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Project Information

	Project Name:
	Mt.-Baker-Station-North-&-South-Apartments



	HEROS Number:	
	900000010020464




	Applicant / Grant Recipient:
	CBRE HMF, Inc.



	Point of Contact: 
	Michelle L. Smee


	HUD Preparer:
	Brett Morgan





	Consultant (if applicable):
	



	Point of Contact: 
	


	Project Location:
	2615 25th Avenue South, Seattle, WA 98144



	Additional Location Information:

	N/A




	Description of the Proposed Project [24 CFR 50.12 & 58.32; 40 CFR 1508.25]:

	Mt. Baker Station North is a proposed new construction 107-unit, upscale, market-rate and affordable, apartment complex, to be located on a 0.594-acre site. The GBA will be 131,029 SF; and the NRA will be 76,792 SF. There will be one 7- to 8-story midrise building with 2 elevators, interior corridors, exterior walls of cementitious siding, vinyl lap, and profiled metal, and flat roofs. The unit mix will include 15 Studios (451 SF); 27 Open 1-BR/1-Ba units (607 SF); 39 1-BR/1-Ba units (689 SF); and 26 2-BR/2-Ba units (1,017 SF). Twenty-one (20%) of the units will be operated under Seattle's MFTE program and will be income and rent restricted. Amenities will include a resident lounge, rooftop deck with BBQ grills, court yard, and 71 storage lockers. Parking will consist of 81 structured garage spaces. Mt. Baker Station South is a proposed new construction 194-unit, upscale, market-rate and affordable, apartment complex, to be located on a 0.96-acre site. The GBA will be 203,262 SF; and the NRA will be 120,298 SF. There will be one 7- to 8-story midrise building with 2 elevators, interior corridors, exterior walls of cementitious siding, vinyl lap, and profiled metal, and flat roofs. The unit mix will include 72 Studios (453 SF); 41 Open 1-BR/1-Ba units (626 SF); 57 1-BR/1-Ba units (680 SF); and 24 2-BR/2-Ba units (969 SF). 38 (20%) of the units will be operated under Seattle's MFTE program and will be income and rent restricted. Amenities will include a resident lounge, fitness center, courtyard, rooftop deck with BBQ grills, and 129 storage lockers. Parking will consist of 140 structured garage spaces.



Does this project involve over 200 lots, dwelling units, or beds? 
	
	No

	
	Yes (Consult early with the Environmental Clearance Officer (ECO), who is required to sign off on this project if it requires an Environmental Assessment)



Statement of Purpose and Need for the Proposal [40 CFR 1508.9(b)]:
	Mt. Baker Station North and South Apartments will provide affordable housing to the South Seattle apartment market, which is in demand. The combined projects will contain 301 units, 20% (59 units) of which will participate in Seattle's Multifamily Tax Credit Exemption (MFTE) Program. These affordable units will be income- and rent-restricted and available to households with annual incomes between 65% and 85% of the AMI.



Existing Conditions and Trends [24 CFR 58.40(a)]:
	Location. The subject has a good location about 3 miles SE of Downtown Seattle and about 9 miles north of the Seattle Tacoma International Airport (SeaTac). It is between the North Beacon Hill and Mt. Baker neighborhoods, and the surrounding development is mostly residential and commercial. It is close to major employment centers, mass transit, major highways and thoroughfares, retail shopping, restaurants, services, schools, institutions, recreational facilities, and entertainment. It is within walking distance (about 3 blocks) from Mt. Baker Station on the Link Light Rail, which provides easy access to Downtown and to SeaTac. There are abundant retail stores, restaurants, and services along Rainier Avenue S., a major N-S thoroughfare that is one block east of the subject. Quality Food Center, Rite-Aid, and Wendy's are adjacent to the subject; and McDonald's, Lowe's, O'Reilly Auto Parts, and U-Haul Moving and Storage are all located on Rainier Avenue, within a few hundred feet of the subject. Rainier Square Plaza is a neighborhood shopping center, anchored by a Safeway, located less than a mile SE of the subject. The subject has quick access to Martin Luther King, Jr. Way S., another N-S thoroughfare, two blocks to the east, and to Interstate-90, one mile to the north, and to Interstate-5, one mile to the west. Lake Washington is one mile to the east.     Economic Context. Seattle is the commercial, financial, and cultural center of the Pacific Northwest. It has become a major center of such forward-looking sectors as biotech, software, and aerospace. The Seattle-Bellevue-Everett Metropolitan Division (Seattle MD) is composed of King County and Snohomish County. Employment growth has been strong in the Seattle MD for the last 5 years, after many jobs were lost during the nationwide recession. In 2009, 76,000 jobs were lost (a decrease of 5.1%), followed in 2010 by a loss of 18,100 jobs (-1.3%). Since then, employment growth has been at least 2% per year. In 2011, 27,300 jobs were gained (+2.0%); in 2012 an additional 38,300 jobs were added (+2.7%); in 2013, another 43,400 jobs were gained (+3.0%); in 2014, employment increased by 46,200 jobs (3.1%); and in 2015, employment grew by 51,900 jobs (3.3%). The unemployment rate of the Seattle MD has historically been lower than that of the state or the nation from 2005 through 2015. Seattle MD unemployment was 4.8% in 2005. It gradually fell to a low of 3.1% in 2008, then climbed sharply to a peak of 9.7% in 2009. Since then, it has gradually decreased and was at 4.6% at the end of 2015. The largest employment sectors are professional & business, trade/transportation/utilities, government, and education & health care. The largest employers, with number of employees, are as follows: Boeing (80,066), Joint Base Lewis-McChord (60,000), Microsoft (41,728), Navy Region Northwest (37,682), University of Washington (34,700), and Amazon (24,000). Employment growth is projected to continue each year through 2020 at an annual rate of at least 1%.     Competitive Housing Analysis. The subject's South Seattle apartment market had an inventory of about 15,275 units at the end of 2015. The market saw no development of new apartments from 2006 through 2010; but a total of 1,380 units, mostly in 5 new communities, were built between 2011 and the end of 2015. There are 6 new apartments, with a total of 507 units, currently under construction. Also, there are 26 proposed market-rate apartments, containing a total of about 2,706 units.    Conclusion. The subject's South Seattle apartment market has seen new apartment development since 2011, and this trend will likely continue. The subject project is part of this new development. This new apartment development will continue with or without the subject, but the subject will supply affordable units that are currently in demand.



Maps, photographs, and other documentation of project location and description:

Determination:
	
	Finding of No Significant Impact [24 CFR 58.40(g)(1); 40 CFR 1508.13] The project will not result in a significant impact on the quality of human environment

	
	Finding of Significant Impact





	Review Certified by

	Tim Sovold, Chief, Technical Speciaist Branch

	on
	09/05/2017






Funding Information 

	Grant / Project Identification Number
	HUD Program 
	Program Name

	127-35510 & 127-35511
	Housing: Multifamily FHA
	Section 221(d)(4). Mortgage Insurance for new construction or substantial rehabilitation of Multifamily Rental Housing - profit-motivated sponsors



	Estimated Total HUD Funded, Assisted or Insured Amount: 

	$76,729,500.00



	Estimated Total Project Cost [24 CFR 58.2 (a) (5)]:
	$76,381,700.00



Compliance with 24 CFR §50.4, §58.5 and §58.6 Laws and Authorities

	Compliance Factors: 
Statutes, Executive Orders, and Regulations listed at 24 CFR §50.4, §58.5, and §58.6
	Are formal compliance steps or mitigation required?
	Compliance determination
(See Appendix A for source determinations)

	STATUTES, EXECUTIVE ORDERS, AND REGULATIONS LISTED AT 24 CFR §50.4 & § 58.6

	Airport Hazards
Clear Zones and Accident Potential Zones; 24 CFR Part 51 Subpart D
	  Yes     No
	The project site is not within 15,000 feet of a military airport or 2,500 feet of a civilian airport. The project is in compliance with Airport Hazards requirements.

