmosphere that focuses on weather processes and 
forecasting. 

Mitigation – Measures taken to reduce adverse impacts on the environment. 

Monitoring – The assessment of emissions and ambient air quality conditions.  Monitoring 
techniques used are emission estimates, visible emission readings, diffusion or dispersion 
estimates, sampling, or measurement with analytical instruments (AR 200-1). 
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National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) – Nationwide standards set up by the 
USEPA for widespread air pollutants, as required by Section 109 of the Clean Air Act 
(CAA).  Six pollutants are currently regulated by primary and secondary NAAQS: carbon 
monoxide (CO), lead, (Pb), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), particulate matter (PM-10), 
and sulfur dioxide (SO2). 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) – United States statute that requires all Federal 
agencies to consider potential effects of Proposed Actions on the human and natural 
environment (AR 200-1). 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) – A yellowish-brown gas found in high concentrations of ground-level 
ozone, formed as a result of high temperature combustions such as power plants and 
automobile engines (see National Ambient Air Quality Standards).   

Non-Attainment Area – An area that has been designated by the EPA or by the appropriate 
state air quality agency as exceeding one or more national or state ambient air quality 
standards. 

Ozone (O3) – A colorless gas that attributes to the majority of unhealthy air quality.  Ozone 
forms in the atmosphere from the release of other pollutants; including volatile organic 
compounds an nitrogen oxides. 

Particulates/Particulate Matter – Fine liquid or solid particles, such as dust, smoke, mist, 
fumes, or smog found in air. 

Pollutant – A substance introduced into the environment that adversely affects the usefulness 
of a resource. 

Potable Water - Water that is suitable for drinking. 

Precipitation – Any type of product of condensation from atmospheric water vapor that is 
deposited on the earth’s surface. 

Sensitive Species – Species occurring at the Site listed by The Nature Conservancy (TNC) 
and/or the Pennsylvania National Diversity Inventory (PNDI) as a species of concern.  
While these species may not be threatened or endangered at this time, they may become 
so in the near future because of humans or nature. 

Significant Impact – According to 40 CFR 1508.27, "Significantly" as used in NEPA requires 
consideration of both context and intensity: 

a. Context - The significance of an action must be analyzed in several contexts, such as 
society as a whole (human, national), the affected region, the affected interests, and 
the locality.  Significance varies with the setting of the Proposed Action.  For instance, 
in the case of a site-specific action, significance would usually depend upon the effects 
in the locale rather than in the world as a whole.  Both short- and long-term effects are 
relevant. 

b. Intensity - Refers to the severity of impact.  Responsible officials must bear in mind that 
more than one agency may make decisions about partial aspects of a major action. 

Short-term – Involving or lasting for a relatively brief period of time. 

Socioeconomics – Economic and social structure of communities, tax rates, and characteristic 
types of development. 
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Soil – The mixture of altered mineral and organic material at the earth's surface that supports 
plant life. 

Solid Waste – Any discarded material that is not excluded by section 261.4(a) or that is not 
excluded by variance granted under sections 260.30 and 260.3 1 (40 CFR 261.2). 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) – An odorless, colorless gas at low concentrations with a very pungent 
odor in very high concentrations.  Sulfur dioxide is produced as a result of the burning of 
fuels that contain sulfur, such as oil and coal (see National Ambient Air Quality Standards). 

Surface Danger Zone (SDZ) – The area designated on the ground of a training complex (to 
include associated safety areas) for the vertical and lateral containment of projectiles, 
fragments, debris, and components resulting from the firing or detonation of weapon 
systems.  Army Regulation and Department of the Army Pamphlet 385-63 describes and 
illustrates weapon-system SDZs. 

Topography – Relief features or surface configuration of an area. 

Toxic Substance – A harmful substance that includes elements, compounds, mixtures, and 
materials of complex composition. 

United States Census Bureau – A Federal agency that collects, processes, analyzes, 
disseminates statistical data on the American public. 

Unites States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) – A Federal agency established to 
protect human health and the environment within the borders and territories of the United 
States. 

Wetlands – Areas that are regularly saturated by surface or groundwater and are therefore 
characterized by a prevalence of vegetation that is adapted for life in saturated soil 
conditions.  Some examples are swamps, bogs, fens, marshes, and estuaries.  
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9.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 

DMVA/PAARNG Contributors 

Mr. John Fronko, Environmental Program Manager 
Ms. Patricia Rickard, NEPA Program Manager 
Dennis Guise, Esq., Chief Counsel 
Lt Col Chris Cleaver, Public Affairs Officer 
Ms. Rita Meneses, Cultural Resources Manager 
Mr. Joseph Hovis, Biologist 
 
AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc. Contributors 

Mr. Brian W. Boose, Program Manager.  Mr. Boose holds a B.S. in Biological Sciences and 
has over 18 years of progressive environmental assessment and impact analysis/assessment 
experience, with emphasis on natural and cultural resource assessment, gained on projects 
throughout the United States, with emphasis on the eastern United States.  Mr. Boose serves as 
AMEC’s Environmental Planning Program Manager.  He oversees all NEPA and NEPA-related 
work that AMEC performs in the eastern United States for a variety of Federal agencies.  In 
addition, Mr. Boose oversees all of AMEC’s work globally for the Department of the Army, Army 
National Guard, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and U.S. Army Reserves. Mr. Boose’s 
responsibilities for this SEA include assurance of overall project performance and QA/QC 
reviews. 

Mr. Brian P. Sariano, Senior Project Manager.  Mr. Sariano holds a B.A in Geo-environmental 
Science, with over 15 years of experience in environmental consulting and NEPA document 
preparation.  His primary technical areas include air quality, water resources, socioeconomics, 
and Hazardous and Toxic Materials/Wastes (HTMW).  Mr. Sariano’s primary responsibilities for 
this SEA included internal and external coordination, as well as ensuring overall project 
performance. 

Mr. Robert Michalkiewicz, Environmental Scientist.  Mr. Michalkiewicz has 4 years of 
experience and holds a B.S. in Environmental Studies.  Mr. Michalkiewicz’s responsibilities for 
this SEA included collecting data, preparing the document, and ensuring overall project 
performance. 

Ms. Laura Garrett, Environmental Scientist.  Ms. Garrett has 2 years of experience and holds 
a B.S. in Environmental Studies.  Ms. Garrett’s responsibilities for this SEA included collecting 
data and preparing the document. 

Mr. Jason Boni, Senior GIS Analyst.  Mr. Boni holds a B.S. in Natural Resource Management, 
with over 6 years of experience in the development and maintenance of GIS architecture to 
include spatial analysis, cartographic production, and project support.  His areas of expertise 
include military range and training land development and maintenance.  Mr. Boni is a veteran of 
the United States Army.  Mr. Boni’s responsibilities for this SEA involved collecting GIS data and 
developing the figures used herein. 
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10.0 AGENCIES AND INDIVIDUALS CONSULTED 

Federal and Regional Agencies 
 
Appalachian Regional Commission 
1666 Connecticut Ave. NW, Room 623 
Washington, DC 20009 
Attn: Henry King, Director, Regional Program Operations  
 
National Park Service 
Appalachian National Scenic Trail 
Harpers Ferry Center 
Harpers Ferry, West Virginia 25425 
Attn: Pamela Underhill, Park Superintendent 
 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
One Credit Union Place, Suite 340 
Harrisburg, PA 1700-2993 
Attn:  Timothy Emenheiser, Resource Conservationist 
 
United States Department of Agriculture 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
One Credit Union Place, Suite 340 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-2993 
Attn: State Conservationist 
 
United States Department of Environmental Protection 
Office of Environmental Programs 
Region 3 
1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029 
Attn:  NEPA Coordinator 
 
United States Fish & Wildlife Service 
Pennsylvania Field Office 
315 South Allen Street, Suite 322 
State College, PA 16801-4850 
Attn: David Densmore, Supervisor 
 
Northeast Regional Office 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
300 Westgate Center Drive 
Hadley, MA 01035-9589  
Attn: Dr. John F. Organ, Division Chief,  

Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration 
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Federally-Recognized Native American Tribes 
 
Absentee-Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 
2025 South Gordon Cooper Drive 
Shawnee, OK 74801-9318 
Attn: Karen Kaniatove, THPO 
 
Delaware Nation 
P.O. Box 825 
Anadarko, OK 73005 
Attn: Phyllis Wahahrockah-Tasi M.H.R., NAGPRA Director 
 
Delaware Tribe of Indians 
220 NW Virginia 
Bartlesville, OK 74003 
Attn: Joe Brooks, Chief 
 
Delaware Tribe of Indians 
C/O Department of Sociology and Anthropology 
Emporia State University 
Roosevelt Hall, Rm 121 
1200 Commercial, Box 4022 
Emporia, KS 66801 
Attn: Dr. Brice Obermeyer,  NAGRPRA Director 
 
Delaware Tribe of Western Oklahoma 
Executive Committee 
P.O. Box 825 
Anadarko, OK 73005 
Attn: Bruce Gonzeles, President 
 
Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 350 
Seneca, MO 64865 
Attn: Charles D. Enyart, Principal Chief 
 
Shawnee Tribe 
P.O. Box 189 
Miami, OK 74335 
Attn: Ron Sparkman, Chief 
 
St. Regis Mohawk Tribe 
412 State Route 37 
Akwesasne, NY 13655 
Attn: James W. Ransom, Chief 
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Seneca Nation of Indians 
12837 Route 438 
Irving, NY 14081 
Attn: Maurice A. John, President 
 
Oneida Indian Nation of New York 
Genesee Street, Ames Plaza 
Oneida, NY 13421 
Attn: Mr. Raymond Halbritter 

Oneida Nation Representative and CEO of the Oneida Nation Enterprises 
 
Seneca-Cayuga Tribe of Oklahoma 
PO Box 1283 
Miami, OK 74355 
Attn: Leroy Howard, Chief 
 
Tonawanda Seneca Nation 
7027 Meadville Road 
Basom, New York 14013 
Attn: Roger Hill, Chief 
 
Tuscarora Nation 
5616 Walmore Road 
Lewiston, New York 14092 
Attn: Leo R. Henry, Chief 
 
Onondaga Nation 
Box 319B 
Nedrow, New York 13120 
Attn: Irvin Powless, Jr., Chief 
 
Cayuga Nation 
P.O. Box 11 
Versailles, NY 14168 
Attn:  Clint Half Town, Representative  
 
State and Local Agencies 
 
Pennsylvania Bureau of Forestry 
Dept. of Conservation and Natural Resources 
Rachel Carson State Office Building 
P.O. Box 8552  
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8552 
Attn: David Gustafson, Chief Forester 
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Rachel Carson State Office Building 
P.O. Box 8552 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8552 
Attn: Benjamin Jones, Biologist, Game Lands Planning 
 
Pennsylvania Bureau of Land Management 
Pennsylvania Game Commission 
2001 Elmerton Avenue 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9797 
Attn: Environmental Planning Division 
 
2001 Elmerton Avenue 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9797 
Attn: Gary R. Camus, Chief, Federal Aid and Public Access 
 
Pennsylvania Dept. of Environmental Protection 
Rachel Carson State Office Building 
400 Market Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17105 
Attn: The Hon. Kathleen McGinty, Secretary 
 
South Central Regional Office 
909 Elmerton Avenue 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-8200 
Attn: Rachel Diamond, Regional Director 
  
Pennsylvania Dept. of Conservation and Natural Resources 
Rachel Carson Office Building 
P.O. Box 8767 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8767 
Attn: The Hon. Michael DiBerardinis, Secretary 
 
Pennsylvania Bureau of Land Management  
Pennsylvania Game Commission 
2001 Elmerton Avenue 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9797 
Attn: Carl G. Roe, Executive Director 
 
Pennsylvania Fish & Boat Commission 
1601 Elmerton Avenue 
P.O. Box 67000 
Harrisburg, PA 17106-7000 
Attn:   Dr. Douglas J. Austen, Executive Director 
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Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
300 North Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17120-0093 
Attn: Barbara Franco, Executive Director 
 
Bureau for Historic Preservation 
Commonwealth Keystone Building, 2nd Floor 
400 North Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17120-0093 
Attn: Jean Cutler, Director 
 
Division of Archaeology and Protection 
Commonwealth Keystone Building, 2nd Floor 
400 North Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17120-0093 
Attn: Barry Loveland, Chief 
 
The Nature Conservancy 
Pennsylvania Chapter 
2101 North Front Street 
Building #1, Suite 200 
Harrisburg, PA 17110 
 
Appalachian Trail Conference 
799 Washington Street 
P.O. Box 807  
Harpers Ferry, West Virginia 25425-0807 
Attn: David Startzell, Executive Director 
 
The Manada Conservancy 
P.O. Box 25 
Hummelstown, PA 17036-0025 
Attn: John Conner, President 
 
Swatara Creek Watershed Association 
2501 Cumberland Street, Suite 2 
Lebanon, PA 17042 
 
Stony Creek Valley Coalition, Inc. 
455 Hale Avenue 
Harrisburg, PA 17104-2130 
Attn:  Joan Renninger and Mike Kneasel, Chairmen 
 
Trout Unlimited 
Doc Fritchey Chapter 
2319 Valley Drive 
Harrisburg, PA 17104-1433 
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Federal Officials 
 
Representative Todd R. Platts 
1032 Longsworth House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 
 
Senator Robert P. Casey 
B-40 Dirksen Senate Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 
 
Senator Arlen Specter 
711 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 
 
State and Local Elected Officials and Governments 
 
State Senator Mike Folmer 
Senate District 48 
Senate Box 203048 
457 Main Capitol 
Harrisburg, PA 17120-3048 
 
State Senator Jeffrey Piccola 
Senate District 15 
Senate Box 203015 
173 Capitol Building 
Harrisburg, PA 17120-3015 
 
Representative Rose Marie Swanger 
428 Irvis Office Building 
P.O. Box 202102 
Harrisburg, PA 17120-2102 
 
Representative Ron Marsico 
218 Ryan Office Building 
P.O. Box 202105 
Harrisburg, PA 217120-2105 
 
East Hanover Township Board of Supervisors 
8848 Jonestown Road 
Grantville, PA 17028 
 
Lebanon County Board of Commissioners 
Rom 207, Municipal Building 
400 South 8th Street 
Lebanon, PA 17042-6794 
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Dauphin County Board of Commissioners 
P.O. Box 1295 
Harrisburg, PA 17108 
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TABLE 4-1:  
National and State Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Standard 
Pollutant Averaging 

Time Value Type 
National and State Standards 

1 hour 35 ppm Primary CO 8 hours 9 ppm Primary 
30 days - - 

Pb 1 quarter 1.5 μg/m3 Primary & 
Secondary 

1 hour - - 
NO2 1 year 0.053 ppm Primary & 

Secondary 

O3* 8 hours 0.08 ppm Primary & 
Secondary 

24 hours 150 μg/m3 Primary & 
Secondary Particulate matter < 10 μm diameter (PM10) 1 

1 year 50 μg/m3 Primary & 
Secondary 

24 hours 35 μg/m3 Primary & 
Secondary Particulate matter < 2.5 μm diameter (PM2.5) 1 

1 year 15 μg/m3 Primary & 
Secondary 

3 hours 0.5 ppm Secondary 
24 hours 0.14 ppm Primary SO2 

1 year 0.03 ppm Primary 
State Standards 

Be 24 hours 0.01 μg/m3 NA 
Total soluble fluorides as HF 24 hours 5 μg/m3 NA 

1 hour 0.1 ppm NA H2S 24 hours 0.005 ppm NA 
Source:  USEPA 2007b, PADEP 2007 
Notes: 
ppm = parts per million 
μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
NA = PAAQS are not assigned a designation of primary or secondary.  
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TABLE 4-2: 
Noise Zone Classification 

Noise 
Zone Description 

Equipment Operations, 
Transportation, Aircraft, and 

Small Arms (ADNL) 

Impulsive Noise from Large 
Caliber Weapons (>20mm) 
and Demolitions (CDNL) 

I Acceptable <65 dBA <62 dBC 
II Normally Unacceptable 65-75 dBA 62-70 dBC 
III Unacceptable >75 dBA >70 dBC 

Source:  AR 200-1, Chapter 7 
Notes: 
dBA = decibels, A-weighted 
dBC = decibels, C-weighted 
 

TABLE 4-3:  
Soil Types Present Within the Project Study Area  

Soil Type Symbol Slope 
(%) Agriculture Status Hydric Status 

Andover gravelly loam AoB 0 to 8 NA NA 
Dekalb and Lehew sandy 

loams DIF NA NA NA 

Dekalb and Lehew sandy 
laoms DlgB NA NA NA 

Hazelton very channery loam HegD NA NA NA 

Huntington silt laom HegF NA NA NA 

Hazleton-Laidig Association HLD NA NA NA 

Laidig extremely stony loam LdC 8 to 25 NA H* 

Rubble land Ru NA NA NA 

Sources:  USDA 1972, USDA 1981, USDA  2008. 
Notes: 
*Laidig extremely stony loam (LdC) is classified as a hydric soil within Lebanon County; however, not in Dauphin County. 
H – Hydric Soil. 
NA = Not Applicable 
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Table 4-4: 
Summary of PADCNR Identified Special Status Species in the Project Study Area Vicinity 

 

Species Common Name Status Habitat 

Potential to 
Occur in 

Project Study 
Area Based on 

Habitat 
Requirements 

Plants 

Gentiana villosa Striped Gentian U 
Dry open woods and 

edges, also thickets on 
serpentine barrens 

No 

Ilex opaca American Holly ST Moist alluvial woods and 
wooded slopes Yes 

Paronychia fastigiata 
var. nuttallii Forked-chickweed U Open woods and edges in 

dry, rocky, or sandy soils Yes 

Woodwardia areolata Netted Chainfern ST Moist woods, in humus-rich, 
strongly acidic soils No 

Insects 

Anisota stigma Spiny Oakworm 
Moth CI Deciduous woods Yes 

Euphyes conspicua Black Dash V Boggy marshes, wet fens 
and marshy stream banks No 

Hesperia leonardus Leonard’s Skipper V 

Open grassy areas 
including native prairies, 

fields, barrens and 
meadows 

No 

Lagoa crispata Black-waved 
Flannel Moth I Deciduous Woods Yes 

Speyeria idalia Regal Fritillary I 

Tall-grass prairie and other 
open sites including damp 
meadows, marshes, wet 

fields, and mountain 
pastures 

No 

Source:  DCNR 2007. 
Notes: 
CI – Critically Imperiled 
I – Imperiled 
ST – State threatened 
U – Undetermined 
V – Vulnerable 
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TABLE 4-5:  
Regional Population for Areas Peripheral to the Project Study Area  

Area 1990 2000 Change, 1990-2000 (%) 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 11,881,643 12,281,054 3.4 
County 

Dauphin 237,813 251,798 5.9 
Lebanon 113,744 120,327 5.8 

Township 
East Hanover 1 4,569 5,322 16.5 
Middle Paxton 5,129 4,823 -5.9 
East Hanover 2 3,058 2,858 -6.5 
Cold Spring  3 49 1533.3 
Union  2,755 2,562 -7.0 

City 
Annville 4,294 4,518 5.2 
Harrisburg 52,376 48,950 -6.5 
Lebanon 24,800 24,461 -1.4 

Sources:  U.S. Census 1990, U.S. Census 2007a, U.S. Census 2007b, U.S. Census 2000  
Notes: 
1.  Dauphin County 
2.  Lebanon County 
 
 

TABLE 4-6:  
Regional Population Projections for Areas Peripheral to the Project Study Area 

Population from  
Census Data 

Population 
Projections 1 Area 

1990 2000 2010 2020 

Projected 
Change 

2000-2020 (%) 

Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania 11,882,842 12,281,054 12,407,000 12,569,000 2.3 

Dauphin County 237,813 251,798 264,378 273,483 8.6 
Lebanon County 113,744 120,327 126,489 129,472 7.6 

Sources:  U.S. Census 2007c, Pennsylvania State Data Center 2004  
Note: 
1. Population Projections are based on 6.5 percent per year change. 
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TABLE 4-7:  
Employment Level by Industry for Areas Peripheral to the Project Study Areas 

Industry Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania Dauphin County Lebanon County 

Services 33.8% 30.8% 26.3% 
Trade 21.2% 19.2% 24.2% 
Manufacturing 13.6% 9.3% 18.7% 
Government 11.2% 20.9% 13.2% 
Mining and 
Construction 5.7% 4.7% 5.5% 

Other 14.5% 15.1% 12.1% 
Sources:  U.S. Census 2007g, U.S. Census 2007c, U.S. Census 2007d  
 
 

TABLE 4-8:  
Regional Income Information for Areas Peripheral to the Project Study Areas (2000)  

Area Number of 
Households 

Median 
Household 

Income 

Per Capita 
Income 

Percent of 
Population below 

Poverty Level 

Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania 4,777,003 $40,106 $20,880 11.0% 

County 
Dauphin 102,670 $41,507 $22,134 9.7% 
Lebanon 46,551 $40,838 $19,773 7.5% 

Township 
East Hanover1 1,966 $52,009 $23,296 2.8% 
Middle Paxton 1,906 $54,619 $28,146 5.2% 
East Hanover2 1,034 $50,579 $22,108 5.5% 
Cold Spring3 49 - - - 
Union 1,017 $42,669 $19,896 6.5% 

City 
Annville 1,452 $37,415 $16,586 6.3% 
Harrisburg 20,561 $26,920 $15,787 24.6% 
Lebanon 10,266 $27,259 $15,984 16.2% 

Sources:  U.S. Census 2007c, U.S. Census 2007d 
Notes: 
1.  Dauphin County. 
2.  Lebanon County. 
3.  U.S. Census data unavailable for Cold Spring Township. 
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TABLE 4-9:  
 Percentage of Regional Population by Race1 in 2000 for Areas Peripheral to the Project 

Study Areas 

Area White 

Black 
or 

African-
Americ

an 

American 
Indian, 

Eskimo, or 
Aleut 

Asian or 
Pacific 

Islander
Other 
Race2 

More 
Than 
One 

Race3 

Hispanic 
Origin4 

Percent 
Minority 

Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania 85.4 10.0 0.1 1.8 1.5 1.2 3.2 17.2% 

County 
Dauphin 77.1 16.9 0.2 0.9 2.0 1.9 4.1 25.2% 
Lebanon 94.5 1.3 0.1 0.9 2.3 0.9 5.0 10% 

Township 
East Hanover5 97.0 0.7 0.1 0.4 0.7 1.1 1.9 4.8% 
Middle Paxton 98.0 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 2.6% 
East Hanover6 96.8 0.6 0.2 0.5 0.8 0.9 2.2 5.1% 
Cold Spring7 -- -  -  - - - - - 
Union 98.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.8 0.8 2.3% 

City 
Annville 95.4 1.1 - 1.3 1.0 1.2 1.8 6.3% 
Harrisburg 31.7 54.8 0.4 2.9 6.5 3.6 11.7 71% 
Lebanon 85.5 3.2 0.3 1.1 8.1 1.8 16.4 26.5% 

Source:  U.S. Census 2007a – U.S. Census 2007g; Pennsylvania State Data Center 2004 
Notes: 
1.  The racial classifications used by the Census Bureau were issued by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) on October 

30, 1997.  The OMB requires five minimum category of race, including White, African American, American Indian and 
Alaska Native or Pacific Islander.”   

2.  The “Other Race” category approved by OMB, includes all other responses not included in “White, African American, American 
Indian and Alaska Native or Pacific Islander.”  This category also includes entries such as multiracial, mixed, interracial, or 
a Hispanic/Latino group. 

3.  For data purposes, this category refers to combinations of two or more of the first six categories. 
4.  Persons of Hispanic origin may be of any race. 
5.  Located in Dauphin County. 
6.  Located in Lebanon County. 
7.  U.S. Census data unavailable for Cold Spring Township. 
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TABLE 5-1:  

Maximum Number of Projectiles that could potentially Land in the Proposed SGL 211 
SDZ Annually 

Projectile Type Annual Total 
Projectiles Fired 

Probability of 
Projectile 

Escapement 
into SGL 211

Potential Total Rounds Landing 
in SGL 211 Annually 

7.62 MM 298,200 0 0 
.50 Cal. 16,800 4/1,000 67 
25mm 65,142 1/100 651 
120mm Heat (M831A1) 1,008 5/10,000 1 
120mm Sabot  (M865) 3,024 2/100 60 
TOTAL 384,174 N/A 779 
Source: ARDEC 2007; Yearwood 2007 
 
 

TABLE 5-2:  
Activities Associated with the Enhanced Training and Operations at NGTC-FTIG1 

Facility Location 

Approximate 
Distance to 

Project Study 
Area (miles) 

Existing, 
New, or 
Upgrade 

Approximate 
Acreage 
Required 

Status 

Tracked Vehicle Training 
Complex (TVTC) 

TAs A-11, A-13, 
B-1 through B-7, 
C-3 through C-5, 

D-1 and D-3 

1 - 7 New and 
Upgrade 1,103 Not Iniated2 

Ammunition Supply 
Point TAs C-3 and C-10 2 Upgrade 50 In-Progress 

Multi-Purpose Training 
Range (MPTR) 

TAs C-4, C-5 and 
F-1 1 New 480 In-Progress3 

Artillery Training 
Support Facilities 

TAs D-1, D-3 and 
D-9 2.5 Upgrade 6 Not Initiated 

NGTC-FTIG Garrison 
CA 4, 5, 10 and 
14, TA B-5, and 

Ranges 10 and 11
4 Upgrade 112 Complete 

Muir Army Airfield 
(MAAF) Complex 

TA A-15 through 
A-17, MAAF, 
EAATS, and 

AASF #1 

5 Upgrade 265 Complete 

Wastewater Treatment 
Plant (WWTP) and 
Collection System 

WWTP Site 5 Upgrade 22 In-Progress 

Integrated Natural 
Resource Management N/A N/A N/A N/A Implemented 
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Facility Location 

Approximate 
Distance to 

Project Study 
Area (miles) 

Existing, 
New, or 
Upgrade 

Approximate 
Acreage 
Required 

Status 

Plan (INRMP) 
Air Guard Station Areas 1 and 2 5 Upgrade 17 Complete 
Air-to-Ground Range TA C-3 and C-8 1.5 Upgrade 4 Complete 
Regional Equipment 
Operator Training 
School (REOTS) 

REOTS 5.5 Upgrade 4 Complete 

Notes: 
1. These activities were presented in Section 2.0 of the 2002 FEIS. 
2. Portions of TVMA C and TVMA D have been replaced by proposed SBCT projects (see Table 5-3), including the “full” CACTF 
and the MK-19 Range, respectively.  The previously assessed Infantry Squad Battle Course has been replaced by the proposed 
Infantry Squad Battle Course assessed in the 2006 EIS within TA C-8. 
3. Land clearing within the 480-acre MPTR footprint has been completed; however, further development of this site is pending the 
approval of this SEA. 
CA = Cantonment Area 
TA = Training Area 
 
 

TABLE 5-3:  
Activities Associated with the SBCT Action at NGTC-FTIG1 

Facility Location 

Approximate 
Distance to 

Project Study 
Area (miles) 

Existing, 
New, or 
Upgrade 

Approximate 
Acreage 
Required 

Status 

Training Facilities 
Urban Assault Course 
(UAC) Complex TA C-9 2 New 9 In-Progress 

Live-Fire Shoot House 
(LFSH)  TA C-9 2 New 1 In-Progress 

Combined Arms 
Collective Training 
Facility (CACTF) 

TVMA B, 
TA B-12 

1 New 646 
In-Progress 

Live-Fire Exercise 
Breach Facility 
(LFEBF) 

TA C-9 2 New 2 Not Initiated 

40mm Machine Gun 
Qualification Range 
(MGQR) 

TAs D-1, D-5 2 New 390 Not Initiated 

Multi-Purpose 
Machine Gun Range 
(MPMGR) 

Range 25 1.5 New 126 
In-Progress 

Automated Sniper 
Field Fire Range 
(ASFF) 

TA D-2 3.5 New 85 
In-Progress 

Infantry Squad Battle TA C-8 1 New 230 Complete 
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Facility Location 

Approximate 
Distance to 

Project Study 
Area (miles) 

Existing, 
New, or 
Upgrade 

Approximate 
Acreage 
Required 

Status 

Course (ISBC) (ISBC only) 
Combat Pistol 
Qualification Course 
(CPQC) 

Range 7 5 Upgrade 0 Not Initiated 

Modified Record-Fire 
Range (MRFR) Range 11 4 Upgrade 0 Complete 

Air Deployment 
Trainer Site TA A-16 5 New 2 Not Initiated 

Rail Deployment 
Trainer Site TA A-16 5 New 2 Not Initiated 

Tactical Maneuver 
Land 

TVMAs 
A, B, C, D 

N/A Existing 0 NA/Existing 

Driver Training 
/Certification Course 

TAs B-9, B-10, B-
11, and B-12 2 Existing 

and New 

1 
(3,025 linear 

feet) 
Complete 

Battle Command 
Training Center 
(BCTC) 

Area 5 5 New 3 In-Progress 

Battalion Training 
Complex Area 6 5 New 10 In-Progress 

Tactical Unmanned 
Aerial Vehicle  (TUAV) 
Platoon Training 
Facility 

TA A-16 5.5 New 5 In-Progress 

Support Facilities 

Antenna Sites 

TA B-11 (Second 
Mountain), 

Ammunition 
Supply Point 

(ASP) area (Blue 
Mountain), and 

Area 5 
(3 sites) 

2 - 3 New 1.5 (3 sites at 
0.5 acre each) In-Progress 

Ammunition Supply 
Point Existing ASP 3 Upgrade 1-5 In Design 

Unit Storage Site Area 6 3 New 1-2 Complete 
Notes: 
1. These activities were presented in Section 2.0 of the 2006 FEIS. 
TA = Training Area 
TVMA = Tactical Vehicle Maneuver Area 
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TABLE 5-4:  
Additional Proposed Projects in the Vicinity of the Project Study Area 

Project Name Description Location 

Approximate 
Distance to 

Project Study 
Area (miles) 

Status 

Penn National Race Course 
and Casino 

Casino, Hotel, 
Retail 

PA Route 743 - 
Grantville 7 Miles SW In Construction 

I-81 Ramp Improvement Widening of 
Ramps 

I-81 Grantville 
Interchange 7 Miles SW In Construction 

Truck Stop and Service Area Truck Stop I-81 Lickdale 
Interchange 6 Miles SE In Construction 

Sun Microsystem Warehouse Warehouse and 
Distribution 

I-81 Lickdale 
Interchange 

6 Miles SE In Construction 

Retail and Commercial Bank and Other 
Retail 

I-81 Lickdale 
Interchange Area 

6 Miles SE In Construction 
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MAP SYMBOL NAME
Dccf Clarks Ferry Member of Catskill Formation
Dcd Duncannon Member of Catskill Formation
Dciv Irish Valley Member of Catskill Formation
Dcsc Sherman Creek Member of Catskill Formation
Dh Hamilton Group
Dtr Trimmers Rock Formation

MDsk Spechty Kopf Formation
Mmc Mauch Chunk Formation
Mp Pocono Formation
Oh Hamburg sequence rocks
Om Martinsburg Formation
Pl Llewellyn Formation
Pp Pottsville Formation
Sb Bloomsburg Formation
Sc Clinton Group
St Tuscarora Formation
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Map ID Description
AoB Andover gravelly loam
At Barbour silt loam

DlB Dekalb and Lehew very stony
DlF Dekalb and Lehew sandy loams

DlgB Dekalb and Lehew sandy loams
HegB Hazleton very channery loam
HegD Hazleton very channery loam
HegF Huntington silt loam
HLD Hazleton-Laidig association
Ho Holly silt loam
LdC Laidig extremely stony loam
LdD Laidig gravelly loam

Color

Soils Outside Project Study Area
(Not Described in Table Above)
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Map ID Description
L1UBHh [L] Lacustrine, [1] Limnetic, [UB] Unconsolidated Bottom, [H] Permanently Flooded, [h] Diked/Impounded
PEM1 [P] Palustrine, [EM] Emergent, [1] Persistent

PEM1A [P] Palustrine, [EM] Emergent, [1] Persistent, [A] Temporarily Flooded
PEM1C [P] Palustrine, [EM] Emergent, [1] Persistent, [C] Seasonally Flooded
PEM1E [P] Palustrine, [EM] Emergent, [1] Persistent, [E] Seasonally Flooded/Saturated
PFO1 [P] Palustrine, [FO] Forested, [1] Broad-Leaved Deciduous

PFO1/4A [P] Palustrine, [FO] Forested, [1] Broad-Leaved Deciduous
PFO1/PEM1 [P] Palustrine, [FO] Forested, [1] Broad-Leaved Deciduous / [P] Palustrine, [EM] Emergent, [1] Persistent
PFO1/PSS1 [P] Palustrine, [FO] Forested, [1] Broad-Leaved Deciduous, [SS] Scrub-Shrub

PFO1/PSS1/PEM1 [P] Palustrine, [FO] Forested, [1] Broad-Leaved Deciduous, [SS] Scrub-Shrub, [EM] Emergent, [1] Persistent
PFO1A [P] Palustrine, [FO] Forested, [1] Broad-Leaved Deciduous, [A] Temporarily Flooded
PFO1E [P] Palustrine, [FO] Forested, [1] Broad-Leaved Deciduous, [E] Seasonally Flooded/Saturated
PFO4 [P] Palustrine, [FO] Forested, [4] Needle-Leaved Evergreen

PFO4/1A [P] Palustrine, [FO] Forested, [4] Needle-Leaved Evergreen, [1] Persistent, [A] Temporarily Flooded
PFO4/PEM1 [P] Palustrine, [FO] Forested, [4] Needle-Leaved Evergreen / [P] Palustrine, [EM] Emergent, [1] Persistent

PFO4A [P] Palustrine, [FO] Forested, [4] Needle-Leaved Evergreen, [A] Temporarily Flooded
PSS/FO1A [P] Palustrine, [SS] Scrub-Shrub / [FO] Forested, [1] Broad-Leaved Deciduous, [A] Temporarily
PSS/FO1C [P] Palustrine, [SS] Scrub-Shrub / [FO] Forested, [1] Broad-Leaved Deciduous,  [C] Seasonally Flooded
PSS/FO1E [P] Palustrine, [SS] Scrub-Shrub / [FO] Forested, [1] Broad-Leaved Deciduous, [E] Seasonally Flooded/Saturated

PSS1 [P] Palustrine, [SS] Scrub-Shrub, [1] Broad-Leaved Deciduous
PSS1/PEM1 [P] Palustrine, [SS] Scrub-Shrub, [1] Broad-Leaved Deciduous / Palustrine, [EM] Emergent, [1] Persistent

PSS1A [P] Palustrine, [SS] Scrub-Shrub, [1] Broad-Leaved Deciduous, [A] Temporarily Flooded
PSS1C [P] Palustrine, [SS] Scrub-Shrub, [1] Broad-Leaved Deciduous, [C] Seasonally Flooded

PUB [P] Palustrine, [UB] Unconsolidated Bottom
PUBFh P] Palustrine, [UB] Unconsolidated Bottom, [F] Semipermanently Flooded, [h] Diked/Impounded
PUBHh [P] Palustrine, [UB] Unconsolidated Bottom, [H] Permanently Flooded, [h] Diked/Impounded
R3UBH [R] Riverine, [3] Upper Perennial, [UB] Unconsolidated Bottom, [H] Permanently Flooded
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Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental 
Planning Contact List 

 

Federal and Regional Agencies 
 
Appalachian Regional Commission 
1666 Connecticut Ave. NW, Room 623 
Washington, DC 20009 
Attn: Program Operations Division 
 
National Park Service 
Appalachian National Scenic Trail 
Harpers Ferry Center 
Harpers Ferry, West Virginia 25425 
Attn: Pamela Underhill, Park Manager 
 
United States Department of Agriculture 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
One Credit Union Place, Suite 340 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-2993 
Attn: State Conservationist 
 
United States Department of Environmental Protection 
Office of Environmental Programs 
Region 3 
1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029 
Attn:  NEPA Coordinator 
 
United States Fish & Wildlife Service 
Pennsylvania Field Office 
315 South Allen Street, Suite 322 
State College, PA 16801-4850 
Attn: David Densmore, Supervisor 
 
Northeast Regional Office 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
300 Westgate Center Drive 
Hadley, MA 01035-9589 
Attn: Loraine Thomas 
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Federally-Recognized Native American Tribes 
 
 
Absentee-Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 
2025 South Gordon Cooper Drive 
Shawnee, OK 74801-9318 
Attn: Karen Kaniatove, THPO 
 
Delaware Nation 
P.O. Box 825 
Anadarko, OK 73005 
Attn: Phyllis Wahahrockah-Tasi M.H.R., NAGPRA Director 
 
Delaware Tribe of Indians 
220 NW Virginia 
Bartlesville, OK 74003 
Attn: Joe Brooks, Chief 
 
Delaware Tribe of Indians 
C/O Department of Sociology and Anthropology 
Emporia State University 
Roosevelt Hall, Rm 121 
1200 Commercial, Box 4022 
Emporia, KS 66801 
Attn: Dr. Brice Obermeyer,  NAGRPRA Director 
 
Delaware Tribe of Western Oklahoma 
Executive Committee 
P.O. Box 825 
Anadarko, OK 73005 
Attn: Bruce Gonzeles, President 
 
Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 350 
Seneca, MO 64865 
Attn: Charles D. Enyart, Principal Chief 
 
Shawnee Tribe 
P.O. Box 189 
Miami, OK 74335 
Attn: Ron Sparkman, Chief 
 
St. Regis Mohawk Tribe 
412 State Route 37 
Akwesasne, NY 13655 
Attn: James W. Ransom, Chief 
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Seneca Nation of Indians 
12837 Route 438 
Irving, NY 14081 
Attn: Maurice A. John, President 
 
Oneida Indian Nation of New York 
Genesee Street, Ames Plaza 
Oneida, NY 13421 
Attn: Mr. Raymond Halbritter 

Oneida Nation Representative and CEO of the Oneida Nation Enterprises 
 
Seneca-Cayuga Tribe of Oklahoma 
PO Box 1283 
Miami, OK 74355 
Attn: Leroy Howard, Chief 
 
Tonawanda Seneca Nation 
7027 Meadville Road 
Basom, New York 14013 
Attn: Roger Hill, Chief 
 
Tuscarora Nation 
5616 Walmore Road 
Lewiston, New York 14092 
Attn: Leo R. Henry, Chief 
 
Onondaga Nation 
Box 319B 
Nedrow, New York 13120 
Attn: Irvin Powless, Jr., Chief 
 
Cayuga Nation 
P.O. Box 11 
Versailles, NY 14168 
Attn: Clint Half Town, Representative  
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State and Local Agencies 
 
Pennsylvania Bureau of Forestry 
Dept. of Conservation and Natural Resources 
Rachel Carson State Office Building 
P.O. Box 8552  
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8552 
Attn: State Forester 
 