	Coastal Barrier Resources Act 
Coastal Barrier Resources Act, as amended by the Coastal Barrier Improvement Act of 1990 [16 USC 3501]
	  Yes     No
	This project is located in a state that does not contain CBRS units. Therefore, this project is in compliance with the Coastal Barrier Resources Act.

	Flood Insurance
Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 and National Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1994 [42 USC 4001-4128 and 42 USC 5154a]
	  Yes     No
	The structure or insurable property is not located in a FEMA-designated Special Flood Hazard Area. Based on a review of the most recent Federal Emergency Management Agency, National Flood Insurance Program - Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) Number 53033C0635F (effective date May 16, 1995), the property lies within Zone X (unshaded), which is defined as areas determined to be outside the 500-year floodplain. While flood insurance may not be mandatory in this instance, HUD recommends that all insurable structures maintain flood insurance under the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). The project is in compliance with flood insurance requirements.

	STATUTES, EXECUTIVE ORDERS, AND REGULATIONS LISTED AT 24 CFR §50.4 & § 58.5

	Air Quality
Clean Air Act, as amended, particularly section 176(c) & (d); 40 CFR Parts 6, 51, 93
	  Yes     No
	The project's county or air quality management district is in non-attainment status for the following: Carbon monoxide, Ozone, Particulate Matter, <10 microns. This multifamily residential project is presumed to not exceed de minimis emissions levels or the screening level established by the state or air quality management district for the pollutant(s) identified above. The project is in compliance with the Clean Air Act.

	Coastal Zone Management Act
Coastal Zone Management Act, sections 307(c) & (d)
	  Yes     No
	This project is located in a Coastal Zone. The State of Washington Dept. of Ecology, in the attached letter, dated 5/5/16, determined that the subject project is consistent with the State Coastal Management Program. The project is in compliance with the Coastal Zone Management Act.

	Contamination and Toxic Substances
24 CFR 50.3(i) & 58.5(i)(2)]
	  Yes     No
	Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs). The Phase I ESA, completed by Western States Environmental, LLC, with an inspection date of February 24/25, 2016, revealed one recognized environmental condition (REC) in connection with the subject property. The Deeny Construction open LUST site, without a completed site characterization, including but not limited to groundwater and soil vapor, is located 50 feet and slightly above the northern subject property boundary and may have contaminated the subject site. The Phase I concluded that a Phase II ESA should be done to test for possible soil and ground water contamination from this LUST site. A Phase II ESA was prepared by Western States Environmental, LLC. BB&A Environmental tested for contamination along the northern boundary of the Mt. Baker Station North site, adjacent to Deeny Construction. Five boreholes were drilled, and soil vapor and ground water samples were taken and tested. Field work was completed June 28, 2016. No VOCs were identified in any if the three soil vapor samples collected from selected soil borings. No VOCs or Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons were identified in any of the groundwater samples collected from the five temporary wells. No RECs in connection with the subject property were revealed. Site contamination was evaluated as follows: ASTM Phase I ESA, ASTM Phase II ESA, ASTM Vapor Encroachment Screening. On-site or nearby toxic, hazardous, or radioactive substances that could affect the health and safety of project occupants or conflict with the intended use of the property were not found. The project is in compliance with contamination and toxic substances requirements.

	Endangered Species Act
Endangered Species Act of 1973, particularly section 7; 50 CFR Part 402
	  Yes     No
	This project May Affect, but is Not Likely to Adversely Affect, listed species, and informal consultation was conducted with FWS and NMFS. This project is in compliance with the Endangered Species Act without mitigation.

	Explosive and Flammable Hazards
Above-Ground Tanks)[24 CFR Part 51 Subpart C
	  Yes     No
	A 150- to 200-gallon heating oil tank was observed at the back of the existing single family residence on the subject North site. It is a condition of the Firm Commitment that the AST must be decommissioned and disposed of according to local, state, and federal regulations. There are no known stationary aboveground storage containers of concern within 1 mile of the project site. The project is in compliance with explosive and flammable hazard requirements.

	Farmlands Protection
Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981, particularly sections 1504(b) and 1541; 7 CFR Part 658
	  Yes     No
	This project does not include any activities that could potentially convert agricultural land to a non-agricultural use. The project is in compliance with the Farmland Protection Policy Act.

	Floodplain Management
Executive Order 11988, particularly section 2(a); 24 CFR Part 55
	  Yes     No
	According to the FEMA website, this project is in an area not mapped by FEMA. A FIRM does not exist. Alternative maps indicate that this project does not occur within the 100-year floodplain. The project is in compliance with Executive Order 11988.

	Historic Preservation
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, particularly sections 106 and 110; 36 CFR Part 800
	  Yes     No
	Based on Section 106 consultation with the SHPO and 7 THPOs, there are No Historic Properties Affected because there are no historic properties present. The project is in compliance with Section 106.

	Noise Abatement and Control
Noise Control Act of 1972, as amended by the Quiet Communities Act of 1978; 24 CFR Part 51 Subpart B
	  Yes      No
	A Noise Assessment was conducted. The noise level was normally unacceptable: 70.0 db. See noise analysis. The project is in compliance with HUD's Noise regulation with mitigation.

	Sole Source Aquifers
Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974, as amended, particularly section 1424(e); 40 CFR Part 149
	  Yes     No
	According to a review of the EPA Region 10 Sole Source Aquifer Map, the project is surrounded by 10 sole source aquifers but is not located on a sole source aquifer area. The project is in compliance with Sole Source Aquifer requirements. (NOTE: HEROS could not upload the EPA Region 10 Sole Source Aquifer Map. Follow this link to view map: https://www3.epa.gov/region10/pdf/water/ssa/maps/ssa_all_2013.pdf

	Wetlands Protection
Executive Order 11990, particularly sections 2 and 5
	  Yes     No
	Based on a review of the USFWS National Wetlands Inventory Map (attached) and observations during a site visit by the HUD appraiser, there are not wetlands on the subject site. There are two small freshwater forested /shrub wetlands adjacent to the subject site, one to the west and one to the south. The project will not impact on- or off-site wetlands. The project is in compliance with Executive Order 11990.

	Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, particularly section 7(b) and (c)
	  Yes     No
	This project is not within proximity of a NWSRS river. According to the National Park Service Wild & Scenic Rivers website: https://www.rivers.gov/washington, there are 6 rivers with a total of 197 miles of designated segments of Wild and Scenic Rivers. The subject property is not close to any of them. The project is in compliance with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

	HUD HOUSING ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS

	Housing Requirements (50)
[MAP Guide - Chapter 9: Lead-based paint, Radon, and Asbestos]
	  Yes      No
	See the attachment titled, "Environmental Conditions of the Firm Commitment" for compliance with Housing Requirements. This document lists 7 environmental conditions of the Firm Commitment and discusses all the mitigation required.

	ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

	Environmental Justice
Executive Order 12898
	  Yes     No
	The subject site is not located in a predominantly minority and low-income neighborhood. Neither the project site nor the neighborhood suffer from disproportionately adverse environmental effects on minority and low-income populations relative to the community at large. No adverse environmental impacts were identified in the project's total environmental review. The project is in compliance with Executive Order 12898.




Environmental Assessment Factors [24 CFR 58.40; Ref. 40 CFR 1508.8 &1508.27] 

Impact Codes: An impact code from the following list has been used to make the determination of impact for each factor. 
(1)  	Minor beneficial impact
(2)  	No impact anticipated 
(3) 	Minor Adverse Impact – May require mitigation 
(4) 	Significant or potentially significant impact requiring avoidance or modification which may require an Environmental Impact Statement. 

	Environmental Assessment Factor
	Impact Code
	Impact Evaluation
	Mitigation

	LAND DEVELOPMENT

	Conformance with Plans / Compatible Land Use and Zoning / Scale and Urban Design
	1
	The subject site is zoned SM/R-65, which allows MF apartment use. The subject project is compatible with zoning and Seattle's planned land use for the subject site. The subject project will provide 301 units of MF housing, including 59 units of affordable (MFTE) units. The scale and urban design of the project will conform with the surrounding development, improve the neighborhood, and increase the city's tax base. The Form HUD-4128 SFNC addresses these issues under #26 (Site Suitability, Access, and Compatibility with Surrounding Development). All responses to the issues under #26 indicate there are no problems. Ordinance Compliance was provided by CBRE under Exhibit 4-3.B-PUDA in the firm application. Permitted Uses By Right (See Section 23.48.005(A) for Code reference). This document demonstrates the proposed project will be consistent with the community's long-range goals and policies. The existing land use is mostly vacant with one SFR (since vacated) and will provide MF accommodation similar to new construction development in the area. The proposed development does not negatively impact the site or the surrounding area. A PZR Zoning Report was also provided under Exhibit 4-3.B-PUDA confirming the subject's compliance with the site's existing Zoning Designation - "SM/R-65" Seattle Mixed- Use/Residential District Within the 65 Foot Height Limit District Within the Conical Surface Airport Height Overlay District and the Mount Baker Hub Urban Center Village Overlay District. Please refer to the Land Use Permit Nos. 3012217 and 3012417 in the PZR (See Section 23.48, the Attached Approved Site Plan and Attached Land Use Permit Nos. 3012217 and 3012417 for Code reference)
	 

	Soil Suitability / Slope/ Erosion / Drainage and Storm Water Runoff
	3
	Slopes at the subject site range from slight to moderate to steep. There is no evidence of slope erosion or unstable slope conditions on or near the site. There is no evidence of ground subsidence, high water table, or unusual site conditions. There is no evidence of soil problems in the neighborhood. A soil study of the site has been performed, and it did not indicate marginal or unsatisfactory soil conditions. There is no indication of cross-lot runoff, swales, or drainage flows on the site. There is no indication of filled ground. There are no active rills or gullies on the site. Storm water runoff will be adequately handled by the drainage system designed for the project and the city sewer system. CBRE provided a geotechnical engineering report under Exhibit 6-3.A to the firm application dated May 23, 2011 which addresses soil suitability, slope and erosion for the proposed development through soil borings. The architect has submitted the MAP Guide Appendix 5H.1 certification, which includes a certification that the design follows the recommendations of the geotechnical report. A Sanitary Sewer Flow Rate Analysis was prepared dated December 22, 2015 and was attached to the firm application under Exhibit 4-4.G. Per Exhibit 4-4.E - CBRE received a letter from the City of Seattle dated March 7, 2017 confirming conditions for service connections are in the plan review stages. CBRE notes the plans have been reviewed by the City over several stages this year and final permits are expected shortly. A letter from the FWS dated February 6, 2017 was also included in the firm application under 2-3.C-FWS confirming a No Effects determination following the review of the Biological Evaluation of storm water runoff and the City of Seattle's drainage system. A letter from the NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE dated February 22, 2017 also noted the same No Effects determination. This is attached as Exhibit 2-3.C-NMFS The site appears not to be affected by unsuitable soil conditions. [THE TITLE POLICY FOR THIS HUD INSURED LOAN INCLUDES A POTENTIAL LANDSLIDE AREA COVENANT. THE CITY OF SEATTLE REQUIRES THIS TYPE OF COVENANT FOR ALL PROJECTS DESIGNED AND BUILT IN THE VICINITY OF A HILLSIDE. SEE THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTS ATTACHED TO THIS EA FACTORS SECTION OF THE EA, IN THE FOLLOWING ORDER: 1) Evaluation of Sites in Potential Landslide Area; 2) AEC Landslide Hazard Review MBS N & S; 3) MDG - MBS North Potential Landslide Letter; 4) MDG - MBS South Potential Landslide Letter; 5) MBS N Temporary Erosion & Sediment Control Plan; 6) MBS S Temporary Erosion & Sediment Control Plan.]
	It will be a condition of the Firm Commitment that the Sponsor must build the project according to the HUD-approved plans and specifications. The mainline pipe, culvert pipe and detention pipe shall be as approved by Seattle Public Utilities [SPU] and as shown on the profile drawings included in the HUD approved Plan Set. The storm water system is integral to mitigating landslides. All completed work done to mitigate the potential for landslides should be inspected and certified by the Geotechnical Engineer, Geotech Consultants Inc., and by the representatives of the City of Seattle as per their inspection schedule. HUD must be provided with copies of all inspection reports and certification of acceptance of work that has been satisfactorily completed.

	Hazards and Nuisances including Site Safety and Site-Generated Noise
	2
	The Form HUD-4128 SFNC addresses these issues under #28. None of the hazards or nuisances listed affect the site. Radio Tower. A radio tower, approximately 150 feet high, is located adjacent to the South site, on its southwest corner. The subject buildings must be located outside the engineered fall distance of this radio tower, as required by the MAP Guide (9.5.P.2). The South building is proposed to be located 85 feet from the tower. The Lender provided an engineering report by TEC Tower Engineering Company, dated 10/20/16, (attached) which evaluated the radio tower's engineered fall distance. Madison J. Batt, P.E., a registered professional civil and structural engineer, calculated the likely fall distance in the event of a failure at 40 to 80 feet from the base of the monopole, depending on where in the third section of the monopole the buckling might occur. He emphasized that the likelihood of a failure is extremely low. Since the subject buildings will be located outside the engineered fall distance of the radio tower, this concern has been resolved, and it will not be a condition of the Firm Commitment. The site will be affected by earthquakes but the architectural plans has the project designed to code. A Phase I report (attached to this EA) identified no RECs, except an open LUST site; and a Phase II report (attached to this EA) concluded to no RECs at the subject site. The project is not a noise-generating facility in a noise sensitive area. [THE TITLE POLICY FOR THIS HUD INSURED LOAN INCLUDES A POTENTIAL LANDSLIDE AREA COVENANT. THE CITY OF SEATTLE REQUIRES THIS TYPE OF COVENANT FOR ALL PROJECTS DESIGNED AND BUILT IN THE VICINITY OF A HILLSIDE. SEE THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTS ATTACHED TO THIS EA FACTORS SECTION OF THE EA, IN THE FOLLOWING ORDER: 1) Evaluation of Sites in Potential Landslide Area; 2) AEC Landslide Hazard Review MBS N & S; 3) MDG - MBS North Potential Landslide Letter; 4) MDG - MBS South Potential Landslide Letter; 5) MBS N Temporary Erosion & Sediment Control Plan; 6) MBS S Temporary Erosion & Sediment Control Plan.]
	It will be a condition of the Firm Commitment that the Sponsor must build the project according to the HUD-approved plans and specifications. The mainline pipe, culvert pipe and detention pipe shall be as approved by Seattle Public Utilities [SPU] and as shown on the profile drawings included in the HUD approved Plan Set. The storm water system is integral to mitigating landslides. All completed work done to mitigate the potential for landslides should be inspected and certified by the Geotechnical Engineer, Geotech Consultants Inc., and by the representatives of the City of Seattle as per their inspection schedule. HUD must be provided with copies of all inspection reports and certification of acceptance of work that has been satisfactorily completed.

	Energy Consumption/Energy Efficiency
	2
	The subject buildings will be energy efficient (green). The project will comply with HUD's green standards and will qualify for a MIP of 0.25%. Exhibit 2-4.B-EngSpRpt_GreenDocs in the Lender's firm application provides documentation that the project has been designed to meet or exceed applicable energy codes and will take full advantage of potential energy saving measures. The Subject will be designed to LEED certification and will meet the current star performance standard. The Subject is in close proximity to transit (Mt Baker Link Station). Shopping, service and employment. The Green docs provided by the Lender includes a SEDI showing an Energy Star Design Score of 96. This is higher than the 75-minimum required under the MIP reduction program.
	 