Rachel Carson State Office Building 
P.O. Box 8552 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8552 
Attn: Kathy Prowant, Biodiversity Coordinator, Ecological Services Unit Leader 
 
Pennsylvania Bureau of Land Management 
Pennsylvania Game Commission 
2001 Elmerton Avenue 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9797 
Attn: Bill Capouillez, Chief, Environmental Planning Division 
 
2001 Elmerton Avenue 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9797 
Attn: Gary Camus, Chief, Federal Aid and Public Access 
 
Pennsylvania Dept. of Environmental Protection 
Rachel Carson State Office Building 
400 Market Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17105 
Attn: The Hon. Kathleen McGinty, Secretary 
 
South Central Regional Office 
909 Elmerton Avenue 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-8200 
Attn: Rachel Diamond, Regional Director 
 
Pennsylvania Dept. of Conservation and Natural Resources 
Rachel Carson Office Building 
P.O. Box 8767 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8767 
Attn: The Hon. Michael DiBerardinis, Secretary 
 
Pennsylvania Bureau of Land Management  
Pennsylvania Game Commission 
2001 Elmerton Avenue 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9797 
Attn: Carl G. Roe, Executive Director 
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Pennsylvania Fish & Boat Commission 
1601 Elmerton Avenue 
P.O. Box 67000 
Harrisburg, PA 17106-7000 
Attn:   Dr. Douglas J. Austen, Executive Director 
 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
300 North Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17120-0093 
Attn: Barbara Franco, Executive Director 
 
Bureau for Historic Preservation 
Commonwealth Keystone Building, 2nd Floor 
400 North Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17120-0093 
Attn: Jean Cutler, Director 
 
Division of Archaeology and Protection 
Commonwealth Keystone Building, 2nd Floor 
400 North Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17120-0093 
Attn: Kurt W. Carr, Chief 
 
The Nature Conservancy 
Pennsylvania Field Office 
15 East Ridge Pike, Suite 500 
Conshohocken, PA 19428 
 
Appalachian Trail Conference 
766 Washington Street 
P.O. Box 807  
Harpers Ferry, West Virginia 25425-0807 
Attn: David Startzell, Executive Director 
 
The Manada Conservancy 
P.O. Box 25 
Hummelstown, PA 17036-0025 
Attn: John Conner, President 
 
Swatara Creek Watershed Association 
2501 Cumberland Street, Suite 2 
Lebanon, PA 17042 
 
Trout Unlimited 
Doc Fritchey Chapter 
2319 Valley Drive 
Harrisburg, PA 17104-1433 
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State and Local Elected Officials and Governments 
 
State Senator Mike Folmer 
Senate District 48 
Senate Box 203048 
457 Main Capitol 
Harrisburg, PA 17120-3048 
 
State Senator Jeffrey Piccola 
Senate District 15 
Senate Box 203015 
173 Capitol Building 
Harrisburg, PA 17120-3015 
 
Representative Rose Marie Swanger 
428 Irvis Office Building 
P.O. Box 202102 
Harrisburg, PA 17120-2102 
 
Representative Ron Marsico 
218 Ryan Office Building 
P.O. Box 202105 
Harrisburg, PA 217120-2105 
 
East Hanover Township Board of Supervisors 
8848 Jonestown Road 
Grantville, PA 17028 
 
Lebanon County Board of Commissioners 
Rom 207, Municipal Building 
400 South 8th Street 
Lebanon, PA 17042-6794 
 
Dauphin County Board of Commissioners 
P.O. Box 1295 
Harrisburg, PA 17108 
 
 
 
 
 
The following letter is an example of the IICEP letter sent to each Government Office and  
Agency listed above. 



 

17 May 2007 

 
 
United States Fish & Wildlife Service 
Pennsylvania Field Office  
315 South Allen Street, Suite 322 
State College, PA 16801-4850 
Attn: David Densmore, 
            Supervisor 
 
RE:  Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental Planning (IICEP) for 

the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the establishment of a Surface Danger Zone 
(SDZ) on approximately 900 acres of State Game Lands (SGL) 211 in connection with 
the operation of the Multi-Purpose Training Range (MPTR) at the National Guard Training 
Center - Fort Indiantown Gap (NGTC-FTIG), Pennsylvania 

Dear Mr. Densmore: 

 
The Pennsylvania Department of Military and Veterans Affairs (DMVA) and the Pennsylvania 
Army National Guard (PAARNG) propose to establish a SDZ on approximately 900 acres of 
SGL 211 in connection with the operation of the MPTR at the NGTC-FTIG, Pennsylvania 
(Figures 1 and 2).  The EA is being prepared under the provisions of, and in accordance with, 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 United States Code [USC] 4321 et 
seq.), the Council of Environmental Quality [CEQ] Regulations Implementing the Procedural 
Provisions of NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508), and 32 CFR 651 
(Environmental Effects of Army Actions).  In addition, the document is being prepared as 
prescribed in the NGB NEPA Handbook - Guidance on Preparing Environmental Documentation 
for Army National Guard Actions in Compliance with National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(Army National Guard [ARNG] NEPA Manual) (NGB 2006).   

This EA provides a full comparative analysis of the following three alternatives: 

• Alternative 1: Preferred Alternative – This alternative includes the establishment of a 
SDZ on a portion of SGL 211 in connection with the operation of the MPTR at NGTC-
FTIG.  Under this alternative, a 900-acre portion of SGL 211 would serve as a SDZ for 
the MPTR for up to 90 days per calendar year when the MPTR is in operation.  A 
proposed cooperative land use agreement between DMVA and the Pennsylvania 
Game Commission (PGC) would include additional limitations on the use of the 900-
acre SDZ and provide for consideration for the PGC allowing this military use of SGL 
211 (Figure 3). 

• Alternative 2:  MPTR Buffer Alternative – This alternative would involve the 
establishment of a somewhat larger SDZ extension into SGL 211.  Based on earlier 
MPTR designs involving different firing lane configurations, DMVA would seek 
approximately 1,900 acres of SGL 211 as a SDZ by means of a land use agreement.  



 
17 May 2007 
Page 2 

 

This approach provided for consideration to be paid or given to the PGC in return for 
establishing the SDZ on SGL 211 (Figure 4). 

• Alternative 3: No-Action Alternative – Under this alternative, the PAARNG would not 
construct or operate the MPTR at NGTC-FTIG, and no additional SDZ would be 
required on SGL 211. 

 
A more detailed description of the Proposed Action is provided in the attached Fact Sheet 
(Attachment 1). 
 
The DMVA and PAARNG are currently identifying environmental resources, issues, and 
constraints associated with the proposed project area, as identified above, in order to effectively 
assess potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed action.  The DMVA and 
PAARNG is requesting baseline information regarding any concern that your Agency may have 
as related to the potential environmental issues at, or in the vicinity of, the proposed action.  
Specifically any information your Agency can provide about threatened or endangered species 
or other sensitive environmental resources at or in the vicinity of the sites would be appreciated. 

If you are aware of other individuals, organizations, or resource agencies that may have 
additional environmental information or other pertinent knowledge that may assist us in 
preparing the EA, please contact us or forward this letter for their review, and include any 
returned comments with your response.  Attachment 2 provides a list of agencies/offices with 
which consultation has been initiated. 
 
We, in cooperation with the DMVA and PAARNG, look forward to your participation in this 
NEPA review process. Your response on or before 18 June 2007 will enable us to complete this 
phase of the project within the scheduled time frame.  If you have any questions concerning this 
request, please do not hesitate to contact me at (610) 828-8100, or the mailing address listed 
below. If preferable, you may fax your response to us at (610) 828-6700. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Brian Sariano 
Senior Project Manager 
AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc. 
One Plymouth Meeting, Suite 850 
Plymouth Meeting, PA. 19462-1308 
Tel. (610)828-6126 
 
cc:  
John Fronko, PA DMVA 
Patricia Rickard, PA DMVA 



     
     Earth & Environmental, Inc. 
 
One Plymouth Meeting, Suite 850 Phone:  (610) 828-8100 
Plymouth Meeting, PA 19462 Fax: (610) 828-6700 
 

MEMORANDUM OF RECORD  

Page 1 of 1 
DATE:  24 October 2007 

PROJECT NAME:  Ft. Indiantown Gap – SGL 211 EA 

PROJECT #: 37913-0033 

RECORDED BY: Brian Sariano 

TITLE:   Project Manager 

COMPANY:   AMEC Earth & Environmental 

TOPIC:   USFWS IICEP 
  
This memorandum documents AMEC’s attempt to solicit input from the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service in association with the above-referenced project. The following is a summary 
chronology regarding our efforts to contact USFWS and in getting a response: 
 
17 May 2007 - Mail out the original IICEP Letter to both the USFWS office in Hadley MA, and 
State College, PA. 
 
July-August 2007- Several attempts to call David Densmore at USFWS to inquire about 
response.  Left messages in all cases, no calls back were received. 
 
8 August 2007 - Still no response from USFWS - AMEC calls Densmore and the general 
number at USFWS, finally contacts Tammy Palmater who says they never received the original 
letter.  AMEC faxes a copy of the letter over right away. 
 
2 October 2007 - Call USFWS, no answers.  AMEC left messages. 
 
3 October 2007 - Fax USFWS another copy of the letter (the third time we sent out). 
 
5 October 2007 - AMEC calls USFWS and is directed to Bonnie (no last name) who supposedly 
deals with information requests letters.  No answer, left message. 
 
10 October 2007 – AMEC calls USFWS and is directed to Pamela Shellenberger.  Ms. 
Shellenberger states that no letter request had been received.  AMEC immediately emails a 
copy of the original IICEP letter and a return receipt was received.  Ms. Shellenberger replies 
through email stating that Jennifer Kagel is working on the IICEP response letter; however, Ms. 
Kagel was not in the office at the moment.  Ms. Kagel was sent an email about the request. 



 
12 October 2007 – AMEC spoke with Ms. Kagel at USFWS in State College, PA.  Ms. Kagel 
indicated that the IICEP letter had been forwarded on to the Regional USFWS Office in Hadley, 
MA.  Ms. Kagel also stated that the person in the regional office who is working on the project 
and will be responding would be Mr. Paul O’Neil.  Telephone and fax number for Mr. O’Neil was 
also provided. 
 
15 October 2007 – AMEC contacts Paul O’Neil at USFWS in Hadley MA.  Mr. O’Neil explained 
that the IICEP request has been directed to him.  The State College, PA USFWS was 
apparently reluctant respond to the IICEP request.  Mr. O’Neil indicated that he had been 
contacted a while back by State College USFWS regarding our IICEP request and had 
submitted an internal memo with his office’s recommended in-put, but that State College office 
had apparently not made a reply.  State College USFWS decided to not respond. 
 
24 October 2007 – As of this date no official response from USFWS has been received. 
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Project Location
Location Accuracy

Project locations are assumed to be both
precise and accurate for the purposes of
environmental review. The creator/owner of the
Project Review Receipt is solely responsible for
the project location and thus the correctness of
the Project Review Receipt content.

5 Potential Impacts

Under the Following Agencies' Jurisdiction:
Pennsylvania Game Commission,
Pennsylvania Department of Conservation
and Natural Resources,
Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission

Project Name: SGL 211
On Behalf Of: Self
Project Search ID: 20070509090948
Date: 5/9/2007 10:49:37 AM
# of Potential Impacts: 5
Jurisdictional Agency:
Pennsylvania Game Commission,
Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources,
Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission
Project Category: Military and Law Enforcement Activities,Training-on ground
Project Location
Decimal Degrees: 40.45352 N, -76.67405 W
Degrees Minutes Seconds: 40° 27' 12.7" N, 76° 40' 26.6" W
Lambert: 374535.84822459, 534143.89180678 ft
ZIP Code: 17028,17003,17038
County: Dauphin,Lebanon
Township/Municipality: EAST HANOVER,COLD SPRING,EAST HANOVER
USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle ID: 166
Quadrangle Name: GRANTVILLE
Project Area: 674.4 acres

Pennsylvania State Programmatic General Permit
(PASPGP)

Please note that regardless of PNDI search results,
projects requiring a Chapter 105 DEP individual
permit or GP 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 or 11 in certain counties
(Adams, Berks, Bucks, Chester, Cumberland,
Delaware, Franklin, Lancaster, Lebanon, Lehigh,
Monroe, Montgomery, Northampton, Schuylkill and
York) are required by DEP to comply with the bog
turtle habitat screening requirements of the PASPGP.
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Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) records indicate there are
potential impacts on special concern species and resources within the project
area. If the project is pursued, the jurisdictional agency/agencies indicated
require that the instructions below regarding potential impacts and/or
avoidance measures be followed in their entirety.

Q1: Will the entire project occur within an existing building, parking lot,
driveway, road, street, or maintained (periodically mowed) lawn?
Your answer is: 2. No
Please initial here signifying that you have provided the most accurate answer
to the question as possible.
APPLICANT INITIALS: ___________

AVOIDANCE AND CONSERVATION MEASURES

Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory records indicate there are potential
impacts on special concern species and resources within the project area.
One or more of these potential impacts may be resolved by following required
Avoidance Measures. An Avoidance Measure is an action to be taken or a
guideline to be followed during the completion of the project. The intent of an
Avoidance Measure is to minimize the impact of the project on ecological
resources. Avoidance measures, where indicated, are required by DEP and
the jurisdictional agencies in order to avoid further consultation regarding this
potential impact.

If the applicant initials this receipt certifying that the avoidance measure will
be taken, no contact with the jurisdicitonal agency is required for that potential
impact to be considered resolved.
If the applicant cannot ceritfy that the avoidance measure can be carried out,
the applicant is required by the jurisdictional agency/agencies to contact the
agency/agencies. The contact information for each agency is located at the
end of the receipt.

Conservation measures are activities recommended by the jurisdictional
agencies. Conservation measures are encouraged but not required and may
be pursued at the discretion of the DEP program based on their knowledge of
the project and site. It is not necessary to initial this receipt for conservation
measures.

Listed below are Avoidance Measures and/or Conservation Measures
generated by this proposed project.

Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission : Avoidance Measure: Maintain a
100-foot buffer between the proposed activity and any spring seeps,
sinkholes, and caves.

To certify that you will carry out the Avoidance Measure listed PLEASE
INITIAL HERE : ___________ (You do not need to initial for Conservation
Measures)

If there are potential impacts listed in the following section, the
applicant is required by the jurisdictional agencies to contact each of
the listed agencies, regardless of the listed Avoidance and/or
Conservation Measures.

These determinations were based on the project-specific information you
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 information you provided does not accurately reflect this
project, or if project plans change, DEP and the jurisdictional agencies require
that another PNDI review be conducted.

This response represents the most up-to-date summary of the PNDI
data files and is good for one(1) year from the date of this PNDI Project
Environmental Review Receipt.
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1 potential impact
The Applicant should MAIL/FAX a copy of this Project Environmental Review
Receipt, a cover letter with project narrative, acreage to be impacted, how
construction/maintenance activity is to be accomplished,
township/municipality and county where project is located, and a USGS 7.5
minute quadrangle with project boundary and quad name marked on the map.

Bureau of Land Management
Pennslyvania Game Commission
Division of Environmental Planning and Habitat Protection
2001 Elmerton Avenue
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9797
FAX Number: (717) 787-6957

Please mail or fax only one (1) copy of the project review request. Do not
email the project information. The search results provided by this review are
specific to species of special concern. The Pennsylvania Game Commission
reserves the right to comment on additional aspects of this project (Ex.
wetland or stream impacts).

2 potential impacts
The Applicant should MAIL/FAX a copy of this Project Environmental Review
Receipt, a cover letter with project narrative, acreage to be impacted, how
construction/maintenance activity is to be accomplished,
township/municipality and county where project is located, and a USGS 7.5
minute quadrangle with project boundary and quad name marked on the map.

Ecological Services Section
Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
Bureau of Forestry
P.O. Box 8552
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8552
FAX Number: (717) 772-0271

1 potential impact
The Applicant should MAIL/FAX a copy of this Project Environmental Review
Receipt, a cover letter with project narrative, acreage to be impacted, how
construction/maintenance activity is to be accomplished,
township/municipality and county where project is located, and a USGS 7.5
minute quadrangle with project boundary and quad name marked on the map.

Natural Diversity Section
Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission
Division of Environmental Services
450 Robinson Lane
Bellefonte, PA 16823

Please mail only one (1) copy of the project review request. Do not email the
project information. Allow 30 days for completion of the project review from
the date of PFBC receipt of the project review request.

Based on the project-specific information you provided, no impacts to
federally listed, proposed, or candidate species are anticipated. Therefore, no
further consultation under the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as
amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq. is required with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. Because no take of federally listed species is anticipated, none is
authorized. For a list of species that could occur in your project area (but have
not been documented in PNDI), please see the county lists of threatened,
endangered, and candidate species. A field visit or survey may reveal
previously undocumented populations of one or more threatened or
endangered species with a project area. If it is determined that any federally
listed species occur in your project area, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
requires that you initiate consultation to identify and resolve any conflicts. This
response does not reflect potential Fish and Wildlife Service concerns under
the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act or other authorities.
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DISCLAIMER

The PNDI environmental review website is a preliminary environmental
screening tool. It is not a substitute for information obtained from a field
survey of the project area conducted by a biologist. Such surveys may reveal
previously undocumented populations of species of special concern. In
addition, the PNDI only contains information about species occurrences that
have actually been reported to the Pennsylvania Natural Heritage Program.

Pennsylvania State Programmatic General Permit (PASPGP)

Please note that regardless of PNDI search results, projects requiring a
Chapter 105 DEP individual permit or GP 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 or 11 in certain counties
(Adams, Berks, Bucks, Chester, Cumberland, Delaware, Franklin, Lancaster,
Lebanon, Lehigh, Monroe, Montgomery, Northampton, Schuylkill and York)
are required by DEP to comply with the bog turtle habitat screening
requirements of the PASPGP.

TERMS OF USE

Upon signing into the PNDI environmental review website, and as a condition
of using it, you agreed to certain terms of use. These are as follows:

The web site is intended solely for the purpose of screening projects for
potential impacts on resources of special concern in accordance with the
instructions provided on the web site. Use of the web site for any other
purpose or in any other way is prohibited and subject to criminal prosecution
under federal and state law, including but not limited to the following:
Computer Fraud and Abuse Act of 1986, as amended, 18 U.S.C. § 1030;
Pennsylvania Crimes Code, § 4911 (tampering with public records or
information), § 7611 (unlawful use of computer and other computer crimes), §
7612 (disruption of service), § 7613 (computer theft), § 7614 (unlawful
duplication), and § 7615 (computer trespass).

The PNHP reserves the right at any time and without notice to modify or
suspend the web site and to terminate or restrict access to it.

The terms of use may be revised from time to time. By continuing to use the
web site after changes to the terms have been posted, the user has agreed to
accept such changes.

This review is based on the project information that was entered. The
jurisdictional agencies and DEP require that the review be redone if the
project area, location, or the type of project changes. If additional information
on species of special concern becomes available, this review may be
reconsidered by the jurisdictional agency.

PRIVACY and SECURITY

This web site operates on a Commonwealth of Pennsylvania computer
system. It maintains a record of each environmental review search result as
well as contact information for the project applicant. These records are
maintained for internal tracking purposes. Information collected in this
application will be made available only to the jurisdictional agencies and to
the Department of Environmental Protection, except if required for law
enforcement purposes—see paragraph below.