	SOCIOECONOMIC

	Employment and Income Patterns
	2
	Seattle is the commercial, financial, and cultural center of the Pacific Northwest. It has become a major center of such forward-looking sectors as biotech, software, and aerospace. The Seattle-Bellevue-Everett Metropolitan Division (Seattle MD) is composed of King County and Snohomish County. Employment growth has been strong in the Seattle MD for the last 5 years, after many jobs were lost during the nationwide recession. In 2009, 76,000 jobs were lost (a decrease of 5.1%), followed in 2010 by a loss of 18,100 jobs (-1.3%). Since then, employment growth has been at least 2% per year. In 2011, 27,300 jobs were gained (+2.0%); in 2012 an additional 38,300 jobs were added (+2.7%); in 2013, another 43,400 jobs were gained (+3.0%); in 2014, employment increased by 46,200 jobs (3.1%); and in 2015, employment grew by 51,900 jobs (3.3%). The unemployment rate of the Seattle MD has historically been lower than that of the state or the nation from 2005 through 2015. Seattle MD unemployment was 4.8% in 2005. It gradually fell to a low of 3.1% in 2008, then climbed sharply to a peak of 9.7% in 2009. Since then, it has gradually decreased and was at 4.6% at the end of 2015. The largest employment sectors are professional & business, trade/transportation/utilities, government, and education & health care. The largest employers, with number of employees, are as follows: Boeing (80,066), Joint Base Lewis-McChord (60,000), Microsoft (41,728), Navy Region Northwest (37,682), University of Washington (34,700), and Amazon (24,000). Employment growth is projected to continue each year through 2020 at an annual rate of at least 1%. In 2015, the median household income in King County was $73,529. It is projected to increase to $83,106 by 2020. In 2015, the median household income in Seattle was $61,721. It is projected to increase to $74,718 by 2020. In 2015, the median household income in South Seattle was $55,243. It is projected to increase to $63,647 by 2020. Based on the assumption that 30% of income will be spent on housing, the market study concluded that renter households with annual incomes of at least $41,120 will be able to afford the rents for the subject's units. Of the 224,891 renter households in the Seattle SMA, 127,027 households (56.5%) will be income-qualified to rent at the subject. Both the Market Study and the Appraisal (Exhibits 2-1 and 2-2A in the firm application), address the shortage of housing in this neighborhood and will further compliment the skills and income profile of the project area residents. The property will operate 20% of its units at affordable rates under the City of Seattle's Multifamily Tax Exemption program offering 65% AMI for its studio and open-one bedroom units and 75% AMI for its one and two bedroom units and will contribute to reducing any income segregation in the area.
	 

	Demographic Character Changes / Displacement
	2
	The Seattle MD has experienced population growth every year from 1985, when the population was about 1,600,000, through 2015, when the population reached 2,810,400. During the 1980's, the Seattle region's annual population growth rate of 2.1% was nearly twice the national growth rate of about 1.0%. During the 1990's, the average annual population growth rate in the Seattle MD was at 1.9%, while the national average was around 1.2%. Since 2000, the Seattle MD population increased at an average annual rate of 1.23%, which was close to the national average growth rate. In 2014, the Seattle MD population grew faster, by 1.69%; and in 2015 it grew faster still, by 1.89%. However, the population growth rate is expected to slow down over the next five years. The population of the Seattle MD is projected to increase to 2,961,977 by 2020. This will be an average annual increase of 30,315, or about 1.06%, between 2015 and 2020. The population of Seattle (the SMA) in 2010 was 608,660. It grew by 42,174 (6.9%) to 650,834 by 2015. The average annual growth rate was 1.35%. It is projected to grow by another 50,589 (7.8%) to 701,423 by 2020. The average annual growth rate is projected at 1.51%. The population of South Seattle (the PMA) in 2010 was 86,165. It grew by 4,546 (5.3%) to 90,711 by 2015. The average annual growth rate was 1.03%. It is projected to grow by another 6,431 (7.1%) to 97,142 by 2020. The average annual growth rate is projected at 1.38%. The subject site is mostly vacant. There is a single family house on the site that was occupied at the time of the HUD site visit. The house will be demolished to make room for the new apartment complex; so the residents of the house will be displaced. Both the Market Study and the Appraisal (Exhibits 2-1 and 2-2A in the firm application) address the shortage of housing in this neighborhood and will further compliment the skills and income profile of the project area residents. The property will operate 20% of its units at affordable rates under the City of Seattle's Multifamily Tax Exemption program offering 65% AMI for its studio and open-one bedroom units and 75% AMI for its one and two bedroom units and will contribute to reducing any income segregation in the area.
	 

	COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES

	Educational and Cultural Facilities (Access and Capacity)
	2
	The subject has a good location about 3 miles SE of Downtown Seattle and about 9 miles north of the Seattle Tacoma International Airport (SeaTac). It is between the North Beacon Hill and Mt. Baker neighborhoods, and the surrounding development is mostly residential and commercial. It is close to major employment centers, mass transit, major highways and thoroughfares, retail shopping, restaurants, services, schools, institutions, recreational facilities, and entertainment. It is within walking distance (about 3 blocks) from Mt. Baker Station on the Link Light Rail, which provides easy access to Downtown and to SeaTac. There are abundant retail stores, restaurants, and services along Rainier Avenue S., a major N-S thoroughfare that is one block east of the subject. Quality Food Center, Rite-Aid, and Wendy's are adjacent to the subject; and McDonald's, Lowe's, O'Reilly Auto Parts, and U-Haul Moving and Storage are all located on Rainier Avenue, within a few hundred feet of the subject. Rainier Square Plaza is a neighborhood shopping center, anchored by a Safeway, located less than a mile SE of the subject. The subject has quick access to Martin Luther King, Jr. Way S., another N-S thoroughfare, two blocks to the east, and to Interstate-90, one mile to the north, and to Interstate-5, one mile to the west. Lake Washington is one mile to the east. The subject project will have access to abundant educational and cultural facilities, and those facilities will have the capacity to serve the residents of the project. Under Exhibit 4-3.B-PUDA in the firm application, the subject is in the permit approval review stage and would not have reached this far in the planning review if there were not sufficient Educational and Cultural Facilities in the neighborhood.
	 

	Commercial Facilities (Access and Proximity)
	2
	The subject project is located only 3 miles SE of Downtown Seattle. It will be close to an abundance of commercial facilities. Under Exhibit 4-3.B-PUDA in the firm application, the subject is in the permit approval review stage and would not have reached this far in the planning review if there were not sufficient Commercial Facilities in the neighborhood.
	 

	Health Care / Social Services (Access and Capacity)
	2
	The subject will be close to health care facilities and social services, and those facilities will have the capacity to serve the residents of the project. Under Exhibit 4-3.B-PUDA in the firm application, the subject is in the permit approval review stage and would not have reached this far in the planning review if there were not sufficient Healthcare Facilities capacity in the neighborhood. The Lender attached the Exhibit-20-MBS_Hosiptal exhibit to their deficiency response letter showing the hospitals commitment to serve all the community residents.
	 

	Solid Waste Disposal and Recycling (Feasibility and Capacity)
	2
	The subject project will be served by a municipal solid waste disposal and recycling service. Will serve letters are attached as Exhibits 4-4 in the firm application.
	 

	Waste Water and Sanitary Sewers (Feasibility and Capacity)
	2
	The subject project will be served by a municipal sanitary sewer and waste water disposal system. Will serve letters are attached as Exhibits 4-4 in the firm application.
	 

	Water Supply (Feasibility and Capacity)
	2
	The subject project will be served by a municipal water supply system. Will serve letters are attached as Exhibits 4-4 in the firm application.
	 

	Public Safety  - Police, Fire and Emergency Medical
	2
	Police services, municipal fire fighting protection, and emergency health care providers are all located within reasonable proximity to the subject project. Response times for all 3 services are approximately 10 minutes, or less. Under Exhibit 4-3.B-PUDA in the firm application, the subject is in the permit approval review stage and would not have reached this far in the planning review if there were not sufficient Healthcare Facilities capacity in the neighborhood. The Lender attached the Exhibit-20-MBS_Hosiptal exhibit to their deficiency response letter showing the hospitals commitment to serve all the community residents. Letters have been requested from the police and fire depts.
	 

	Parks, Open Space and Recreation (Access and Capacity)
	2
	Parks, play spaces, and other recreation facilities are located close to the subject project. See the attached map showing Parks, Open Space, and Recreation relative to the subject.
	 

	Transportation and Accessibility (Access and Capacity)
	2
	The subject site has a good location and is accessible to employment centers, retail shopping, services, recreation, entertainment, and other infrastructure necessary to support the project. Adequate public transportation is available to the subject project. Mt. Baker Station on the light rail is only about 2 blocks from the site. Approaches to the project are convenient, safe, and attractive. See the attached map showing Transportation and Accessibility relative to the subject.
	 

	NATURAL FEATURES

	Unique Natural Features /Water Resources
	2
	The HUD appraiser conducted a site visit of the subject property on 9/21/16 and concluded the site is not near unique natural features or public or private scenic areas or water resources. There are no natural resources visible on site or in the vicinity, and no such resources will be adversely affected by the project. Per the attached Form HUD-4128 SFNC #25, there are no Unique Natural Features or Water Resources as evidenced by the site survey of the Phase I environmental assessor.
	 

	Vegetation / Wildlife (Introduction, Modification, Removal, Disruption, etc.)
	2
	Endangered and threatened species have been addressed in the Related Federal Laws and Authorities Summary section of this EA. Per the attached Form HUD-4128, there are no Vegetation / Wildlife (Introduction, Modification, Removal, Disruption, etc.) issues, as evidenced by the site survey of the Phase I environmental assessor.
	 

	Other Factors
	2
	The HUD appraiser conducted a site visit of the subject property on 9/21/16 and identified no other factors. Per the attached Form HUD-4128, there are No Other Factors as evidenced by the site survey of the Phase I environmental assessor.
	 



Supporting documentation
MBS S Temporary Erosion & Sediment Control Plan.PDF
MBS N Temporary Erosion & Sediment Control Plan.PDF
Evaluation of Sites in Potential Landslide Area.doc
MDG-MBS South Potential Landslide Letter 2017.12.14 FINAL.pdf
MDG-MBS North Potential Landslide Letter 2017.12.14 FINAL.pdf
AEC Landslide Hazard Review MBS N and S - 12.18.2017.docx
Transit Map.pdf
Neighborhood Parks Map.pdf
Form HUD-4128.pdf
7.MonopoleLetterwithSitePlan.pdf

Additional Studies Performed:
	Many studies were performed for the proposed apartment development and are included in the Firm Application for HUD mortgage insurance. These studies include a Market Study, an Appraisal, a Capital Needs Assessment (CNA), an Architectural Review, a Cost Review, a Phase I ESA, a Phase II ESA, a Vapor Encroachment Screening, a Biological Evaluation, a HUD Noise Analysis, and a Radio Tower Fall Distance Study.




	Field Inspection [Optional]: Date and completed by:
	

	Brett Morgan
	9/21/2016 12:00:00 AM




List of Sources, Agencies and Persons Consulted [40 CFR 1508.9(b)]:
	For the EA, the following sources, agencies, and persons were consulted:  1. Western States Environmental (Phase I ESA and Phase II ESA)  2. EPA (Air Quality and Sole Source Aquifers)  3. State of Washington Dept. of Ecology (CZM)  4. FWS (Wetlands and Endangered Species)  5. NMFS (Endangered Species)  6. State of Washington Dept. of Archeology and Historic Preservation (Historic Preservation)  7. 7 THPOs (see attached TDAT list)  8. NPS (Wild and Scenic Rivers)  9. Sponsor (subject site owner)





List of Permits Obtained: 
	A list of permits, reviews, and approvals required for project construction can be found in the Lender's Cost Review.



Public Outreach [24 CFR 58.43]:
	This EA will be saved in HEROS and archived on the HUD Exchange website, where it can be accessed by the public for one year.




Cumulative Impact Analysis [24 CFR 58.32]: 
	The cumulative impact of the incremental impact of the subject development plus all past, present, and future actions cannot be determined because all past, present, and future actions cannot be known, and their cumulative impact could not be measured if they were known. The subject site is currently mostly vacant, except for a single family dwelling; and it will be developed with a new 301-unit market-rate and affordable apartment community, which will conform with the surrounding development. The impact of the subject project on the environment is addressed in detail in the Related Federal Laws and Authorities Summary section of this EA.



Alternatives [24 CFR 58.40(e); 40 CFR 1508.9] 
	The subject site was purchased for apartment development by the sponsor of the subject project in 2008. The Firm Application appraisal concluded that the Highest and Best Use of the site is the proposed multifamily use. No other uses are known to have been considered.


	
No Action Alternative [24 CFR 58.40(e)] 
	If the "no action" alternative had been taken by the sponsor of the subject project, it is probable that another developer would have purchased the site and developed a similar multifamily community, since that is the Highest and Best Use of the site.



Summary of Findings and Conclusions: 
	This EA concluded a FONSI, subject to mitigation. There are 7 environmental concerns that are the subject of 6 environmental conditions of the Firm Commitment. These environmental concerns include the following: 1) ACMs; 2) LBP; 3) an AST; 4) possible USTs, Septic Systems, and Buried Debris; 5) Radon; 6) Noise; and 7) Potential Landslide Area. See the attached document titled, "Environmental Conditions of the Firm Commitment."



Mitigation Measures and Conditions [CFR 1505.2(c)]: 
Summarized below are all mitigation measures adopted by the Responsible Entity to reduce, avoid or eliminate adverse environmental impacts and to avoid non-compliance or non-conformance with the above-listed authorities and factors. These measures/conditions must be incorporated into project contracts, development agreements and other relevant documents. The staff responsible for implementing and monitoring mitigation measures should be clearly identified in the mitigation plan. 

	Law, Authority, or Factor
	Mitigation Measure or Condition
	Comments on Completed Measures
	Complete

	Noise Abatement and Control
	HEROS lacks the capacity to describe the mitigation for noise in this section. See the attachment titled, "Environmental Conditions of the Firm Commitment." Condition #6 describes the noise condition and the mitigation required.
	Confirmation from design and supervisory architect that the measures included in the memorandum provided at initial closing (and attached) were implemented.
	

	Soil Suitability / Slope/ Erosion / Drainage and Storm Water Runoff
	It will be a condition of the Firm Commitment that the Sponsor must build the project according to the HUD-approved plans and specifications. The mainline pipe, culvert pipe and detention pipe shall be as approved by Seattle Public Utilities [SPU] and as shown on the profile drawings included in the HUD approved Plan Set. The storm water system is integral to mitigating landslides. All completed work done to mitigate the potential for landslides should be inspected and certified by the Geotechnical Engineer, Geotech Consultants Inc., and by the representatives of the City of Seattle as per their inspection schedule. HUD must be provided with copies of all inspection reports and certification of acceptance of work that has been satisfactorily completed.
	N/A
	 

	Hazards and Nuisances including Site Safety and Site-Generated Noise
	It will be a condition of the Firm Commitment that the Sponsor must build the project according to the HUD-approved plans and specifications. The mainline pipe, culvert pipe and detention pipe shall be as approved by Seattle Public Utilities [SPU] and as shown on the profile drawings included in the HUD approved Plan Set. The storm water system is integral to mitigating landslides. All completed work done to mitigate the potential for landslides should be inspected and certified by the Geotechnical Engineer, Geotech Consultants Inc., and by the representatives of the City of Seattle as per their inspection schedule. HUD must be provided with copies of all inspection reports and certification of acceptance of work that has been satisfactorily completed.
	N/A
	 

	Permits, reviews and approvals
	A list of permits, reviews, and approvals required for project construction can be found in the Lender's Cost Review.
	Attached is the   Lender's Certificate   (HUD-92434M)  which in Exhibit ''B''   includes a list of   permits needed to  construct the project.
	



Mitigation Plan
	HEROS lacks the capacity to describe the mitigation plans for 7 identified environmental concerns. See the attachment titled, "Environmental Conditions of the Firm Commitment." This document identifies 7 environmental concerns and the mitigation required for each.    