This system is monitored to ensure proper operation, to verify the functioning
of applicable security features, and for other like purposes. Anyone using this
system consents to such monitoring and is advised that if such monitoring
reveals evidence of possible criminal activity, system personnel may provide
the evidence to law enforcement officials. See Terms of Use.
In order for this project to be considered for subsequent
review, a signed and initialed copy of this receipt is required
by the agency or agencies indicated. DEP requires that a
signed and initialed copy of this receipt, along with any
required documentation from jurisdictional agencies
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concerning resolution of potential impacts, be submitted in
applications for permits requiring PNDI review. See DEP
PNDI policy at www.naturalheritage.state.pa.us or visit the
following websites for further information.

Regional Offices
Http://www.dep.state.pa.us/dep/deputate/fieldops/map.pdf

District Mining Operations
Http://www.dep.state.pa.us/dep/deputate/minres/Districts/homepage/Default.h
tm

Oil and Gas Management
Http://www.dep.state.pa.us/dep/deputate/minres/OILGAS/Customer
Needs.htm

Print this Project Review Receipt using your Internet browser's print
function and keep it as a record of your search.

Signature: ___________________________________

Date:         ___________________________________

Project applicant on whose behalf this search was conducted:

APPLICANT

Contact Name:      ___________________________________

Address:                ___________________________________

City, State, Zip:     ___________________________________

Phone:                   ___________________________________

Email:                    ___________________________________

PERSON CONDUCTING SEARCH (if not applicant)

Contact Name:      ___________________________________

Address:                ___________________________________

City, State, Zip:     ___________________________________

Phone:                   ___________________________________

Email:                    ___________________________________

The following contact information is for the agencies involved in this
Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory environmental review process.
Please read this entire receipt carefully as it contains instructions for how to
contact these agencies for further review of this particular project.

Bureau of Land Management
Pennslyvania Game Commission
Division of Environmental Planning and Habitat Protection
2001 Elmerton Avenue
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9797
FAX Number: (717) 787-6957

Ecological Services Section
Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
Bureau of Forestry
P.O. Box 8552
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Harrisburg, PA 17105-8552
FAX Number: (717) 772-0271

Natural Diversity Section
Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission
Division of Environmental Services
450 Robinson Lane
Bellefonte, PA 16823
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APPENDIX B 

NEPA CONCEPTS AND TERMINOLOGY 

B.1 Definition of Key Terms 

B.1.1 Land Use 

Land use includes natural conditions or human-modified conditions and activities occurring at a 
particular location.  Human-modified land use categories include residential, commercial, 
industrial, transportation, communications, utilities, agricultural, institutional, recreational, and 
other developed use areas.  Management plans and zoning regulations determine the type and 
extent of land use allowable in specific areas and are often intended to protect specially 
designated or environmentally sensitive areas.   

B.1.2 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

Visual resources are defined as the natural and manufactured features that comprise an area’s 
aesthetic qualities.  These features form an observer’s overall impression of an area or of its 
landscape character.  Landforms, water surfaces, vegetation, and manufactured features are 
considered characteristic of an area if they are inherent to the structure and function of a 
landscape.   

B.1.3 Floodplains 

Floodplains are generally areas of low, level ground located on one or both sides of a stream 
channel that are subject to either periodic or infrequent inundation by floodwaters.  Floodplains 
are most likely the result of the natural processes of lateral erosion and deposition that occur as 
a river valley widens.  The porous material that composes the floodplain is conducive to 
retaining water that enters the soil via flooding events and elevated groundwater tables.  
Periodic inundation dangers associated with floodplains have prompted Federal, state, and local 
legislation to limit development in these areas to recreation, agriculture, and preservation 
activities.  FEMA regulates floodplains with standards outlined in 44 CFR 60.3. 

B.1.4 Wetlands 

Wetlands are defined as areas that are inundated by surface or ground water with a frequency 
sufficient to support, and under normal circumstances do or would support, a prevalence of 
vegetative or aquatic life that requires saturated or seasonally saturated soil conditions for 
growth/reproduction.  Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas, 
such as sloughs, potholes, wet meadows, river overflows, mud flats, and natural ponds.   

B.1.5 Cultural Resources 

Cultural resources are prehistoric and historic sites, structures, districts, or any other physical 
evidence of human activity considered important to a culture, subculture, or a community for 
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scientific, traditional, and/or religious reasons (36 CFR 64).  For the purposes of this SEA, 
based on statutory requirements, the term cultural resources is defined to include: 

• Historic properties, as defined in the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as 
amended 

• Cultural items, as defined in the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
(NAGPRA) 

• Archaeological resources, as defined in the Archeological Resources Protection Act 
(ARPA) 

• Historic and paleontological resources, as defined by the Antiquities Act of 1906, as 
amended 

• Sites that are scientifically significant, as defined by the Archeological and Historic Data 
Preservation Act (AHPA) 

• Sacred sites, as defined in EO 13007, to which access and use is permitted under the 
American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) 

• Collections, as defined in 36 CFR 79, Curation of Federally Owned and Administered 
Collections. 

 
In brief, cultural resources include archaeological, architectural, and traditional resources: 

• Archaeological resources consist of locations where prehistoric or historic activity 
measurably altered the earth or produced deposits of physical remains, such as 
arrowheads and bottles.   

• Architectural resources include standing buildings, districts, bridges, dams, and other 
structures of historic or aesthetic significance.  Architectural resources generally must be 
more than 50 years old to be considered for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP), an inventory of culturally significant resources identified in the United 
States.  However, more recent structures, such as Cold War-era resources, may warrant 
protection if they have the potential to gain significance in the future.  

• Traditional resources include locations of historic occupations and events, historic and 
contemporary sacred and ceremonial areas, prominent topographical areas, traditional 
hunting and gathering areas, and other resources that Native Americans or other groups 
consider essential for the survival of their traditional culture. 

 
B.1.6 Direct Versus Indirect Impacts 

The terms impact and effect are used synonymously in this SEA.  Impacts may be determined 
to be beneficial or adverse, and may apply to the full range of natural, aesthetic, historic, 
cultural, and economic resources of the project study area and its environment.  Definitions and 
examples of direct and indirect impacts are used in this SEA as follows: 

• Direct Impact:  A direct impact is caused by the Proposed Action, and occurs at the same 
time and place as the Proposed Action. 
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• Indirect Impact:  An indirect impact is caused by the Proposed Action and occurs later in 
time, or is farther removed in distance, but is still reasonably foreseeable.  Indirect impacts 
may include induced changes in land use pattern, population density, or growth rate, and 
related effects on air, water, and other natural and social systems.   

• Application of Direct Versus Indirect Impacts:  For direct impacts to occur, a resource 
must be present in a particular study area.  For example, if vegetation resources were 
disturbed in a particular area, a direct impact to wildlife would occur as a result of 
displacement from available habitat.  This displacement from habitat would indirectly affect 
habitat in adjacent areas by increasing the wildlife population in those areas. 

 
B.1.7 Short-Term Versus Long-Term Impacts 

In addition to indicating if impacts are direct or indirect, this SEA differentiates between short- 
and long-term impacts, where appropriate.  In this context, “short term” and “long –term” do not 
refer to any rigid time period and are determined on a case-by-case basis in terms of anticipated 
consequences of the Proposed Action. 

B.1.8 Cumulative Impacts 

As described in Section 2.0, the Pennsylvania Department of Military and Veterans Affairs and 
the Pennsylvania Army National Guard, National Guard Training Center - Fort Indiantown Gap 
propose alterations to the project study area to provide a state of the art training facility to help 
ensure the National Guard and military readiness.  Sections 5.2 through 5.12 identify potential 
direct and indirect, short-term and long-term impacts associated with proposed actions under 
each of the specific project alternatives as identified in Section 3.0.  Section 5.13 evaluates the 
cumulative impact of these proposed actions within the proposed State Game Lands 211 
Surface Danger Zone combined with known existing, potential, or anticipated impacts 
associated with other local or regional activities currently being undertaken or anticipated by 
other landowners and decision-making authorities. 

B.1.9 Significance Criteria 

The term significance as used in NEPA requires consideration of both the context and intensity 
of the impact or effect under consideration.  Significance can vary in relation to the context of 
the Proposed Action, the context of which may include consideration of effects on a national, 
regional, and/or local basis.  Both short- and long-term effects may be relevant.  Impacts are 
also evaluated in terms of their intensity.  Factors contributing to the intensity of an impact 
include: 

• The degree to which the action affects public health or safety 

• The proximity of the action to resources that are legally protected by various statutes, such 
as wetlands; resources listed in, or eligible for, the NHRP; regulatory floodplains; and 
federally listed threatened or endangered species 

• The degree to which the effects of the action on the quality of the human environment are 
likely to be highly uncertain or controversial 
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• Whether or not the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but 
cumulatively significant impacts 

• Whether or not the action threatens to violate Federal, state, or local law imposed for the 
protection of the environment. 

 
B.1.10 Mitigation 

Mitigation measures are discussed for each alternative, as appropriate.  Where adverse impacts 
are identified, this document describes measures that would be used to mitigate and/or manage 
these effects to acceptable levels, where possible.  Mitigation/ Management measures generally 
include: 

• Avoiding the impact altogether by stopping or modifying the Proposed Action 

• Minimizing the impact by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its 
implementation 

• Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment 

• Reducing or eliminating the impact over time through preservation and maintenance 
operations during the life of the action, such as implementation of appropriate and 
accepted Best Management Practices (BMPs) 

• Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 
environments. 

 
Mitigation and/or management of adverse impacts associated with alterations to the project 
study area are generally the responsibility of the Pennsylvania Department of Military and 
Veterans Affairs and the Pennsylvania Army National Guard, National Guard Training Center - 
Fort Indiantown Gap.  The mitigation measures taken to reduce or avoid the selected 
alternative’s adverse environmental effects are included in the FONSI that will be prepared after 
a public review and a comment period are completed for the Draft SEA (i.e., if the Draft SEA 
determines that an EIS is not required).  The FONSI will be included as an attachment to the 
Final SEA.  Only those mitigation measures that are practicable (i.e., can be accomplished as 
part of the primary action) have been identified. 
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APPENDIX C 
 

Applicable Laws and Executive Orders
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APPENDIX C 
Applicable Regulations 

 
EXECUTIVE ORDERS (EO)  

EO 11593 – Protection and 
Enhancement of the Cultural 
Environment 

All federal agencies are required to locate, identify, 
and record all cultural and natural resources.  
Cultural resources include sites of archaeological, 
historical, or architectural significance.  Natural 
resources include the presence of endangered 
species, critical habitat, and areas of special 
biological significance. 

EO 11988 – Floodplain Management 

Requires federal agencies to provide leadership 
and to take action to reduce the risk of flood loss, to 
minimize the impact of floods on human safety, 
health and welfare, and to restore and preserve the 
natural and beneficial values served by floodplains 
in carrying out its responsibilities for (1) acquiring, 
managing, and disposing of Federal lands and 
facilities; (2) providing Federally undertaken, 
financed, or assisted construction and 
improvements; and (3) conducting Federal activities 
and programs affecting land use, including but not 
limited to water and related land resources 
planning, regulating, and licensing activities. 

EO 11990 – Protection of Wetlands 

Requires federal agencies to avoid undertaking or 
providing assistance for new construction located in 
wetlands unless there is no practicable alternative, 
and all practicable measures to minimize harm to 
wetlands have been implemented. 

EO 12088 – Federal Compliance with 
Pollution Control Standards 

Requires federal agencies to ensure that all 
necessary actions are taken for the prevention, 
control, and abatement of environmental pollution 
with respect to federal facilities and activities. 

EO 12372 – Intergovernmental Review 
of Federal Programs (as amended by 
EO 12416) 

Requires federal agencies to foster an 
intergovernmental partnership and to strengthen 
federalism by relying on state and local processes 
for state and local coordination and review of 
proposed federal financial assistance. 

EO 12856 – Federal Compliance with 
Right-to-Know Laws and Pollution 
Prevention Requirements 

Requires federal agencies to plan for chemical 
emergencies.  Facilities that store, use, or release 
certain chemicals are subject to various reporting 
requirements.  Reported information is made 
available to the public. 
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EO 12898 – Environmental Justice 

Requires certain federal agencies, including the 
Department of Homeland Security (DHS), to the 
greatest extent practicable permitted by law, to 
make environmental justice part of their missions by 
identifying and addressing disproportionately high 
and adverse health or environmental effects on 
minority and low-income populations. 

EO 13007 – Indian Sacred Sites 
Requires federal agencies to accommodate access 
to, and ceremonial use of, sacred sites by 
practitioners and avoid adversely affecting physical 
integrity of such sites. 

EO 13045 – Protection of Children from 
Environmental Health and Safety Risks 

Makes it a high priority to identify and assess 
environmental health and safety risks that may 
disproportionately affect children.  It also directs 
agencies to ensure that policies, programs, 
activities, and standards address such risks if 
identified. 

EO 13112 – Invasive Species 

Requires federal agencies to prevent the 
introduction of invasive species and to provide for 
their control and to minimize the economic, 
ecological, and human health impacts that invasive 
species cause. 

EO 13148 – Greening the Government 
through Leadership in Environmental 
Management 

Requires federal agencies to ensure that all 
necessary actions are taken to integrate 
environmental accountability into agency day-to-day 
decision making and long-term planning processes, 
across all agency missions, activities, and functions. 
Environmental management considerations must be 
a fundamental and integral component of federal 
government policies, operations, planning, and 
management.   

EO 13186 – Responsibilities of Federal 
Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds 

Requires federal agencies to take steps to protect 
migratory birds, including restoring and enhancing 
habitat, preventing or abating pollution affecting 
birds, and incorporating migratory bird conservation 
into agency planning processes whenever possible. 
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FEDERAL LAWS 

American Indian Religious Freedom 
Act (42 United States Code (USC) 1996, 
Public Law (P.L.) 95-341) 

Protects and preserves the rights of American 
Indians, Eskimos, Aleuts, and Native Hawaiians to 
exercise their traditional religions.  These rights 
include, but are not limited to, access to sites, use 
and possession of sacred objects, and the freedom 
to worship through ceremony and traditional rites. 

Antiquities Act of 1906 (16 USC 431-
433, P.L. 59-209) 

Provides and preserves historical and prehistoric 
ruins and objects of antiquity on lands owned or 
controlled by the federal government.  Authorizes 
scientific investigation of antiquities on federal 
lands.  Authorizes the establishment of national 
landmarks. 

Archaeological and Historical 
Preservation Act, 16 USC 469. 

Protects and preserves historical and 
archaeological data.  Requires federal agencies to 
identify and recover data from archaeological sites 
threatened by their actions. 

Archaeological Resources Protection 
Act of 1979 (16 USC 470 et seq., P.L. 
96-95) 

Enacted to preserve and protect resources and 
sites on federal and Indian lands.  Fosters 
cooperation between governmental authorities, 
professionals, and the public.  Prohibits the 
removal, sale, receipt, and interstate transportation 
of archaeological resources obtained illegally from 
public or Indian lands. 

Clean Air Act (42 USC 7401-7671q) 
July 14, 1955, as amended 

This Act, as amended, is known as the Clean Air 
Act of 1970.  The amendments established the core 
of the clean air program.  The primary objective is to 
establish federal standards for air pollutants.  It is 
designed to improve air quality in areas of the 
country, which do not meet federal standards and to 
prevent significant deterioration in areas where air 
quality exceeds those standards. 

Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) (42 USC 
9601-9675, P.L. 96-510) amended by 
Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) 
(P.L. 99-499) 

Also known as “Superfund,” provides for liability, 
compensation, cleanup, and emergency response 
for hazardous substances released into the 
environment and cleanup of inactive hazardous 
substances disposal sites.  Also established a fund 
financed by hazardous waste generators to support 
cleanup and response actions. 
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Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 
amended (16 USC 1531 et seq., P.L. 93-
205) 

Protects threatened, endangered, and candidate 
species of fish, wildlife, and plants and their 
designated critical habitats.  Under this law, no 
federal action is allowed to jeopardize the continued 
existence of an endangered or threatened species.  
The Endangered Species Act also requires 
consultation with United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) and the National Marine 
Fisheries Services (NMFS) and the preparation of a 
biological assessment when such species are 
present in an area that is affected by governmental 
activities. 

Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949. 

Guides the process for transferring government 
property. 

Federal Records Act of 1950, as 
amended 

Requires federal agencies to preserve federal 
records of potential historic value. 

Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
(Clean Water Act) (33 USC 1251-1387) 

The Clean Water Act is a comprehensive statue 
aimed at restoring and maintaining the chemical, 
physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s 
waters.  Primary authority for the implementation 
and enforcement rests with the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA). 

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act 
Coordination Act (16 USC 661 et seq., 
P.L. Chapter 55) 

The purpose of this Act is to ensure that wildlife 
conservation receives equal consideration and be 
coordinated with other features of water-resources 
development programs. 

Historical Sites Act of 1935 (16 USC 
461-467, P.L. Chapter 593) 

Establishes a national policy to preserve for public 
use, historic sites, buildings, and objects of national 
significance. 

Historical and Archaeological Data-
Preservation (16 USC 469 et seq., P.L. 
93-291) 

Protects and preserves historical and 
archaeological data caused as a result of federal 
construction projects.  Directs federal agencies to 
notify the Secretary of the Interior when the 
construction project may cause irreparable loss or 
destruction of significant resources or data.  
Provides a mechanism through which resources 
can be salvaged from a construction site. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC 703-
712) 

Implements various treaties and is for the protection 
of migratory birds.  Under the Act, taking, killing, or 
possessing migratory birds is unlawful. 
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National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (NEPA), as amended (P.L. 91-190, 
42 USC 4321 et seq.) 

Requires federal agencies to utilize a systematic 
approach when assessing environmental impacts of 
government activities.  NEPA proposes an 
interdisciplinary approach in a decision-making 
process designed to identify unacceptable or 
unnecessary impacts to the environment. 

National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA) (16 USC 470 et seq.) 

Requires federal agencies to take account of the 
effect of any federally assisted undertaking or 
licensing on any district, site, building, structure, or 
object eligible or listed for inclusion in the NRHP.  
Provides for the nomination, identification (through 
listing on the NRHP), and protection of historical 
and cultural properties of significance. 

Noise Control Act of 1972 (42 USC 
4901-4918, P.L. 92-574) 

Establishes a national policy to promote an 
environment free from noise that jeopardizes their 
health and welfare.  Authorizes the establishment of 
federal noise emissions standards and provides 
information to the public. 

Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA) (42 USC 6901, P.L. 94-580) 

Establishes requirements for safely managing and 
disposing of solid and hazardous waste and 
underground storage tanks.  Federal agencies must 
comply with waste management requirements. 

Pittman-Robertson Wildlife 
Restoration Act (16 USC 669 et seq.) 

Authorizes the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to 
establish laws governing the conservation of 
wildlife, as well as, providing funds to develop 
wildlife conservation and restoration programs.  
These programs include the monitoring of species, 
wildlife recreation projects, conservation education 
programs, etc.   

 

STATE LAWS 

Pennsylvania Scenic Rivers Act (P.L. 
1277, Act No. 283) 

Establishes a policy for the Commonwealth to 
protect the outstanding aesthetic and recreational 
values, and to practice sound conservation policies 
and practices, within the Scenic Rivers System. To 
implement these policies it is the purpose of this Act 
to establish the Pennsylvania Scenic Rivers System 
by prescribing the procedures and criteria for 
protecting and administering the system and for 
adding new components to it from time to time. 
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Stony Creek Wild and Scenic River Act 
(P.L. 50, No. 18) of 1980 

The Department of Environmental Resources has, 
in accordance with the act of December 5, 
1972 (P.L. 1277, No. 283), known as the 
"Pennsylvania Scenic Rivers Act, " fulfilled its 
obligations and responsibilities prerequisite to the 
designation of Stony Creek as a component of the 
Pennsylvania Scenic Rivers System. The 
designation of Stony Creek by this act is for the 
purpose of conserving and enhancing its Scenic 
quality and promoting public recreational enjoyment 
in accordance with the provisions of the 
"Pennsylvania Scenic Rivers Act." 
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APPENDIX D 
 

Public Comments from the Informational Public Meetings 
held on 30 August 2005 and 21 March 2007 
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Public Comments from the Informational Public Meeting 
held on 21 March 2007 
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APPENDIX E 
 

Newspaper Public Notice Affidavits 
for Public Circulation of the SEA 
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APPENDIX F 
 

Public Comments and Responses on the Draft SEA 
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Garrett, Laura 

Subject: FW: DRAFT Supplemental Environmental Assessment for Stony Valley 

Importance: High

Attachments: Sariano, Brian P.vcf
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4/14/2008

 
 -----Original Message----- 
From: Stoner, Chuck [mailto:CStoner@hersheys.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2008 1:52 PM 
To: pgccomments@state.pa.us 
Subject: DRAFT Supplemental Environmental Assessment for Stony Valley  
  

Mr. William Capouillez  
PA Game Commission,  
Bureau of Land Management  
2001 Elmerton, Ave  
Harrisburg, PA  17110-9797  

The DRAFT Supplemental Environmental Assessment for Stony Valley has been released for public 
comment by the PA Department of Military and Veterans Affairs and is available to view at: 
http://www.milvet.state.pa.us/DMVA/Docs_PNG/Environmental/SGL_211_Draft_EA.pdf 

My public comments follow.   

I will not dispute the findings of the consultant.  They are simply people in the employ of the Pennsylvania 
National Guard (PNG).  The most substantive opportunity for comment must address the agreement 
between PA Game commission (PGC) and PNG.  The contractual obligations of the agreement must 
adhere to the following.  The PNG is no stranger to rules and regulations regarding land use on property 
under their control, and hunters as guests of the PNG MUST follow PNG rules on FTIG.  Conversely it is 
paramount the guard follow the rules of the PGC while utilizing Game Commission Lands (900 acres of 
SGL 211).  This land was purchased by (and is held in trust for) the sportsmen of PA and Federal 
Pitmann-Robertson Funds from taxes collected on sporting goods.  NO military use of SGL 211 is 
appropriate annually from 15 September through 15 January of following calendar year.  NO military use 
of SGL 211 is appropriate from 1 April through 1 June of any calendar year.  Thus the recreational 
resource of those contributing sportsmen is reasonably protected during peak demands.  In exchange for 
the use of this 900 acres the guard shall ensure that access through Cold Springs Road is available 
during the above mentioned time frame for peak usage, annually.  The agreement may be in effect for 41 
years, but MUST be annually renewed at the agreement of both parties.   This will assure both parties act 
in good faith, and allow flexibility for future.  PNG demands adherence to their rules of trespass on FTIG 
property and has a right to do so.  This writer has observed FTIG attack helicopters performing touch and 
go drills on SGL 211 food and cover plots during the Spring Turkey Season in the morning while season 
was open.  The writer has times, dates, pictures, and witnesses.  This was reported to the PGC and is in 
direct violation of State Game Land Regulation regarding motorized vehicle use on commission lands.  
The PNG must operate honorably and in good faith if they wish the respect and trust of Pennsylvania 
sportsmen.  The PNG must further realize that it is unacceptable to prematurely plan “developments” on 
their property that effect land use on adjacent state game lands and then use this ill advised plan to 
justify the attempted taking of Stony Valley.  This past strategy is further justification for an annually 
renewable requirement.   

This agreement is a ONE time offer of good will and co-operation by the sportsmen of PA, it is NOT a foot 
in the door for future larger takings.  It should be further stated that the only right of trespass that PNG 
personnel shall enjoy on this disputed 900 acres is to sweep the area for unexploded ordnance and 
disposal after planned use.  The requirement for written schedule of planned use is required following the 
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guidance stated above, and in the published environmental assessment.  

And finally, despite a statement in the FTIG Base Realignment and Closure Plan to the contrary, FTIG 
does not have “virtually unlimited opportunity for growth” and has in fact reached its maximum size right 
now and forever.  

Thank you.  
Charles Stoner  
Grantville PA  
(717) 534-4692  

  

…….It’s not about the lines on the face – it’s about the wisdom behind them. Shall we lament the passing of the years, or celebrate what we have 
achieved, learned, and earned, for our benefit and the benefit of others?
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LTC Chris Cleaver 
Public Information Officer 
Fort Indiantown Gap 
 
February 13, 2008 
 
Comments regarding Supplemental Environmental Assessment 
 
 
4.6.2  Wild and Scenic Rivers 
 
The Supplemental Environmental Assessment acknowledges 
statements  from the Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and 
Natural Resources that the entire Stony Creek watershed is 
protected.  Since the “buffer zone” lies wholly within the watershed, 
even moderate or low impact should be unacceptable.   
 
 
4.7.1.2 Special Status Species 
 
This section deals with species of concern.  It acknowledges the 
presence of several species on the north side of Stony Creek, 
specifically the Alleghany Woodrat, and indicates a possible presence 
of species within the “buffer zone”.  Amateurs and professionals alike 
have noted woodrats near or in the “buffer zone”  so a complete 
inventory of all species should be undertaken for the entire “buffer 
zone” before a final environmental assessment is released. 
 
 
4.8  Cultural Resources 
 
No less than 14 native American tribal organizations were asked to 
“sign off” on the presence of native American sites in or near the 
“buffer zone”.  Those that responded did so because their records 
indicated no such sites.  Likewise with the Pennsylvania Historical 
Museum Commission, which has no reported Indian sites in Stony 
Valley. 
 
However, the 1979 Pennsylvania Wild and Scenic Rivers Program – 
Stony Creek Study which is referenced in the Supplemental 
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Environmental Assessment  clearly mentions the presence of such an 
encampment between Cold Spring and Yellow Spring on the north 
side of Stony Creek, just across from the “buffer zone”.  It is 
unrealistic to believe this is the only Indian site in Stony Valley so the 
entire 900 acre “buffer zone” should be investigated by trained 
professionals to ascertain the presence or absence of other sites.   
 
When I showed the following picture to archeologists at PHMC they 
said they thought the artifacts might be much older than the 7500 
year old figure I had estimated in 1979.  This is made more significant 
by the presence of the “Shoop Paleo Indian Site” in Powells Valley, 
just 2 valleys north of Stony Valley.  That site was once considered 
the older Indian site in North America.  I will be helping to excavate 
that site this summer. 
 
I have now officially reported this Stony Valley site to the PHMC. 
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Appendix A  Memorandum of Record  (with USF&WS) 
 
It is appalling to me that USF&WS, being charged with endangered 
species AND (as I read it) must sign off on the whole project,  has 
been totally unresponsive to requests from the writers of the 
Supplemental Environmental Assessment.  The entire project should 
be halted until such time as USF&WS renders an opinion and 
communicates with the writers of the SEA. 
 
 
Dale Ibberson 
445 Hale Avenue 
Harrisburg, PA  17104-2130 

laura.garrett
Line

laura.garrett
Text Box
K-4



Garrett, Laura 

Subject: FW: Comment re Draft Environmental Assessment

Attachments: Sariano, Brian P.vcf

Page 1 of 1

4/14/2008

  
-----Original Message----- 
From: Debra [mailto:ddeis@comcast.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, February 13, 2008 11:31 PM 
To: Christopher Cleaver 
Subject: Comment re Draft Environmental Assessment 
  
Hello Chris... 
  
Would you please forward my comment to the correct person? Thanks, Debra Deis 
  
  
Feb. 13, 2008 
Lt Col. Christopher Cleaver 
  
The initial EIS for the MPTR was completed without regard to the likelihood of ricochet 
landing in the Stony Creek Valley. A low "saddle" on the ridgetop near the proposed 
range is obvious on topographic maps. Omitting a reliable ricochet analysis renders the 
entire document flawed. The 2002 EIS recognized the value of Stony Creek Valley and 
found that there would be no impact   I do not think that EIS would have passed if it had 
been known at that time that the MPTR would not fit within the boundary of FTIG. The 
proposed 900 acre SDZ within SG 211 is two to three times the size of the MPTR firing 
range itself. 
  
Is there an explanation how such an oversight occurred? 
  
Further, it is obvious in looking at the maps, that the Surface Danger Zone within FTIG 
boundaries encompasses most of the new Stryker Brigade training ranges. If the MPTR 
is built, the new and important ranges constructed for the Stryker Brigade will not be safe 
to use for training troops while the MPTR is in use.  Therefore I believe this EA should 
also address the loss of use of Stryker Brigade ranges for troop training and the 
accompanied economic loss.  
  
Debra Deis 
  
7559 Appalachian Trl E 
Harrisburg, PA 17112 
717-469-8098 
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Garrett, Laura 

Subject: FW: SGL 211 Environmental Assessment

Attachments: Sariano, Brian P.vcf

Page 1 of 1

4/14/2008

-----Original Message----- 
From: Bowen, Rebecca H  
Sent: Friday, February 15, 2008 2:33 PM 
To: Rickard, Patricia 
Subject: SGL 211 Environmental Assessment 
  
Dear Ms. Rickard,  
  
I am an Environmental Reviewer for DNCR, and I have just gone over the Supplemental Environmental 
Assessment for SGL 211 in connection with the operation of a MPTR at the NGTC-FTIG.  I apologize for getting 
my comments in a little late, I do have some concerns however.   
  
How was it determined that no adverse affects would come to the Biological Resources found on SGL 211?  It 
mentions American Holly and Forked Chickweed in the assessment, but then goes on to say that no adverse 
affects are expected.  Was a survey done in the area for these species or any species of special concern under 
DCNR’s jurisdiction?  Will the area be surveyed?   
  
Is there a chance for fires being started by munitions which may fall in this area?  If there is, DCNR suggests a 
survey of the area which may be affected by fires. 
  
Also, the assessment mentions that Amec personnel conducted a review utilizing the PNHP’s PNDI Project 
Environmental Review, and that according to the review, the study area is not known to contain Federally-listed 
threatened or endangered species and is not known to contain sensitive vegetative resources.  Was this project 
screened with the Online Environmental Review Tool?  If so, did the receipt generated state that No Known 
Impacts were associated with this project?   
   
Thank you for taking my questions into consideration.   
Sincerely,  
  
  
Rebecca H. Bowen 
Environmental Review Specialist 
Ecological Services Section 
DCNR/BOF/PNDI 
717-772-0258 
c-rbowen@state.pa.us 
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Response to Comments 
 

Charles Stoner – Letter A dated 25 January 2008 
 
Response to Comment A-1 
 
The purpose of this SEA is to analyze the potential environmental, cultural, and socioeconomic 
effects of establishing a temporary Surface Danger Zone on the subject portion of SGL 211, as 
prescribed in the Final Interagency Cooperative Land Use Agreement (LUA).  The DMVA will 
adhere to the conditions and terms set forth in the LUA.  The LUA contains provisions and 
contingencies to address the necessary approvals from agencies with cognizance over the 
matters discussed in this comment. 
 
Response to Comment A-2 
 
The DMVA will adhere to the Final Interagency Cooperative LUA as agreed to by the PGC and 
the DMVA. The LUA identifies specific periods which would be excluded from use; these 
periods include: during the regular antlered deer season (typically the last week in November 
and first two weeks in December), antlerless deer season (typically 3 days in mid-October), bear 
season (typically the second or third week in November), a minimum of four weekdays and one 
Saturday during the Spring Gobbler season (from late April to late May) and a minimum of four 
weekdays and one Saturday during the fall Wild Turkey season (late October into early 
November).  These are the specific times that the SDZ would not be in use per the agreement 
between the PGC and DMVA.   DMVA does not believe it is necessary or appropriate to alter 
the terms and conditions of the LUA as suggested in this comment. 
 
Response to Comment A-3 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment A-2. 
 
Response to Comment A-4 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments A-2 and A-3.  Section 5.12.1.2 of the SEA describes 
the effects that would occur as they relate to use of Cold Springs Road.  Specifically, Cold 
Springs Road would not be closed; however, traffic could be temporarily delayed for short 
periods of time (i.e., less than 1 hour) through the use of proper traffic controls (i.e., crossing 
guards and controls) while training occurs at the MPTR.  The DMVA, in conjunction with the 
PGC, would publicize as far in advance as possible the dates required.  In no instance would 
the notice be less than 15 calendar days prior to the use of the MPTR/SDZ. 
 
Response to Comment A-5 
 
This comment appears to discuss the terms and conditions of the LUA and is not directly 
relevant to the dSEA.  DMVA believes the duration of the LUA is appropriate; it was agreed to 
by the PGC subject to the reviews discussed in the contingencies. 
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Response Comment A-6 
 
This comment is not relevant to this dSEA.  The DMVA would be bound by the terms of the LUA 
between it and the PGC. 
 
Response Comment A-7 
 
The DMVA would be bound by the terms of the LUA. This SEA analyzes the potential 
environmental, socioeconomic, and cultural impacts of the establishment of the proposed SDZ 
as codified in the LUA.  Land use impacts to on- and off-post lands associated with the 
construction and operation of the MPTR were assessed in the 2002 Final EIS and Record of 
Decision (ROD), from which this SEA is tiered.  When the 2002 ROD was signed, the 
requirement for an off-Post SDZ per Army Regulation (AR) 385-63 was not known; all other 
potential impacts associated with the proposed MPTR were fully assessed within that 2002 
Final EIS and ROD. When this off-Post SDZ requirement became known, the SEA process was 
initiated at an appropriate time in accordance with Federal law and Army requirements, as 
described in the SEA. Please also refer to Response to Comment A-5 concerning the annual 
review of the LUA. 
 
Response Comment A-8 
 
Comment noted. No response is required. 
 
Response to Comment A-9 
 
No unexploded ordnance (UXO) would enter SGL 211 as a result of this Proposed Action.  
Ricochets that could potentially enter SGL 211 as a result of this Proposed Action include ONLY 
inert (non-explosive) steel or copper-jacketed lead rounds (see Section 5.13.1).  In addition, 
historically, the PANG has maintained an unlimited right-of-entry into SGL 211 to monitor safety 
in accordance with Army, Army National Guard, and Fort Indiantown Gap requirements 
whenever potential UXO is reported.  Per Section 3.1 of the SEA, when ordnance is 
found/located in the 900-acre buffer and reported, DMVA will secure and remove/eliminate said 
ordnance at no cost to PGC. 
 
Response to Comment A-10 
 
Section 3.1 of the SEA discusses the method the DMVA intends to use in order to publicize the 
schedule for controlling access to the proposed SDZ. 
 
Response to Comment A-11 
 
Comment noted.  We believe the commenter is referencing the Army's/ARNG's 1995 Base 
Realignment and Closure Plan for FTIG, which set forth the overall vision for the installation in 
the Post-BRAC95 environment.  The statement referenced is taken out of context.  The Plan 
referenced "virtually unlimited opportunity for growth" of the installation, clearly within the 
context of what military training values and missions the installation could support, but which 
would be subject to analysis and review on a case-by-case basis, as is being done 



 
 
Pennsylvania Department of Military and Veterans Affairs 
Fort Indiantown Gap 
 
 

Final Supplemental Environmental Assessment April 2008 
Establishing a SDZ on a portion of SGL 211  
National Guard Training Center – Fort Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania Appendix F 

systematically over time.  This SEA is one component of the overall iterative, evolving planning 
and review process as mission requirements change over time. 
 
Dorman Shaver – Letter B dated 4 February 2008 
 
Response to Comment B-1 
 
Based on an examination of USGS and National Wetland Inventory (NWI) mapping, coupled 
with a limited site reconnaissance, the closest surface water to the project study area is Stony 
Creek, which is not within the proposed SDZ footprint.  As discussed in Section 4.6.1.1, based 
on the above sources there is 0.976 acre of wetlands present within the Alternative 2 project 
study area.  No wetlands are present within the Alternative 1 project study area.  Thus, with the 
implementation of Alternative 1, the Preferred Alternative, there would be no direct surface 
water impacts (see Sections 4.6.1.1 and 5.6.2). 
 
Response to Comment B-2 
 
Section 2.0 describes the total potential number of rounds that might ricochet into the SGL 211 
portion of the SDZ.  By extrapolating the data presented in Section 2.0, it is evident that a total 
of approximately 695 pounds of steel and 6.7 pounds of copper-jacketed lead has the potential 
to ricochet into the SGL 211 portion of the proposed SDZ on an annual basis.  Over the course 
of 41 years, this would calculate to a total of approximately 28,495 pounds of steel and 274.5 
pounds of copper jacketed lead that could land in SGL 211, or about 32 pounds/acre of steel 
and 0.3 pounds/acre of copper jacketed lead over 41 years.  In actuality, the ricochets that 
might enter SGL 211 would be shards or fragments of the larger, original projectile, as most of 
the projectiles would shatter or break when they ricochet.  Thus, the expected total amount of 
steel and copper-jacketed lead that could potentially enter SGL 211 would be less than the 
figures presented above. Additionally, a lack of acidic waters and soils within the proposed SDZ 
within SGL 211 would slow the break down of lead bullets and fragments.  With increased 
exposure to potentially acidic precipitation, the chance of transportation by stormwater runoff 
increases.  However, in areas such as the proposed 900-acre SDZ, grass and other vegetation 
assist in reducing the runoff and act as a filter to remove suspended solids (USEPA 2005).  
Hunting season SDZ use limitations, per the LUA, are discussed under Response to Comment 
A-2. 
 
Response to Comment B-3 
 
Section 2.0 describes the total potential number of rounds that might ricochet into the SGL 211 
portion of the proposed SDZ. Section 5.7.1 discusses the impacts to vegetation and wildlife as 
a result of the implementation of Alternative 1.  As explained within the section, there is the 
possibility of projectiles striking trees or wildlife; however, this possibility is considered to be a 
less-than-significant impact. As noted within the SEA at Section 5.7.1, significant damage to 
trees and animal mortality from rounds landing in SDZs within FTIG has not been observed to 
be an issue after over 60 years of military training use.  While anecdotal, the SEA compares 
historic biological resource impacts attributable to similar training within the boundaries of 
NGTC-FTIG to the potential impacts that 779 potential ricochets/year may have to vegetation 
and wildlife within the SGL 211 portion of the proposed SDZ.  The biological resources at 
NGTC-FTIG comprise a healthy and diverse ecosystem even in areas that are subject to a 
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significantly higher number of projectile hits per year; thus, the Proposed Action is anticipated to 
have no significant adverse impacts on the biological resources, including vegetation and 
wildlife, within SGL 211. 
 
Response to Comment B-4 
 
Potential on- and off-Post impacts (including impacts to SGL 211) from the operation and 
construction of the proposed MPTR, including dust and noise, were analyzed in the 2002 FEIS 
and ROD. That document identified that there would be significant unmitigable noise impacts 
within SGL 211 from training activities associated with the MPTR.  This SEA is tiered from the 
2002 FEIS and ROD and specifically analyzes the impacts associated establishment of a SDZ 
within a portion of SGL 211, the only element of the proposed MPTR that has changed since the 
analysis completed in the 2002 FEIS and ROD.  Because the construction and operation of the 
MPTR was fully analyzed in the 2002 FEIS and ROD, impacts associated with the construction 
and operation of the MPTR are not re-assessed in this SEA. 
 