Environmental Conditions of the Firm Commitment(2).doc

Supporting documentation on completed measures
MBS South Noise Mitigation Part I March 16 2021.pdf
MBS South Noise Mitigation Part II March 16 2021.pdf
Lender’s Certificate v1 23.pdf


APPENDIX A:  Related Federal Laws and Authorities

 Airport Hazards
	General policy
	Legislation
	Regulation

	It is HUD’s policy to apply standards to prevent incompatible development around civil airports and military airfields.  
	
	24 CFR Part 51 Subpart D



1.	To ensure compatible land use development, you must determine your site’s proximity to civil and military airports.  Is your project within 15,000 feet of a military airport or 2,500 feet of a civilian airport?

	
	No




Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section. Document and upload the map showing that the site is not within the applicable distances to a military or civilian airport below

	
	Yes







Screen Summary
Compliance Determination
	The project site is not within 15,000 feet of a military airport or 2,500 feet of a civilian airport. The project is in compliance with Airport Hazards requirements.



Supporting documentation 

Are formal compliance steps or mitigation required? 
	
	Yes

	
	No





Coastal Barrier Resources
	General requirements
	Legislation
	Regulation

	HUD financial assistance may not be used for most activities in units of the Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS). See 16 USC 3504 for limitations on federal expenditures affecting the CBRS.  
	Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) of 1982, as amended by the Coastal Barrier Improvement Act of 1990 (16 USC 3501) 

	



This project is located in a state that does not contain CBRA units. Therefore, this project is in compliance with the Coastal Barrier Resources Act.

Compliance Determination
	This project is located in a state that does not contain CBRS units. Therefore, this project is in compliance with the Coastal Barrier Resources Act.



Supporting documentation 

Are formal compliance steps or mitigation required? 
	
	Yes

	
	No





Flood Insurance
	General requirements
	Legislation
	Regulation

	Certain types of federal financial assistance may not be used in floodplains unless the community participates in National Flood Insurance Program and flood insurance is both obtained and maintained.
	Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 as amended (42 USC 4001-4128)
	24 CFR 50.4(b)(1) and 24 CFR 58.6(a) and (b); 24 CFR 55.1(b).




1.	Does this project involve financial assistance for construction, rehabilitation, or acquisition of a mobile home, building, or insurable personal property?

	
	No. This project does not require flood insurance or is excepted from flood insurance. 



	
	Yes




2.	Upload a FEMA/FIRM map showing the site here: 

	FEMA FIRM.pdf






The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) designates floodplains. The FEMA Map Service Center provides this information in the form of FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs).  For projects in areas not mapped by FEMA, use the best available information to determine floodplain information.  Include documentation, including a discussion of why this is the best available information for the site. Provide FEMA/FIRM floodplain zone designation, panel number, and date within your documentation. 

Is the structure, part of the structure, or insurable property located in a FEMA-designated Special Flood Hazard Area?   
	
	No



	  Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section. 

	
	Yes




Screen Summary
Compliance Determination
	The structure or insurable property is not located in a FEMA-designated Special Flood Hazard Area. Based on a review of the most recent Federal Emergency Management Agency, National Flood Insurance Program - Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) Number 53033C0635F (effective date May 16, 1995), the property lies within Zone X (unshaded), which is defined as areas determined to be outside the 500-year floodplain. While flood insurance may not be mandatory in this instance, HUD recommends that all insurable structures maintain flood insurance under the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). The project is in compliance with flood insurance requirements.



Supporting documentation 

Are formal compliance steps or mitigation required? 
	
	Yes

	
	No





Air Quality
	General requirements
	Legislation
	Regulation

	The Clean Air Act is administered by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), which sets national standards on ambient pollutants. In addition, the Clean Air Act is administered by States, which must develop State Implementation Plans (SIPs) to regulate their state air quality. Projects funded by HUD must demonstrate that they conform to the appropriate SIP.  
	Clean Air Act (42 USC 7401 et seq.) as amended particularly Section 176(c) and (d) (42 USC 7506(c) and (d))
	40 CFR Parts 6, 51 and 93



1.	Does your project include new construction or conversion of land use facilitating the development of public, commercial, or industrial facilities OR five or more dwelling units?

	
	Yes

	
	No



Air Quality Attainment Status of Project’s County or Air Quality Management District 

2.	Is your project’s air quality management district or county in non-attainment or maintenance status for any criteria pollutants?

	
	No, project’s county or air quality management district is in attainment status for all criteria pollutants. 



	
	Yes, project’s management district or county is in non-attainment or maintenance status for the following criteria pollutants (check all that apply): 




	
	Carbon Monoxide 

	
	Lead

	
	Nitrogen dioxide

	
	Sulfur dioxide

	
	Ozone

	
	Particulate Matter, <2.5 microns

	
	Particulate Matter, <10 microns




3.	What are the de minimis emissions levels (40 CFR 93.153) or screening levels for the non-attainment or maintenance level pollutants indicated above

	
	
	

	Carbon monoxide
	 
	ppm (parts per million)

	Ozone
	 
	ppb (parts per million)

	Particulate Matter, <10 microns
	 
	µg/m3 (micrograms per cubic meter of air)



	Provide your source used to determine levels here: 

	Source: 40 CFR 93.153  1-hr Ozone (1979) - 100 tons/year  PM-10 (1987) - 100 tons/year  Carbon Monoxide (1971) - 100 tons/year





4.	Determine the estimated emissions levels of your project. Will your project exceed any of the de minimis or threshold emissions levels of non-attainment and maintenance level pollutants or exceed the screening levels established by the state or air quality management district?
	
	No, the project will not exceed de minimis or threshold emissions levels or screening levels. 



Enter the estimate emission levels:
	
	
	

	Carbon monoxide
	 
	ppm (parts per million)

	Ozone
	 
	ppb (parts per million)

	Particulate Matter, <10 microns
	 
	µg/m3 (micrograms per cubic meter of air)



Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section. 

	
	Yes, the project exceeds de minimis emissions levels or screening levels.





Screen Summary
Compliance Determination
	The project's county or air quality management district is in non-attainment status for the following: Carbon monoxide, Ozone, Particulate Matter, <10 microns. This multifamily residential project is presumed to not exceed de minimis emissions levels or the screening level established by the state or air quality management district for the pollutant(s) identified above. The project is in compliance with the Clean Air Act.



Supporting documentation 

Are formal compliance steps or mitigation required? 
	
	Yes

	
	No





Coastal Zone Management Act 
	General requirements
	Legislation
	Regulation

	Federal assistance to applicant agencies for activities affecting any coastal use or resource is granted only when such activities are consistent with federally approved State Coastal Zone Management Act Plans.  
	Coastal Zone Management Act (16 USC 1451-1464), particularly section 307(c) and (d) (16 USC 1456(c) and (d))
	15 CFR Part 930





1.	Is the project located in, or does it affect, a Coastal Zone as defined in your state Coastal Management Plan?

	
	Yes

	
	No





2. Does this project include new construction, conversion, major rehabilitation, or substantial improvement activities?

	
	Yes

	
	No






3.	Has this project been determined to be consistent with the State Coastal Management Program?

	
	Yes, without mitigation



Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section. Document and upload all documents used to make your determination below.

	
	Yes, with mitigation

	
	No, project must be canceled. 





Screen Summary
Compliance Determination
	This project is located in a Coastal Zone. The State of Washington Dept. of Ecology, in the attached letter, dated 5/5/16, determined that the subject project is consistent with the State Coastal Management Program. The project is in compliance with the Coastal Zone Management Act.



Supporting documentation 
 
WDE FCD Letter.pdf

Are formal compliance steps or mitigation required? 
	
	Yes

	
	No





Contamination and Toxic Substances
	General requirements
	Legislation
	Regulations

	It is HUD policy that all properties that are being proposed for use in HUD programs be free of hazardous materials, contamination, toxic chemicals and gases, and radioactive substances, where a hazard could affect the health and safety of the occupants or conflict with the intended utilization of the property.
	
	24 CFR 58.5(i)(2)
24 CFR 50.3(i)




1.	How was site contamination evaluated? Select all that apply. Document and upload documentation and reports and evaluation explanation of site contamination below.