Response to Comment B-5 
 
A letter requesting a project review for the proposed SDZ in SGL 211 was sent to the USFWS 
Pennsylvania Field Office, addressed to David Densmore, on 17 May 2007.  Additional phone 
and email contact to the USFWS was made to Pamela Shellanberger in October 2007.  The 
DMVA received comments on the Draft SEA from the USFWS on 7 April, 2008, approximately 
45 days after the official closing of the comment and review period for the Draft SEA.  Please 
refer to Comment Letter S and the associated Response to Commends S-1 through S-15 
below.  
 
Response to Comment B-6 
 
As discussed in Section 5.2.1 of the SEA, there are no significant adverse land use impacts 
anticipated due to the implementation of Alternatives 1 or 2. 
 
Response to Comment B-7 
 
The applicability of the federal Pittman-Robertson Wildlife Restoration Act of 1947 is not within 
the scope of matters evaluated in the dSEA.  However, it is noted that the LUA indicates 
compatibility with the requirements of this Act. 
 
Response to Comment B-8 
 
The establishment of the proposed SDZ within SGL 211 would not involve any ground-
disturbing activities and would only involve ricochets landing in the SDZ; therefore, no soil 
erosion within SGL 211 would be anticipated.  As noted in Response to Comment B-4, 
potential on-Post erosion impacts from construction and operation of the proposed MPTR were 
analyzed in the 2002 FEIS and ROD. As described in Response to Comment J-10, no motor 
vehicles would be used within this proposed SDZ. 
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Response to Comment B-9 
 
The statement is written in regard to planned and anticipated future growth and development 
within the region of the installation associated with commercial and private development, 
outside of the installation's boundaries.  Previous to the quoted statement, Section 5.14.4 
discusses the cumulative impacts that would likely occur as a result of increased use of NGTC-
FTIG coupled with the "need for land to accommodate the area's increasing population and 
economic development, including additional businesses, homes, and related services and 
infrastructure."  This increase in demand, and subsequent cumulative impacts, are anticipated 
throughout the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the nation as a whole.  Through mitigation 
measures, these cumulative impacts would be reduced impacts to a minimum; however, an "on-
going decline in the natural ecosystem" is anticipated as a result of development that is beyond 
the control of the DMVA and/or the PAARNG. Furthermore, commercial and private 
development in the region along with associated infrastructure projects and housing 
construction in the region surrounding NGTC-FTIG, all of which are beyond the control of the 
DMVA and the PAARNG, place additional strain on the region's natural ecosystem.  
 
John E. Rossey – Letter C dated 7 February 2008 
 
Response to Comment C-1 
 
Comment noted. The proposed closure of this particular piece of property for up to 90 days per 
year for 41 years does not constitute a significant impact within the context of the 44,343 acres 
of SGL 211 available (2% of the total area).  The particular 900 acres (Alternative 1) under 
consideration in this SEA is very steep (i.e., averaging 31 degrees, or a 2:1, slope), rocky, 
difficult to access, and challenging to traverse.  Persons most likely to utilize this particular part 
of SGL 211 would be hunters. The subject 900 acres would remain open during certain hunting 
seasons (see Response to Comment A-2). Data are not available regarding how many people 
actually use this particular 900-acre parcel; the PGC does not keep utilization data.  In addition, 
no formal letters or comments were received through this NEPA process from Congressman 
Tim Holden or any other elected officials. 
 
Response to Comment C-2 
 
The DMVA believes that the Proposed Action evaluated by the dSEA does not violate any 
applicable law or regulation. 
 
Response to Comment C-3 
 
Comment noted. However, no such petition has been received by the DMVA in association with 
this NEPA process. 
 
Response to Comment C-4 
 
As discussed in Section 1.4 of the SEA, public meetings were held on 30 August 2005 and 21 
March 2007 pertaining to the proposed land "acquisition" and the proposed establishment of a 
SDZ on a portion of SGL 211, respectively, in connection with the operation of the MPTR at 
NGTC-FTIG. Both of these public meetings were held by the DMVA and the PAARNG at 
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NGTC-FTIG.  Additionally, both public meetings were publicized in the Harrisburg Patriot News 
prior to the date of the meeting.  Copies of the meeting minutes from these two public meetings 
along with comments received as a result of the two public meetings are included in Appendix 
D of the SEA. All public involvement was conducted in accordance with NEPA, CEQ Guidance, 
and 32CFR651, as well as the ARNG NEPA Manual (2006). 
 
Response to Comment C-5 
 
Sections 4.6.1.1 and 5.6.1 explain the location of the proposed SDZ in relation to Stony Creek.  
As discussed in the SEA, the SDZ would start seventy (70) feet south of Stony Creek, and 
extend southward (upslope) to the NGTC-FTIG boundary. 
 
Response to Comment C-6 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment B-1. 
 
Response to Comment C-7 
 
According to an 1875 Union Township, Pennsylvania map, the town of Africa was located in the 
northwest border of Union Township, north of SR 433, near the border of East Hanover 
Township. Ranktown, south of Africa, was another settlement like Africa.  These towns are 
thought to have existed at Indiantown Gap, near where Indiantown Run passes through Blue 
Mountain, although the exact location of Africa and Ranktown and any associated cemetery is 
not known.  The proposed SDZ assessed in this SEA is located on the north slope of Second 
Mountain, approximately 1 mile north of the area depicted on the 1875 map showing the 
location of Africa.  The 2002 FTIG INRMP, Appendix 5 - Potential Historic Site Inventory, states 
that the former Ranktown School was destroyed.  The 1995 KFS Cultural Resources study 
referenced two sites as Africa Area Homesteads.  The D.P. Fluing homestead was not located; 
the Steward homestead was not standing.  Like most of the farmsteads and homesteads that 
were previously located on FTIG, they were either destroyed when they became FTIG property 
or they were converted to become military housing such as Quarters 18 (demolished in 2005) 
and Quarters 35, both log homes.  Due to the remote location of the proposed SDZ in SGL 211, 
and the rugged and steep rocky terrain, it is highly unlikely that any settlements and/or 
cemeteries would be located on this particular piece of land (Meneses, 2008).  The proposed 
use of the SDZ would, therefore, have no impact to any known African American cemetery. 
However, per Section 5.8.4 of the SEA, if an inadvertent discovery of a potential archeological 
site is made, the PAARNG Cultural Resources Manager is to be immediately contacted by 
telephone or radio, and work would cease in that area until specific PAARNG Integrated Cultural 
Resources Management Plan Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) are initiated and 
followed, including: National Historic Preservation Act SOP #3, Archeological Resource 
Protection Act of 1997 SOP #5, and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation 
Act SOP #12. Furthermore, the PAARNG Cultural Resources Manager would immediately: 
 
1)   Notify the PA State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO),Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
(THPO), and any other appropriate state and/or federal agencies by telephone  
(2)   Notify the PAARNG JAG and FMO 
(3)   Visit the find within 24 hours with appropriate experts. 
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Response to Comment C-8 
 
The construction of a fence is not part of the Proposed Action; a fence is not required by AR 
385-63 or DA PAM 385-63 for non-dudded impact areas at the present time. The DMVA will 
adhere to the conditions and terms set forth in the LUA. Unless the term of the LUA is extended 
after 2049, the land would then no longer be used intermittently as a SDZ. 
 
Response to Comment C-9 
 
The ricochet analysis was conducted by the United States Army Research and Development 
Engineering Center (ARDEC).  The analysis and computer modeling take into account the 
existing terrain, proposed firing points, target locations, and the type of weapons and 
ammunition to be fired.  Literally millions of computer simulated shots from every conceivable 
firing point to each and every target for each weapons system and ammunition type are figured 
into the ricochet analysis.  The limits of the SDZ as depicted in Figure 1-3 of the SEA depict the 
maximum extent of possible ricochets that could escape FTIG boundaries as a result of training 
activities that would occur on the MPTR.  This modeled SDZ does not extend north of Stony 
Creek or to the referenced railroad bed.  As such, no additional area other than that depicted in 
the SEA would be involved. 
 
Response to Comment C-10 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment B-7.  The A/E firm was contracted to prepare the SEA 
for a fee of approximately $68,000. 
 
Response to Comment C-11 
 
The SEA demonstrates that the socioeconomic impact of the Proposed Action would be less-
than-significant.  The Proposed Action would not be expected to cause widespread avoidance 
of SGL 211.  For the last 60+ years, this area (now SGL 211) has existed compatibly adjacent 
to the boundary of FTIG, an active military training installation.  No data exist that recreational 
use of this land has been affected by this proximity.  In fact, public recreation (hunting and 
fishing) occurs within the boundaries of FTIG on a regular basis.   
 
Response to Comment C-12 
 
The subject 900 acres would remain open during the regular antlered and antlerless deer 
hunting seasons, bear hunting season, and four week days and one Saturday during the Spring 
Gobbler and Wild Turkey hunting seasons. Therefore, if a shot deer would venture into the 900 
acres during those hunting seasons, the hunter would have no restrictions on going and 
collecting the deer.  If, however, a hunter would shoot a deer during other deer hunting seasons 
and the SDZ restriction is in effect, then that hunter would be required to contact the FTIG 
Range Control office to request access in order to retrieve the deer, should that deer enter the 
SDZ. This is the practice that has been historically and successfully used within the FTIG 
boundaries. 
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Response to Comment C-13 
 
The DMVA believes that the Proposed Action and the LUA are in compliance with the 
Environmental Rights Amendment to the Pennsylvania Constitution (Article 1, Section 27). 
 
Response to Comment C-14 
 
As detailed in Section 1.0 of the SEA, the FEIS for the Enhanced Training and Operations at 
the National Guard Training Center at Fort Indiantown Gap is dated March 2002.  The ROD on 
that FEIS is dated 16 June 2002.  Section 1.1.1 of the SEA provides explicit detail as to why 
this additional analysis was necessary.  The commenter is referred to those sections of the 
SEA. 
 
Glenn Blauch – Letter D dated 7 February 2008 
 
Response to Comment D-1 
 
The Proposed Action would not involve any development within SGL 211.  The DMVA believes 
the limited use of this small portion of SGL 211 is consistent with earlier efforts to "Save Stony 
Valley." 
 
Response to Comment D-2 
 
Please refer to Response to Comments A-2, B-1, and B-7.  As no surface waters exist within 
the Alternative 1 footprint, no fishery resources or public fishing would be affected.  At no time 
would access to Stony Creek be restricted.  The SDZ would terminate 70 feet south of Stony 
Creek at its closest point.  Stony Creek would remain open for the trout fishing season. 
 
Response to Comment D-3 
 
Comment noted. Please refer to Response to Comments B-2 and B-3. 
 
Response to Comment D-4 
 
Comment noted.  All public comments provided as part of this NEPA process are carefully 
considered by the Government decision-makers as described in Section 1.4 of the SEA, prior to 
making a final decision on the Proposed Action.   
 
Jim Rice – Letter E dated 9 February 2008 
 
Response to Comment E-1 
 
Comment noted. During the MPTR initial project siting and design phases (within the specified 
period of June 1999 through October 2001), the MPTR footprint was modified as design 
information became available. The 4,000-foot shift observed by the commenter, as captured in 
Figure 4 of the Final Public Scoping Document vs. the footprint analyzed within this 2001 Draft 
EIS, resulted from on-going review and project development conducted within this period.  The 
depiction of the MPTR in the June 1999 Public Scoping document was a preliminary depiction 
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of the proposed range, and did not include the correct portrayal of the standard 2-dimensional 
MPTR SDZ for all weapon systems to be used on the range, including .50 caliber. The SDZ 
shown in 1999 only addressed two firing points firing at single targets engaged with the 120mm 
inert HEAT training round.  Further SDZ and impact analysis of this preliminary proposed siting 
revealed many significant issues, including the 2-dimensional SDZ (with all weapon systems 
included) extending over the southern FTIG boundary, significant impacts to streams and 
wetlands (including the Indiantown Run watershed), and significant conflicts with other mission-
critical (at the time) training facilities, such as Range 23E and tactical vehicle maneuver lands. 
To reduce those impacts, the proposed MPTR was relocated to its present location, even 
though the standard 2-dimensional SDZ exited the boundary to the north, under the assumption 
that Second Mountain would contain the ricochets. 
 
Response to Comment E-2 
 
The use of a standard, two-dimensional SDZ is impractical given the extent of mountainous 
terrain at NGTC-FTIG.  The DMVA and PAARNG, as a result, retained ARDEC to conduct 3-
dimensional ricochet analyses in order to ascertain the extent of required SDZ, factoring in the 
affect of the terrain. The results of this 3-dimensional SDZ modeling analysis were not available 
until after the 2002 FEIS and ROD were signed. 
 
Response to Comment E-3 
 
Comment noted.   The commenter is referred to the 2002 ROD.  Within that ROD, specific 
mitigation measures were adopted to ensure the construction and operation of a safe MPTR per 
AR 385-63 and DA PAM 385-63.   Subsequent to signing of the 2002 ROD, additional, 3-
dimensional analyses, coupled with numerous additional design configurations, were conducted 
by ARDEC and the PAARNG in an attempt to retain the SDZ on Post.  This was found not to be 
possible. The Proposed Action, as described in Section 1.0 of the SEA, represents the 
minimum off-Post SDZ possible based on these analyses.  This process conforms with the 
requirements of NEPA and with the 2002 ROD.   
 
Response to Comment E-4 
 
Comment noted.  The commenter is correct. 
 
Response to Comment E-5 
 
Comment noted. The commenter is generally correct, as this applies to a standard 2-
dimensional SDZ. 
 
Response to Comment E-6 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment E-1. The layout and positioning of the MPTR was not 
influenced by the placement of the Stryker Brigade ranges; the siting of the MPTR occurred 
prior to siting of the Stryker Brigade ranges. The proposed location of the MPTR as analyzed in 
the 2002 FEIS/ROD and within the SEA represents the only available location and orientation 
for this range within FTIG that minimizes the amount of required off-Post SDZ. 
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Response to Comment E-7 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment E-3.  Since the signing of the ROD for the 2002 FEIS in 
June 2002, the original FEIS-assessed MPTR configuration and a number of alternative design 
configurations (generally within the same footprint) were analyzed by the PAARNG, and 
associated 3-dimensional ricochet analyses were conducted on each by ARDEC.  These 
analyses determined that no practical MPTR design alternative exists that would retain 
projectiles within the boundaries of NGTC-FTIG.  This data was not available at the time the 
2002 FEIS and subsequent ROD were published.  As a result, is was necessary to prepare this 
SEA in order to address the impacts the operation of the MPTR would have on SGL 211 (in the 
form of an SDZ).  This SEA was properly tiered from the 2002 FEIS pursuant to CEQ 
Regulations 40 CFR Part 1502.10 and 40 CFR Part 1502.20. 
 
Response to Comment E-8 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment B-7. 
 
Response to Comment E-9 
 
The National Guard Bureau (NGB) is the Federal proponent of this project,  was involved in the 
review of this SEA, and will responsible for the ultimate decision concerning this Proposed 
Action.  Furthermore, several Federal Government agencies, including the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service; the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III; and the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service were consulted during the IICEP 
process for this SEA and were provided copies of the Draft SEA for review and comment.  
Comments were received from the U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources 
Conservation Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. No comments were received from 
any other Federal agencies. 
 
Response to Comment E-10 
 
The commenter is referred to Sections 4.4.1 and 5.4.1 of the SEA. The analysis of noise as it 
pertains to the operation of the MPTR was fully assessed in the 2002 FEIS.  In that document, it 
was stated that the noise environment in parts of SGL 211 could escalate to Noise Zones II and 
III; Noise Zone III is above acceptable standards for recreational lands, as this level could affect 
the recreational users' enjoyment of the lands.  The noise environment of SGL 211 was re-
assessed in the 2006 SBCT FEIS.  As re-assessed in the 2006 FEIS, the operation of the 
MPTR would result in significant short- and long-term adverse noise impacts to SGL 211.  
Specifically, the noise modeling concluded that approximately 90 acres of the 900-acre SDZ 
would experience Zone II noise levels and approximately 10 acres of the 900-acre SDZ would 
experience Zone III noise levels during MPTR training activities.  As these areas would be off-
limits to the public during MPTR usage (see Figure 4-2 in the SEA), these noise levels would 
not affect the recreational experience.   The commenter is also referred to Responses to 
Comments B-1, B-2, B-3, B-4, and B-8. 
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Response to Comment E-11 
 
The PADMVA has not violated or "disparaged" any Federal or State laws concerning this 
proposal. As analyzed within the SEA, the Proposed Action would not result in any significant 
environmental, socioeconomic, or cultural impacts, including to SGL 211. 
 
Response to Comment E-12 
 
The PADMVA and PAARNG make all attempts to abide by all applicable Federal, State, and 
local laws and regulations and do not consider themselves above the law. 
 
Response to Comment E-13 
 
This comment does not pertain to this SEA. 
 
Response to Comment E-14 
 
This comment does not pertain to this SEA. 
 
Response to Comment E-15 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment C-4. The public comment meeting conducted on 30 
August 2005 was a public meeting to discuss the SBCT DEIS.  However, because public 
interest associated with the MPTR and the SDZ issues on SGL 211 was expressed during 
several previous public forums which were meant specifically for the SBCT proposal, the DMVA 
and PAARNG determined it important to make arrangements to accommodate those members 
of the public who were interested solely in the MPTR and SGL 211 SDZ issues versus the 
SBCT proposal.  This was accomplished by providing a separate court stenographer as a 
means for those to provide comments in association with the MPTR and SGL 211 SDZ issue.  
The 30 August 2005 meeting was conducted in this fashion so that the comments for the two 
issues (e.g., the SBCT DEIS and the MPTR SGL 211 SDZ issue) could be captured separate 
from each other.  Subsequent to the 30 August 2005 meeting, the PAARNG and DMVA 
remained active in meeting with representatives of the Stony Valley Coalition to discuss the 
SGL 211 SDZ issue and the associated "land use agreement". Although not specifically 
required under 32 CFR Part 651 as part of the NEPA process for an Environmental 
Assessment, the DMVA and PAARNG held a second public meeting on 21 March 2007 
pertaining specifically to the establishment of a SDZ on a portion of SGL 211 (the subject of this 
SEA) in connection with the operation of the MPTR at NGTC-FTIG.  Notices were placed in the 
Harrisburg Patriot News announcing the date, location, and time of that meeting.  The public 
was afforded ample opportunity to attend a variety of public meetings associated with this 
proposal and the opportunity to review and comment on the SEA as required under 32 CFR 
Part 651. 
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Response to Comment E-16 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments E-1 through E-3. No data was deliberately withheld 
in association with this Proposed Action, or with the 2002 FEIS/ROD, and no false mitigation 
measures were created or proposed.  The NEPA analysis conducted at each stage was based 
on the best available information at the time.  The DMVA and PAARNG have, in their opinion, 
been forthcoming with all pertinent information concerning this SGL 211 SDZ proposal. 
 
Response to Comment E-17 
 
The SBCT EIS completed in 2006 did not involve any projects that would have any significant 
impact on the Stony Creek Wild and Scenic River area.  The 2002 EIS and this subsequent 
SEA do discuss implications of the Proposed Actions on the Stony Creek Wild and Scenic River 
area and have concluded that no significant impact, other than significant unmitigable noise 
impacts, would occur within the Stony Creek Valley. 
 
Response to Comment E-18 
 
The 2002 EIS was written in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(NEPA) as amended (P.L. 91-190, 42 USC 4321 et seq.), the Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) Regulations Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508),  
Analysis of Army Actions (AR 200-2), and the Environmental Impact Analysis Process (AFI 32-
7061; 32 CFR 989).  In addition, the 2002 EIS was prepared as prescribed in the Army National 
Guard Manual for Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 - Guidance 
and Preparing Environmental Documentation for Army National Guard Actions in Compliance 
with NEPA (ARNG NEPA Manual 1998).  The 2007 SEA was prepared in accordance with 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) as amended (P.L. 91-190, 42 USC 4321 et 
seq.), the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations Implementing the Procedural 
Provisions of NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508),  Analysis of Army Actions (32 CFR 651) and the NGB 
NEPA Handbook - Guidance on Preparing Environmental Documentation for Army National 
Guard Actions in Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (ARNG NEPA 
Manual 2006).  All applicable Federal and state laws and regulations pertaining to the 
preparation of NEPA documents were followed and neither of these documents is considered to 
be flawed or fraudulent in any way. 
 
Dennis E. Coffman – Letter F dated 11 February 2008 
 
Response to Comment F-1 
 
Projected future-case noise levels and impacts associated with the operation of the MPTR were 
addressed in the 2002 FEIS/ROD.  Several residences located within NGTC-FTIG (in-holdings), 
as well as several residences generally east of the MPTR, will experience Zone II and/or Zone 
III noise levels; per Army Regulation (AR) 200-1 (Dec 2007), Zone II is considered "not 
recommended for" and Zone III is considered "incompatible with" residential land use.  These 
noise impacts were fully addressed in the 2002 FEIS/ROD and identified as significant, 
unmitigable impacts. It is also noted that noise levels at NGTC-FTIG fluctuate from year-to-year 
based on training levels.  For example, noise analyses conducted in 1999 at NGTC-FTIG 
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identified that many of these same residences were exposed to Zone II and Zone III levels due 
to artillery firing points (FPs) being used at that time.  
 
Response to Comment F-2 
 
Section 2.0 details the number and size of projectiles that have the potential to enter SGL 
211.The number of projectiles and the caliber fired by the general public in SGL 211 is unknown 
and not recorded.  Typically, the general public would be expected to fire a variety of calibers, 
from shotgun up to .50 caliber, into SGL 211.  Please also refer to Response to Comment B-2. 
 
Response to Comment F-3 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment B-3.  It is not possible to accurately estimate the 
number of trees that would be damaged or killed by this activity. However, based on anecdotal 
information from similar activities within NGTC-FTIG, this mortality would be low and is 
considered less than significant. 
 
Response to Comment F-4 
 
The ricochet analysis was conducted by the United States Army Research and Development 
Engineering Center (ARDEC).  The analysis and computer modeling take into account the 
existing terrain, proposed firing points, target locations, and the type of weapons and 
ammunition to be fired.  Literally millions of computer simulated shots from every conceivable 
firing point to each and every target for each weapons system and ammunition type are figured 
into the ricochet analysis.  As detailed in Section 2.0 of the SEA, a total of 779 projectiles/year 
have the potential of ricocheting into SGL 211.  This would equate to a total of 31,939 potential 
ricochets that could enter into SGL 211 over the period of 41 years.  Extrapolation of this data 
indicates that a total of 0.9 projectiles per acre might ricochet into SGL 211 per year, or a total of 
35 projectiles per acre might ricochet into SGL 211 over the course of 41 years.   This would not 
be considered a significant impact.  Please also refer to Responses to Comments A-9, B-2, 
and C-9. 
 
Response to Comment F-5 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments E-10 and F-1. The proposal being assessed in this 
SEA assesses the establishment of an SDZ within a portion of SGL 211 and does not involve 
any new or additional noise impacts; the prior 2002 FEIS adequately analyzed the potential 
noise impacts of the MPTR. 
 
Response to Comment F-6 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments E-10, F-1, and F-5. 
 
Response to Comment F-7 
 
It is correct that implementing the proposed SDZ would not result in any noise-generating 
activities; establishing an SDZ would produce no noise in and of itself.  It is also correct that by 
not establishing the proposed SDZ (i.e., under the No Action Alternative), a minor long-term 
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positive impact to the noise environment would result, as the MPTR would not be operated and 
would not produce the noise levels modeled (see also Responses to Comments E-10 and F-
1). 
 
Response to Comment F-8 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Responses to Comments A-9, B-2, C-9, and F-4.  The 
modeling conducted by ARDEC provides extreme confidence that the 1:1,000,000 round 
escapement thresholds will not be exceeded.   
 
Response to Comment F-9 
 
Comment noted. Please refer to Response to Comments E-10 and F-1.  The noise modeling 
conducted by CHPPM for the MPTR in the 2002 FEIS/ROD, and updated with more current, 
accurate noise modeling analyses in the 2006 FEIS/ROD, provides extreme confidence that the 
modeled noise levels, including identified Noise Zones I, II, and III, are accurate and reflect the 
anticipated future condition, provided MPTR operation is conducted in accordance with the 
usage inputs entered into the model as identified in the EIS. 
 
Response to Comment F-10 
 
Comment noted.  The DMVA is bound by the terms of the LUA between it and the PGC. 
 
United States Department of Agriculture – Natural Resources Conservation 
Service – Letter G dated 11 February 2008 
 
Response to Comment G-1 
 
Comment noted. The proposed SDZ within SGL 211 would not involve any development, 
earthmoving, or earth disturbance of any kind; thus, no soils that are classified as "Prime 
Farmland" or "Additional Farmland or Statewide Importance" would be impacted by the 
Proposed Action. 
 
Response to Comment G-2 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment B-1. A non-site investigation was performed to 
determine the presence of wetlands. Specifically, as discussed in Section 4.6.1.1, reviews of 
the NWI maps indicate that there is 0.976 acre of wetlands present within the Alternative 2 
project study area.  No wetlands are present within the Alternative 1 project study area. 
Furthermore, Laidig extremely gravelly loam is present in the Alternative 1 and 2 study areas.  
This soil type is categorized as hydric in the Lebanon County portion of the project study area, 
but is not categorized as hydric in the Dauphin County portion of the project study area.  It is 
possible that portions of the Laidig soil type in Lebanon County have hydric inclusions, although 
this has not been confirmed through field studies.  Regardless, no earthmoving or any other 
intrusive types of activities are proposed under this proposal and no direct impact to wetlands is 
anticipated.  Utilizing these data along with review of the NWI maps, the conclusion was made 
that no impact to wetlands or hydric soils would be anticipated as a result of implementation of 
either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2. 
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Response to Comment G-3 
 
The Proposed Action would not involve any earthmoving or ground disturbing activities.  Thus, 
no erosion and sedimentation control plan is required. 
 
Stony Creek Valley Coalition, Inc. – Letter H dated 11 February 2008 
 
Response to Comment H-1 
 
Please see Response to Comment A-4. 
 
Response to Comment H-2 
 
Comment noted. The SEA correctly identifies that DMVA provides this maintenance on a 
regular basis.  The DMVA re-gravels, plows, and maintains this portion of Cold Springs Road on 
an as-needed basis. Presently, there is uncertainty as to which Township's jurisdiction that this 
segment of road actually falls; Cold Springs Township may ultimately have maintenance 
responsibility.  Regardless, this activity has been, and continues to be, conducted by the DMVA. 
 
Response to Comment H-3 
 
It is the opinion of DMVA that the Proposed Action would not violate the intent of 522 FW 21. 
 
Response to Comment H-4 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment H-3. 
 
Response to Comment H-5 
 
This comment does not pertain to the Proposed Action assessed in the SEA. 
 
Response to Comment H-6 
 
The DMVA believes that the Proposed Action does not violate this regulation. The LUA with the 
PGC contains provisions to ensure adequate review of issues related to the cited laws and 
regulations. 
 
Response to Comment H-7 
 
These comments appear to be directed at the LUA and not the Proposed Action.  In any event, 
the LUA contains provisions to ensure adequate review of issues related to the cited laws and 
regulations. 
 
Response to Comment H-8 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 



 
 
Pennsylvania Department of Military and Veterans Affairs 
Fort Indiantown Gap 
 
 

Final Supplemental Environmental Assessment April 2008 
Establishing a SDZ on a portion of SGL 211  
National Guard Training Center – Fort Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania Appendix F 

Response to Comment H-9 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment B-5.  
 
Response to Comment H-10 
 
The 2002 FEIS/ROD and this SEA analyze possible impacts of the PADMVA's and PAARNG's 
Proposed Actions on the Stony Creek Wild and Scenic River Area, and have concluded that no 
significant impact would occur. 
 
Response to Comment H-11 
 
Comment noted. Please refer to above responses. The Proposed Action assessed within this 
SEA does not represent or include any "development" of any portion of SGL 211 or any land 
protected under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 
 
Joan Renninger – Letter I dated 12 February 2008 
 
Response to Comment I-1 
 
The consultant who prepared the SEA (AMEC) was furnished with the ricochet analysis 
conducted by ARDEC when that analysis was completed; the data were provided via the 
DMVA, but were the original data from ARDEC. 
 
Debevoise & Plimpton, LLP – Letter J dated 12 February 2008 
 
Response to Comment J-1 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment C-3.  The PADMVA has received both positive and 
negative comments concerning this proposal. 
 
Response to Comment J-2 
 
Comment noted.  The DMVA, PAARNG, and NGB have prepared this SEA in full accordance 
with applicable Federal, State, and local laws, and have complied with all requirements of 
NEPA, CEQ Guidance, and 32 CFR 651. The Government does not consider this DSEA to be 
flawed or incomplete. 
 
Response to Comment J-3 
 
The scope of the Proposed Action is accurate and the SEA defines the proposal and its Region 
of Influence (ROI) in full (within the Affected Environment section), with all impacts that would be 
expected to result from the establishment of a SDZ within SGL 211 fully addressed in the 
Environmental Consequences section. 
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Response to Comment J-4 
 
The Government believes the SEA fully analyzes the potential impacts of this proposal. Per 32 
CFR Part 651.32(a)(4), adequate data regarding the ricochet analysis were not available at the 
time the 2002 FEIS/ROD was published. Thus, the SEA analyzes and focuses on those impacts 
that would be anticipated within the proposed SDZ in SGL 211 as a result of the operation of the 
MPTR; the balance of impacts associated with the construction and operation of the MPTR 
were adequately analyzed within the 2002 FEIS/ROD. 
 
Response to Comment J-5 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments C-4 and E-15. 
 
Response to Comment J-6 
 
All reasonable alternatives for implementation of the Proposed Action are included in the SEA in 
accordance with NEPA. 
 
Response to Comment J-7 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment E-7.  The SEA is properly tiered from the 2002 
FEIS/ROD pursuant to CEQ Regulations 40 CFR Part 1502.10 and 40 CFR Part 1502.20. 
 
Response to Comment J-8 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments E-10, F-1, and F-5.  As discussed in Section 4.1.1, 
the noise impacts of the MPTR were fully assessed in the 2002 EIS, and are referenced within 
the SEA. 
 
Response to Comment J-9 
 
The SEA addresses all activities that would be directly associated with the establishment of a 
SDZ within a portion of SGL 211.  Specifically, the SEA addresses how the SDZ would be 
controlled, the number and type of projectiles that potentially may enter the SGL 211 portion of 
the SDZ, and the related environmental, cultural, and socioeconomic impacts associated with 
the establishment of the SDZ.  The SEA is properly tiered from the 2002 EIS pursuant to CEQ 
Regulations 40 CFR Part 1502.10 and 40 CFR Part 1502.20. 
 
Response to Comment J-10 
 
The use of motorized vehicles within the SGL 211 portion of the SDZ is not part of the Proposed 
Action and is prohibited by PGC regulations. Please also refer to Response to Comment A-9. 
No unexploded ordnance (UXO) would enter SGL 211 as a result of this Proposed Action.  
Ricochets that could potentially enter SGL 211 as a result of this Proposed Action include inert 
(non-explosive) steel or lead rounds, the majority of which would be 25mm rounds. No specific 
removal of this inert ordnance is proposed.  As is done presently, should anyone identify 
suspect ordnance within SGL 211, they are to call the PGC/DMVA (FTIG Range Control Office).  
This Office will properly investigate and address the issue, as appropriate. 
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Response to Comment J-11 
 
Section 3.1 of the SEA discusses the methods the DMVA intends to use in order to publicize 
the schedule for closing access to the proposed SDZ.  In accordance with the LUA, the DMVA 
would comply with the requirements of the LUA, AR 385-63, and DA PAM 385-63 to provide 
sufficient control of the SDZ and ensure public safety during MPTR operation.  Per the LUA, no 
motorized vehicles would be used off of established roadways to monitor the SDZ or 
emplace/remove appropriate signage.  The control measures to be used would be discussed 
and agreed upon between the DMVA and the PGC prior to their implementation.  These 
measures would be sufficient to meet the requirements of both the LUA, DA PAM 385-63, and 
AR 385-63, with the overarching goals of making them as unobtrusive as possible, while still 
meeting these requirements. 
 
Response to Comment J-12 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments C-1 and C-11. The number and type of projectiles 
that may potentially land in SGL 211 would not comprise a "bombardment", with a less than 1 
projectile/acre landing each year.  No explosive rounds would be fired from the MPTR; only inert 
steel and/or copper-jacketed lead training rounds would be used.  The commenter is referred to 
Section 2.0 of the SEA which describes the number and type of projectiles that may enter the 
SGL 211 portion of the proposed SDZ. 
 
Response to Comment J-13 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments J-10 and J-12.  
 
Response to Comment J-14 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment A-2.  
 
Response to Comment J-15 
 
The transfer of the 440-acre property referred to as TA E-1 to the PGC would provide an 
additional 440 acres of land that would be available 24 hours per day, 365 days per year for 
recreational opportunities.  TA E-1 is significantly more accessible to the public than the 900-
acre portion of SGL 211 proposed for the SDZ, primarily due to adjacent public roadways, 
extant trails, and more favorable topography.  The Horseshoe Trail currently passes through TA 
E-1; however, with the exception of the trail, the remainder of TA E-1 is currently not authorized 
for recreation by the public.  Further, based on scientific data collected by the DMVA's Wildlife 
Division as part of the 2007 FLIR Deer Survey, TA E-1 was found to contain 48.4 deer/sq. mile, 
while this portion of SGL 211 was found to contain 25.7 deer/sq. mile. The average density for 
SGL 211 is significantly less. While just one indicator, this identifies at least comparable wildlife 
values between the two parcels. For more details, please refer to: 
 
 www.dcnr.state.pa.us/FORESTRY/deer/sgl211.aspx 
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Response to Comment J-16 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment B-7. 
 
Response to Comment J-17 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment J-11.  The establishment of the proposed SDZ within 
SGL 211 would not involve any construction, clearing, or the application of any other man-made 
items, other than the required warning signs, which would be as unobtrusive as possible while 
still meeting the requirements of the LUA, DA PAM 385-63, and AR 385-63.  As such, no visual 
resource impacts are anticipated as a result of implementation of the Proposed Action. 
 
Response to Comment J-18 
 
As discussed in Section 5.2.1, there are no significant adverse land use impacts anticipated 
due to the implementation of Alternative 1 or Alternative 2.  This conclusion is further explained 
within the SEA, as well as within Responses to Comments J-12 through J-17. 
 
Response to Comment J-19 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment J-8. 
 
Response to Comment J-20 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment J-8. 
 
Response to Comment J-21 
 
The 2002 FEIS/ROD analyzed and identified the potential noise impacts associated with 
operation of the MPTR.  The 2006 (SBCT) FEIS analyzed and identified potential noise impacts 
associated with the SBCT and associated ranges at NGTC-FTIG, not including the MPTR, as 
the MPTR was not a component of the SBCT proposal and had been previously assessed in the 
2002 FEIS/ROD.  However, as part of the cumulative impacts analysis within the 2006 FEIS 
(please refer to Map 8-13.1 in the 2006 FEIS; the commenter is reviewing/referencing the 
incorrect maps), the MPTR noise modeling was re-conducted by CHPPM using improved 
modeling tools to provide more accurate data.  The 2006 recalculated noise contours resulted 
from the model being improved to account for terrain in its calculations, as described in the 
SEA; this technology was not available to CHPPM in 2002. The topography at NGTC-FTIG has 
sufficient relief that it affects how sound propagates.  In the 2006 FEIS, the MPTR was 
considered "existing noise," as the MPTR had already been approved through the 2002 FEIS 
NEPA process, and the noise from the MPTR was considered part of the cumulative noise 
environment. As these analyses had already been conducted and completed for the 
construction and operation of the MPTR, this SEA focused on the only element of that MPTR 
proposal which had changed; that is, the proposed extension of the SDZ into SGL 211.  This 
change was based on new data that became known only after the 2002 FEIS/ROD was 
complete. As identified within the SEA, the establishment of the proposed SDZ would not 
involve any noise generating activities; thus no noise impacts are anticipated. 
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Response to Comment J-22 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment J-21. In 2002, the BNOISE model did not have a terrain 
calculation capability, but it was the best technology available at that time. For the 2002 FEIS 
noise analysis, the contours were run using 1999 operational data and proposed MPTR 
information.  The contours depicted on Figure 4-2 of the SEA depict FY03 operations as 
existing and then the FY03 operations with the addition of the SBCT facilities (2006 FEIS) and 
MPTR activity for cumulative. These were the data used for, and included in, the 2006 FEIS 
(please refer to Map 8-13.1). CHPPM did not re-model the contours for this SEA as the 
Proposed Action (i.e., SDZ establishment) would have no impact on the noise assessment that 
had already been completed. Under all modeled scenarios, the MPTR has remained in the 
same location.  The smaller size of the contours extending to the north (2002 FEIS v. 2006 
FEIS) is due to the effect of the terrain being taken into consideration by the modeling tool. 
 
Response to Comment J-23 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments J-8, J-21, and J-22. 
 
Response to Comment J-24 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment B-2. One ammunition type (i.e, .50 cal) is copper-
jacketed lead.  A single round of .50 cal ammunition weighs approximately 0.10 lb.  The weight 
of lead in a single .50 cal bullet is approximately 0.08 pound.  The ricochet analysis conducted 
by ARDEC determined that up to 67 .50 cal bullets could land within SGL 211 each year.  In all 
likelihood, the ricochets that would enter SGL 211 would be small fragments and not the rounds 
in their entirety.  However, assuming that the entire .50 cal bullets would enter the SGL portion 
of the SDZ, this would calculate to a total of 6.7 pounds of copper-jacketed lead bullets that 
could land in SGL 211 per year.  This further calculates to a total of 2,748 pound of copper-
jacketed lead bullets over the span of 41 years. The commenter must recognize that the 
concentration of projectiles that might enter SGL 211 is not isolated or concentrated to one 
particular spot, but, rather, a projectile could land anywhere within the 900-acre area.  
Considering this, the amount of copper-jacketed lead .50 cal projectiles that might enter SGL 
211 would be on the order of 0.007 pounds per acre per year, or 0.3 pounds per acre over the 
period of 41 years.  Again, the commenter must  recognize that this is the maximum that might 
possibly land in SGL 211 and that, in all likelihood, the amount of projectiles that would enter 
SGL 211 would be significantly less.  The data used to support the conclusion that no impact to 
surface and ground water resources is considered valid.  The studies conducted on Manada 
Creek and Indiantown Run that drain the main impact area of NGTC-FTIG do not show any 
elevated concentrations of lead even though the main impact area has received projectiles from 
military training at levels several orders of magnitude greater than what is expected within the 
SGL 211 portion of the proposed SDZ, and for a period of time in excess of 60 years.  
Furthermore, the total possible amount of copper-jacketed lead bullets that might enter SGL 
211(0.3 pounds per acre over the course of 41 years) is not a condition that would result in a 
concentrated area where lead contamination in soils would be a concern. 
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Response to Comment J-25 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment J-24. The ranges referenced by the commenter 
requiring remediation are typically associated with areas that received concentrated amounts of 
projectiles over years of use (i.e., range backstop berms and direct impact areas), and/or that 
contain unexploded ordnance (UXO).  This is not the case here. 
 