	
	American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA)

	
	ASTM Phase II ESA

	
	Remediation or clean-up plan

	
	ASTM Vapor Encroachment Screening

	
	None of the Above



2.	Were any on-site or nearby toxic, hazardous, or radioactive substances found that could affect the health and safety of project occupants or conflict with the intended use of the property?  (Were any recognized environmental conditions or RECs identified in a Phase I ESA and confirmed in a Phase II ESA?)

	
	No



Explain:
	Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs). The Phase I ESA, completed by Western States Environmental, LLC, with an inspection date of February 24/25, 2016, revealed one recognized environmental condition (REC) in connection with the subject property. The Deeny Construction open LUST site, without a completed site characterization, including but not limited to groundwater and soil vapor, is located 50 feet and slightly above the northern subject property boundary and may have contaminated the subject site. The Phase I concluded that a Phase II ESA should be done to test for possible soil and ground water contamination from this LUST site.    A Phase II ESA was prepared by Western States Environmental, LLC. BB&A Environmental tested for contamination along the northern boundary of the Mt. Baker Station North site, adjacent to Deeny Construction. Five boreholes were drilled, and soil vapor and ground water samples were taken and tested. Field work was completed June 28, 2016. No VOCs were identified in any if the three soil vapor samples collected from  selected soil borings. No VOCs or Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons were identified in any of the groundwater samples collected from the five temporary wells. No RECs in connection with the subject property were revealed.  



Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section.

	
	Yes





Screen Summary
Compliance Determination
	Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs). The Phase I ESA, completed by Western States Environmental, LLC, with an inspection date of February 24/25, 2016, revealed one recognized environmental condition (REC) in connection with the subject property. The Deeny Construction open LUST site, without a completed site characterization, including but not limited to groundwater and soil vapor, is located 50 feet and slightly above the northern subject property boundary and may have contaminated the subject site. The Phase I concluded that a Phase II ESA should be done to test for possible soil and ground water contamination from this LUST site. A Phase II ESA was prepared by Western States Environmental, LLC. BB&A Environmental tested for contamination along the northern boundary of the Mt. Baker Station North site, adjacent to Deeny Construction. Five boreholes were drilled, and soil vapor and ground water samples were taken and tested. Field work was completed June 28, 2016. No VOCs were identified in any if the three soil vapor samples collected from selected soil borings. No VOCs or Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons were identified in any of the groundwater samples collected from the five temporary wells. No RECs in connection with the subject property were revealed. Site contamination was evaluated as follows: ASTM Phase I ESA, ASTM Phase II ESA, ASTM Vapor Encroachment Screening. On-site or nearby toxic, hazardous, or radioactive substances that could affect the health and safety of project occupants or conflict with the intended use of the property were not found. The project is in compliance with contamination and toxic substances requirements.



Supporting documentation 
 
VIA Addendum.pdf
Phase II ESA.pdf
2-3.A.0-PhaseI.pdf

Are formal compliance steps or mitigation required? 
	
	Yes

	
	No






Endangered Species 
	General requirements
	ESA Legislation
	Regulations

	Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) mandates that federal agencies ensure that actions that they authorize, fund, or carry out shall not jeopardize the continued existence of federally listed plants and animals or result in the adverse modification or destruction of designated critical habitat. Where their actions may affect resources protected by the ESA, agencies must consult with the Fish and Wildlife Service and/or the National Marine Fisheries Service (“FWS” and “NMFS” or “the Services”). 
	The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.); particularly section 7 (16 USC 1536).
	50 CFR Part 402



1.	Does the project involve any activities that have the potential to affect specifies or habitats? 

	
	No, the project will have No Effect due to the nature of the activities involved in the project. 



	
	No, the project will have No Effect based on a letter of understanding, memorandum of agreement, programmatic agreement, or checklist provided by local HUD office



	
	Yes, the activities involved in the project have the potential to affect species and/or habitats.



2.	Are federally listed species or designated critical habitats present in the action area? 

	
	No, the project will have No Effect due to the absence of federally listed species and designated critical habitat



	
	Yes, there are federally listed species or designated critical habitats present in the action area.  




3.	What effects, if any, will your project have on federally listed species or designated critical habitat?
	
	No Effect: Based on the specifics of both the project and any federally listed species in the action area, you have determined that the project will have absolutely no effect on listed species or critical habitat. in the action area. 




	
	May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect:  Any effects that the project may have on federally listed species or critical habitats would be beneficial, discountable, or insignificant.

	
	Likely to Adversely Affect: The project may have negative effects on one or more listed species or critical habitat.




4.	Informal Consultation is required 
Section 7 of ESA (16 USC. 1536) mandates consultation to resolve potential impacts to endangered and threatened species and critical habitats. If a HUD-assisted project may affect any federally listed endangered or threatened species or critical habitat, then compliance is required with Section 7.  See 50 CFR Part 402 Subpart B Consultation Procedures.

[bookmark: _Toc353375347]Did the Service(s) concur with the finding that the project is Not Likely to Adversely Affect?


	
	Yes, the Service(s) concurred with the finding. 



Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section. Document and upload the following below:
(1)	A biological evaluation or equivalent document
(2)	Concurrence(s) from FWS and/or NMFS
(3)	Any other documentation of informal consultation 

Exception: If finding was made based on procedures provided by a letter of understanding, memorandum of agreement, programmatic agreement, or checklist provided by local HUD office, provide whatever documentation is mandated by that agreement. 

	
	No, the Service(s) did not concur with the finding. 






6.	For the project to be brought into compliance with this section, all adverse impacts must be mitigated. Explain in detail the exact measures that must be implemented to mitigate for the impact or effect, including the timeline for implementation. This information will be automatically included in the Mitigation summary for the environmental review. If negative effects cannot be mitigated, cancel the project using the button at the bottom of this screen.

	
	Mitigation as follows will be implemented:  



	
	No mitigation is necessary.   



Explain why mitigation will not be made here: 
	Both FWS and NMFS concurred with HUD's determination of "May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect." Neither HUD nor FWS nor NMFS will require any mitigation measures for this determination.







Screen Summary
Compliance Determination
	This project May Affect, but is Not Likely to Adversely Affect, listed species, and informal consultation was conducted with FWS and NMFS. This project is in compliance with the Endangered Species Act without mitigation.



Supporting documentation 
 
NMFS Concurrence Letter.pdf
FWS Concurrence Letter.pdf
Biological Evaluation.pdf

Are formal compliance steps or mitigation required? 
	
	Yes

	
	No





Explosive and Flammable Hazards
	General requirements
	Legislation
	Regulation

	HUD-assisted projects must meet Acceptable Separation Distance (ASD) requirements to protect them from explosive and flammable hazards.
	N/A
	24 CFR Part 51 Subpart C



1.	Is the proposed HUD-assisted project itself the development of a hazardous facility (a facility that mainly stores, handles or processes flammable or combustible chemicals such as bulk fuel storage facilities and refineries)?

	
	No

	
	Yes



2.	Does this project include any of the following activities:  development, construction, rehabilitation that will increase residential densities, or conversion?


	
	No



	
	Yes





[bookmark: _GoBack]3.	Within 1 mile of the project site, are there any current or planned stationary aboveground storage containers that are covered by 24 CFR 51C?  Containers that are NOT covered under the regulation include:
•	Containers 100 gallons or less in capacity, containing common liquid industrial fuels OR  
•	Containers of liquified petroleum gas (LPG) or propane with a water volume capacity of 1,000 gallons or less that meet the requirements of the 2017 or later version of National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) Code 58.
If all containers within the search area fit the above criteria, answer “No.”  For any other type of aboveground storage container within the search area that holds one of the flammable or explosive materials listed in Appendix I of 24 CFR part 51 subpart C, answer “Yes.”

	
	No



	
	Yes





4.	Based on the analysis, is the proposed HUD-assisted project located at or beyond the required separation distance from all covered tanks?

	
	Yes



Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section.  

	
	No





Screen Summary
Compliance Determination
	A 150- to 200-gallon heating oil tank was observed at the back of the existing single family residence on the subject North site. It is a condition of the Firm Commitment that the AST must be decommissioned and disposed of according to local, state, and federal regulations. There are no known stationary aboveground storage containers of concern within 1 mile of the project site. The project is in compliance with explosive and flammable hazard requirements.