Response to Comment J-26 
 
The Government believes that the level of assessment concerning the possibility of lead 
contamination is appropriate and meets the requirements of NEPA; please refer to Responses 
to Comments J-24 and J-25. 
 
Response to Comment J-27 
 
The purpose of the SEA was not to conduct an inventory of all species in SGL 211. The SEA 
relied on available information from existing documents and State and Federal regulatory 
agencies, is considered appropriate, and meets the requirements of NEPA given the nature and 
anticipated impacts of the proposal. 
 
Response to Comment J-28 
 
Comment noted. Please refer to Responses to Comments B-3 and F-3. 
 
Response to Comment J-29 
 
The Proposed Action assessed in the SEA (i.e., the establishment of an SDZ within a portion of 
SGL 211) does not involve the use of any motorized vehicles in SGL 211, nor does it involve 
any noise-generating activities.  There is no evidence that military training activities would 
permanently drive wildlife out of the proposed SDZ or the Stony Creek basin.  The biodiversity 
of animal species on NGTC-FTIG, which experiences significantly more military training activity 
than is envisioned by this proposal, is healthy and thriving. As just one example, the recent 
2007 FLIR deer survey studies conducted at NGTC-FTIG and a portion of SGL 211 
demonstrate that the population of deer per acre is greater within the confines of NGTC-FTIG 
than within SGL 211 (approximately 50 deer/sq. mile v. 25 deer/sq. mile, respectively). 
 
Response to Comment J-30 
 
The USFWS, PADEP, PGC, and PADCNR were all consulted to provide information and/or data 
regarding species of concern that are known to occur and/or would be expected to occur within 
the project study area.  All of these agencies, with the exception of the USFWS, have provided 
responses that are included in Appendix A of the SEA.  All identified species of concern 
referenced by the agencies consulted are identified in the SEA. 
Response to Comment J-31 
 
The training rounds that would be used on the MPTR would be inert steel and/or copper-
jacketed lead rounds.  No high-explosive spotting charges, fuses, primers, igniter charges, or 
propellants would have the potential to enter SGL 211, as no firing would be done from within 
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SGL 211.  As such, these munitions would pose no unusual fire hazard within SGL 211. 
Training on the MPTR would involve the use of tracer rounds.  The DMVA maintains an active 
fire prevention and management program, working cooperatively with the PGC, that includes a 
current Fire Response Management Plan, regular prescribed burning activities (fuel reduction 
burns), and maintaining adequate fire breaks between FTIG and SGL 211.  These plans and 
measures also address training during dry (or drought) conditions. In addition, the DMVA is 
currently preparing an Integrated Wildland Fire Management Plan (IWLFMP) that will integrate 
all of these fire-related/control activities and measures.  Multiple DMVA personnel, including 
FTIG Fire Department, Range Operations and Wildlife/Forestry personnel, are trained in 
wildland fire fighting, further providing rapid fire management response. In addition, any tracer 
ammunition entering into the proposed SGL 211 portion of the SDZ would be in the form of a 
ricochet, and would likely have burned out prior to entering this area.  Based on this information, 
any increased potential for fires within SGL 211 would be minimal, and would be controlled via 
the DMVA's current fire management and prevention program. 
 
Response to Comment J-32 
 
Comment noted. In a study conducted in 2000, the ecological and human health risks 
associated with lead exposure were examined.  The ecological receptors assessed included 
game animals, such as white-tailed deer, and the effects of lead exposure on humans including 
through ingestion of game animals, specifically white-tailed deer.  The study concluded that 
although effects may occur in the ecological receptors at the individual level, impacts are not 
expected at the population, community, or ecosystem level.  In the instance of white-tailed deer, 
the study noted that the potential for incidental ingestion of lead shot poses little actual risk to 
the animals.  Additionally, the study concluded that the lead exposure and risk for humans from 
incidental ingestion of contaminated soil, sediment, surface water, and ingestion of deer were 
within an acceptable range and did not pose any adverse effects (Peddicord 2000). Further, no 
similar issues have been found on NGTC-FTIG proper with regard to this issue.  The amount of 
material anticipated in the proposed SDZ would be considered inconsequential as compared to 
that within the NGTC-FTIG Impact Area.   
 
Response to Comment J-33 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments C-4 and E-15.   
 
Response to Comment J-34 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments C-7, J-10, and J-11. 
 
Response to Comment J-35 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments E-3 and E-7. 
 
Response to Comment J-36 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments E-3 and E-7.  Standard, composite, 2-dimensional 
SDZs for all MPTR locations considered within NGTC-FTIG escape the installation's 
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boundaries.  Alternative 1 within the SEA represents the minimum off-Post SDZ alternative 
available at NGTC-FTIG. 
 
Response to Comment J-37 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment J-36. 
 
Response to Comment J-38 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment J-36.  Two alternative locations of the MPTR were 
analyzed in the 2002 FEIS: an east-to-west alignment (Preferred Alternative) and a west-to-east 
alignment (Competing Build Alternative).  The Preferred Alternative was ultimately determined 
to be the superior alternative for reasons specified in the 2002 FEIS/ROD.  As described in 
Responses to Comments E-3, E-7, and J-36, a host of alternative design configurations at the 
Preferred Alternative site were examined after completion of the 2002 FEIS, with a ricochet 
analysis performed by ARDEC on each.  Other sites within NGTC-FTIG were also considered 
during this exercise. Through this exhaustive, iterative examination, the DMVA and ARDEC 
determined that no design configuration was available within the boundaries of NGTC-FTIG that 
would retain the 3-dimensional SDZ on the property, and that the Preferred Alternative analyzed 
in this SEA included the minimum off-Post SDZ possible.  The purpose of the SEA is to analyze 
the proposed establishment of this SDZ within that portion of SGL 211.  Viable alternatives to 
the proposed SDZ include Alternative 1 (900-acre area) and Alternative 2 (1,900-acre area).  
These alternatives are considered valid alternatives for the proposed SDZ.  Alternative 1 would 
be slightly more difficult to demarcate in the field because the boundaries are not distinguished 
by readily identifiable landmarks, as is the case with Alternative 2.  Alternative 2 utilized Cold 
Springs Road as the eastern boundary, the western boundary of NGTC-FTIG extended into 
SGL 211 as the western boundary, and 70 feet south of Stony Creek as the northern boundary.  
The DMVA's opinion is that the alternatives considered in the SEA are valid, represent the full 
spectrum of possible alternatives given the purpose of and need for the proposal, and have 
been developed and analyzed in accordance with NEPA. 
 
Response to Comment J-39 
 
Comment noted.  The commenter is referring to frangible ammunition, or ammunition which 
effectively disintegrates upon impact. However, "short stop" or frangible ammunition is not within 
the Army inventory and, therefore, cannot be used in MPTR training activities.  The ARNG is not 
authorized to fire non-standard ammunition, including frangible ammunition.  In addition, there 
exists SRTA (Short Range Training Ammunition, or plastic bullets) for 5.56mm, 7.62mm and 
.50cal. These rounds are designed for close quarters combat training and do not have the range 
necessary to conduct qualification on the MPTR. 
 
Response to Comment J-40 
 
The DMVA has carefully evaluated these comments and considers the SEA to be legally 
sufficient based on the above-provided data, as well as the data presented in the SEA; the 
Government does not believe that an EIS is not required. 
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Dale Ibberson – Letter K dated 13 February 2008 
 
Response to Comment K-1 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments A-7 and E-17.  Per the analysis presented, as well 
as the significance criteria contained within the SEA, the Proposed Action assessed within this 
SEA would not produce a significant impact to the Stony Creek Watershed. 
 
Response to Comment K-2 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments J-27, J-30, and M-3. In addition, within Comment 
Letter M, the PGC, through their review of the SEA, has concluded that the Proposed Action 
would not have any impact to the Allegheny Woodrat or its habitat.  The DMVA does not intend 
to conduct a species inventory of the proposed SDZ.  A copy of the PGC Comment Letter is 
included in Appendix F of the Final SEA.  In addition, the DMVA has an active woodrat 
monitoring program in place, which includes assisting the PGC with monitoring for this species 
on the northern slope of Second Mountain (Hovis, 2008). 
 
Response to Comment K-3 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment C-7. Sections 1.4 and 4.8 of the SEA describe the 
government-to-government Native American Consultation that was properly conducted, per 
specified requirements, in conjunction with preparation of this document.  Section 5.8.1 of the 
SEA documents that the PHMC has identified that there may be historic buildings and/or 
archaeological resources located in the project study area, but in the opinion of the PHMC, the 
Proposed Action should have no effect on any historic or archaeological resources.  A copy of 
the referenced PHMC letter is included in Appendix A of the SEA.  It is also noted that the site 
to which the commenter refers is not located within the project study area. In addition, the 
commenter should be aware that any item that is of a cultural origin found on state property 
belongs to the state agency that owns the land - not the "discoverer."  Furthermore, the 
commenter should be aware that pursuant to the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, Historic 
and Museum (Title 37) Historic Preservation, Section 511 - Criminal Penalties: "A person who 
conducts a field investigation on any land or submerged land owned or controlled by the 
Commonwealth, without first obtaining a permit from the Commission, or a person who 
appropriates, defaces, destroys or otherwise alters any archaeological site or specimen located 
upon lands owned or controlled by the Commonwealth, except in the course of activities 
pursued under the authority of a permit granted by the Commission, commits a misdemeanor of 
the third degree and shall, upon conviction, be sentenced to pay a fine of not more than $2,500 
or to imprisonment for not more than one year, or both.  In addition, such person shall forfeit to 
the Commonwealth all archaeological specimens collected or excavated together with any 
photographs and records relating to such specimens."  The commenter may be in violation of 
the above law by collecting and keeping the various arrowheads and artifacts as referenced in 
his comment letter. 
 
Response to Comment K-4 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments B-5 and H-9. 
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Debra Deis – Letter L dated 13 February 2008 
 
Response to Comment L-1 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments E-3, E-7, J-36 and J-38. 
 
Response to Comment L-2 
 
Comment noted. The SDZ for the MPTR would encompass several of the recently constructed 
Stryker Brigade ranges and utilization of the MPTR would require coordination and scheduling 
by the NGTC-FTIG Range Control Office.  The PAARNG and PADMVA are aware of this 
situation, have carefully considered the effect on all required training that is conducted at the 
installation, and have determined that this situation would not impede training mission 
accomplishment per Army and ARNG requirements. 
 
Pennsylvania Game Commission – Letter M dated 13 February 2008 
 
Response to Comment M-1 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment J-31. 
 
Response to Comment M-2 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment J-11. 
 
Response to Comment M-3 
 
Comment noted. 
 
The Nature Conservancy – Letter N dated 14 February 2008 
 
Response to Comment N-1 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources – Letter O 
dated 15 February 2008 
 
Response to Comment O-1 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments B-3, F-3, J-27, and J-30.  A survey of the SGL 211 
project study area for species of concern was not conducted and is not planned to be conducted 
in association with this SEA. 
 
Response to Comment O-2 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments J-31 and M-1. 
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Response to Comment O-3 
 
Comment noted. AMEC personnel did conduct a PNDI Project Environmental Review utilizing 
the Online Environmental Review Tool as part of the preparation of this SEA.  The PNDI did 
note that five potential impacts existed within the project study area and that several agencies 
would need to be contacted for additional information.  These agencies included the PGC, 
PADCNR, and the Fish and Boat Commission.  All three of these agencies were contacted and 
the responses are included within Appendix A of the SEA.  To further satisfy the review 
process, an additional PNDI search was conducted to include a larger area within the SGL 211.  
The receipts generated by the online review tool are included in Appendix A of the Final SEA.  
 
Thomas Ricker – Letter P undated 
 
Response to Comment P-1 
 
Comment noted.  The DMVA and PAARNG make all attempts to abide by all Federal, State, 
and local laws and regulations and do not consider the Proposed Action to have the potential to 
violate any laws or individual's civil rights. 
 
Comments received after the 13 February 2008 official closing of the 

Public Comment Period for the Draft SEA 
 
Jim Rice – Letter Q dated 12 March 2008 
 
Response to Comment Q-1 
 
Comment noted.  The boundary of Alternative 1 as depicted at Figure 3-1 in the SEA was 
delineated based on accurate geospatial data provided by ARDEC from ARDEC's modeling of 
the 3-dimensional SDZ for the MPTR.  This polygon was delineated to provide complete capture 
of the modeled SDZ, and to provide more identifiable, "straight" lines for future field 
demarcation.  During further discussions with PGC as part of the LUA, these points will be field 
verified exactly using appropriate Global Positioning System (GPS) and Geographic Information 
System (GIS) technology.  Please refer also to Response to Comment J-11. 
 
United States Department of the Interior – Fish and Wildlife Service – Letter R 
dated 10 March 2008 
 
Response to Comment R-1 
 
Comment noted. Please refer to Response to Comment B-5. In addition to several requests 
for input from the USFWS as documented in the SEA and as noted in the above response, a 
hard copy of the draft SEA was sent via certified mail, return receipt requested, to the USFWS 
Hadley, MA office on 11 January 2008. That document was received at the USFWS office on 16 
January 2008. The DMVA recognizes the USFWS's involvement in this proposal, and has made 
multiple efforts to solicit the USFWS' input and comments.  The DMVA received comments on 
the Draft SEA from the USFWS on 7 April, 2008, approximately 45 days after the official closing 
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of the comment and review period for the Draft SEA.  Please refer to Comment Letter S and 
the associated Response to Commends S-1 through S-15 below.   
 
United States Department of the Interior – Fish and Wildlife Service – Letter S 
dated 2 April 2008 
 
Response to Comment S-1 
 
Comment noted. Per the commentor's request, Section 4.2.1.5 of the Final SEA has been 
revised in order to more clearly discuss the Wildlife Restoration Act, the regulations issued for 
the Wildlife Restoration Act at 50 CFR 80, and the administrative requirements for management 
of lands purchased with hunting license revenue or Wildlife Restoration Program funds.  The 
DMVA will adhere to the Final Interagecy Cooperative LUA as agreed to by the PGC and the 
DMVA.  Under the LUA, the PGC would maintain full management control of the lands subject 
to this SEA throughout the life of the LUA. Further, as noted in Response to Comment B-7, the 
applicability of the federal (Pittman-Robertson) Wildlife Restoration Act of 1947 is not within the 
scope of matters evaluated in the SEA.  However, it is noted that the LUA indicates compatibility 
with the requirements of this Act. The commentor is also referred to Response to Comment S-
14 concerning the funding used to acquire the subject lands. 
 
Response to Comment S-2 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Response to Comment S-1. Section 4.2.1.5 of the Final SEA 
has been revised to more clearly discuss the responsibilities and purview of the PGC. 
 
Response to Comment S-3 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment J-11 and Section 3.1 of the SEA that discuss the 
methods the PADMVA proposes to: 1) publicize the schedule for closing access to the SDZ; 
and 2) control the SDZ. 
 
Response to Comment S-4 
 
Comment noted. Please refer to Response to Comment B-2.  Section 2.0 of the SEA 
describes the total potential number of rounds that might ricochet into the SGL 211 portion of 
the SDZ.  By extrapolating the data presented in Section 2.0, it is evident that a total of 
approximately 712 steel projectiles or projectile fragments (695 pounds of steel) and 67 copper-
jacketed lead rounds (6.7 pounds of copper-jacketed lead) have the potential to ricochet into the 
SGL 211 portion of the proposed SDZ on an annual basis.  Over the course of 41 years, this 
would calculate to a total of approximately 29,192 steel projectiles (28,495 pounds of steel) and 
2,747 copper-jacketed rounds (274.5 pounds of copper jacketed lead) that could land in SGL 
211, or about 32 pounds/acre of steel and 0.3 pounds/acre of copper jacketed lead over 41 
years.  In actuality, the ricochets that might enter SGL 211 would be shards or fragments of the 
larger, original projectile, as most of the projectiles would shatter or break when they ricochet.   
Thus, the expected total amount of steel and copper-jacketed lead that could potentially enter 
SGL 211 would be less than the figures presented above. 
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Response to Comment S-5 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment A-2.  The DMVA will adhere to the Final Interagecy 
Cooperative LUA as agreed to by the PGC and the DMVA. The LUA identifies specific periods 
that would be excluded from use (i.e., regular antlered deer season, antlerless deer season, 
bear season, Spring Gobbler season, and Wild Turkey season).  These are the specific times 
that the SDZ would not be in use per the LUA between the PGC and DMVA.   The DMVA 
recognizes that there are other open hunting seasons in Pennsylvania and that pre-season 
scouting is a part of hunting.  However, the DMVA does not believe it is necessary or 
appropriate to alter the terms and conditions of the LUA as suggested in this comment. Further, 
the DMVA and the PGC agree that the measures in the LUA (and restated in the SEA at 
Section 3.1) concerning monies and lands to off-set the intermittent loss of access to this area 
are sufficient compensation. 
 
Response to Comment S-6 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments S-1 and S-2. 
 
Response to Comment S-7 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments S-1 and S-2. 
 
Response to Comment S-8 
 
Comment noted. The DMVA agrees with the commentor that the impact to land use would not 
represent a significant adverse impact, but rather a direct, less-than-significant, long-term 
adverse impact.  Section 5.2.1 of the SEA provides six bullet points that support this 
conclusion.  In addition, it is noted that the subject 900 acres represent 2% of the total 44,343 
acres that comprise SGL 211. 
 
Response to Comment S-9 
 
Comment noted. The DMVA and PGC have cooperatively defined the terms and conditions of 
the LUA.  Both the PGC and the DMVA believe that the transfer of TA E-1 and the $2,000,000 
in assistance from the DMVA for the PGC to acquire additional lands does represent adequate 
compensation for the temporary, limited use of the 900-acre portion of SGL 211 as an SDZ.  As 
part of both the LUA and this SEA, these measures represent a legal committment by both 
parties, and will be implemented; therefore, these measures are not "highly speculative." The 
transferred 440 acres of TA E-1 would be available for public use 365 days per year; in addition 
the PCG will receive $2,000,000 in assistance to purchase additional lands which would also be 
available for public use 365 days per year. The SGL 211 SDZ lands would be available to the 
public the remaining 275 days each year (30.89 years over the course of 41 years of the LUA). 
 
Response to Comment S-10 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment J-31. 
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Response to Comment S-11 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments S-8 and S-9. 
 
Response to Comment S-12 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments S-5, S-8, and S-9. 
 
Response to Comment S-13 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments S-8 and S-9. 
 
Response to Comment S-14 
 
Comment Noted.  DMVA does not believe that a map as described is a needed addition to the 
SEA because the applicaiblity of the federal Wildlife Restoration Act is not within the scope of 
the matters evaluated.  The LUA preserves the PGC's wildlife and land management and 
control over the 900 acres.   
 
Response to Comment S-15 
 
Comment noted. The DMVA disagrees with this comment.  Given the volume and nature of 
public comments received on the Draft SEA, the DMVA believes that the public was provided 
with sufficient information to effectively participate in the decision-making process and to 
provide input regarding their concerns.  Each comment received from the Draft SEA public 
review process has been adequately addressed within this Final SEA.  Further, as noted in 
Response to Comment B-7, the applicability of the federal (Pittman-Robertson) Wildlife 
Restoration Act of 1947 is not within the scope of matters evaluated in the SEA.   
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APPENDIX G 
 

Conformity Rule Compliance 
Record of Non-Applicability 
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