Supporting documentation 

Are formal compliance steps or mitigation required? 
	
	Yes

	
	No





Farmlands Protection 
	General requirements
	Legislation
	Regulation

	The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) discourages federal activities that would convert farmland to nonagricultural purposes.
	Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 (7 U.S.C. 4201 et seq.)
	7 CFR Part 658



1.	Does your project include any activities, including new construction, acquisition of undeveloped land or conversion, that could convert agricultural land to a non-agricultural use?

	
	Yes

	
	No



If your project includes new construction, acquisition of undeveloped land or conversion, explain how you determined that agricultural land would not be converted:

	The subject site is zoned SM/R-65 (Seattle Mixed/Residential). The HUD appraiser observed during a site visit that the subject site is in an urban neighborhood with mostly residential and commercial uses and is not farmland.



Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section. Document and upload all documents used to make your determination below.

Screen Summary
Compliance Determination
	This project does not include any activities that could potentially convert agricultural land to a non-agricultural use. The project is in compliance with the Farmland Protection Policy Act.



Supporting documentation 

Are formal compliance steps or mitigation required? 
	
	Yes

	
	No





Floodplain Management
	General Requirements
	Legislation
	Regulation

	Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, requires federal activities to avoid impacts to floodplains and to avoid direct and indirect support of floodplain development to the extent practicable.
	Executive Order 11988
	24 CFR 55



1.	Do any of the following exemptions apply? Select the applicable citation? [only one selection possible]

	
	55.12(c)(3)

	
	55.12(c)(4) 

	
	55.12(c)(5) 

	
	55.12(c)(6) 

	
	55.12(c)(7) 

	
	55.12(c)(8) 

	
	55.12(c)(9) 

	
	55.12(c)(10) 

	
	55.12(c)(11) 

	
	None of the above 	



2.	Upload a FEMA/FIRM map showing the site here:

 
FEMA FIRM.pdf

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) designates floodplains. The FEMA Map Service Center provides this information in the form of FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs).  For projects in areas not mapped by FEMA, use the best available information to determine floodplain information.  Include documentation, including a discussion of why this is the best available information for the site.

Does your project occur in a floodplain?
	
	No




Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section. 

	
	Yes







Screen Summary
Compliance Determination
	According to the FEMA website, this project is in an area not mapped by FEMA. A FIRM does not exist. Alternative maps indicate that this project does not occur within the 100-year floodplain. The project is in compliance with Executive Order 11988.



Supporting documentation 

Are formal compliance steps or mitigation required? 
	
	Yes

	
	No





Historic Preservation
	General requirements
	Legislation
	Regulation

	Regulations under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) require a consultative process to identify historic  properties, assess project impacts on them, and avoid, minimize,  or mitigate adverse effects   
	Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(16 U.S.C. 470f)
	36 CFR 800 “Protection of Historic Properties” http://www.access.gpo.gov/nara/cfr/waisidx_10/36cfr800_10.html





Threshold
Is Section 106 review required for your project? 

	
	No, because the project consists solely of activities listed as exempt in a Programmatic Agreement (PA ). (See the PA Database to find applicable PAs.)


	
	No, because the project consists solely of activities included in a No Potential to Cause Effects memo or other determination [36 CFR 800.3(a)(1)].


	
	Yes, because the project includes activities with potential to cause effects (direct or indirect).




Step 1 – Initiate Consultation
Select all consulting parties below (check all that apply):

	
	

	 State Historic Preservation Offer (SHPO)
	Completed



	
	




	
	Indian Tribes, including Tribal Historic Preservation Officers (THPOs) or Native Hawaiian Organizations (NHOs)



	
	

	  TDAT list of tribes contacted is attached.
	Response Period Elapsed


	

	
	Other Consulting Parties




Describe the process of selecting consulting parties and initiating consultation here: 

	The SHPO and 7 THPOs were contacted with requests for project review. The SHPO responded with a determination of "no historic properties affected." None of the THPOs responded within 9 months.



Document and upload all correspondence, notices and notes (including comments and objections received below).


Step 2 – Identify and Evaluate Historic Properties
1. Define the Area of Potential Effect (APE), either by entering the address(es) or uploading a map depicting the APE below:
	2615 25th Avenue South, Seattle, WA.



In the chart below, list historic properties identified and evaluated in the APE. Every historic property that may be affected by the project should be included in the chart.

Upload the documentation (survey forms, Register nominations, concurrence(s) and/or objection(s), notes, and photos) that justify your National Register Status determination below.  

	Address / Location / District
	National Register Status
	SHPO Concurrence
	Sensitive Information



Additional Notes:
	





1. Was a survey of historic buildings and/or archeological sites done as part of the project?

	
	Yes


	
	No



Step 3 –Assess Effects of the Project on Historic Properties 

Only properties that are listed on or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places receive further consideration under Section 106.   Assess the effect(s) of the project by applying the Criteria of Adverse Effect. (36 CFR 800.5)]  Consider direct and indirect effects as applicable as per guidance on direct and indirect effects.

Choose one of the findings below - No Historic Properties Affected, No Adverse Effect, or Adverse Effect; and seek concurrence from consulting parties.  

	
	No Historic Properties Affected



Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section. Document and upload concurrence(s) or objection(s) below.

         Document reason for finding: 
	
	No historic properties present.

	
	Historic properties present, but project will have no effect upon them.







	
	No Adverse Effect



	
	Adverse Effect




Screen Summary
Compliance Determination
	Based on Section 106 consultation with the SHPO and 7 THPOs, there are No Historic Properties Affected because there are no historic properties present. The project is in compliance with Section 106.



Supporting documentation 
 
THPO Letter VII.docx
THPO Letter VI.docx
THPO Letter V.docx
THPO Letter IV.docx
THPO Letter III.docx
THPO Letter II.docx
THPO Letter I.docx
SHPO Concurrence Determination.pdf
TDAT.pdf

Are formal compliance steps or mitigation required? 
	
	Yes

	
	No






Noise Abatement and Control 
	General requirements
	Legislation
	Regulation

	HUD’s noise regulations protect residential properties from excessive noise exposure. HUD encourages mitigation as appropriate.
	Noise Control Act of 1972

General Services Administration Federal Management Circular 75-2: “Compatible Land Uses at Federal Airfields”
	Title 24 CFR 51 Subpart B




1.	What activities does your project involve? Check all that apply:

	
	New construction for residential use



NOTE: HUD assistance to new construction projects is generally prohibited if they are located in an Unacceptable zone, and HUD discourages assistance for new construction projects in Normally Unacceptable zones.  See 24 CFR 51.101(a)(3) for further details.

	
	Rehabilitation of an existing residential property



	
	A research demonstration project which does not result in new construction or reconstruction

	
	An interstate land sales registration

	
	Any timely emergency assistance under disaster assistance provision or appropriations which are provided to save lives, protect property, protect public health and safety, remove debris and wreckage, or assistance that has the effect of restoring facilities substantially as they existed prior to the disaster

	
	None of the above



4.	Complete the Preliminary Screening to identify potential noise generators in the vicinity (1000’ from a major road, 3000’ from a railroad, or 15 miles from an airport).  

Indicate the findings of the Preliminary Screening below:

	
	There are no noise generators found within the threshold distances above. 



	
	Noise generators were found within the threshold distances.  




5.	Complete the Preliminary Screening to identify potential noise generators in the


	
	Acceptable:  (65 decibels or less; the ceiling may be shifted to 70 decibels in circumstances described in §24 CFR 51.105(a))  



	
	Normally Unacceptable:  (Above 65 decibels but not exceeding 75 decibels; the floor may be shifted to 70 decibels in circumstances described in §24 CFR 51.105(a))




Is your project in a largely undeveloped area? 

	
	No



	Indicate noise level here: 

	70



Document and upload noise analysis, including noise level and data used to complete the analysis below.
             		
	
	Yes





	
	Unacceptable:  (Above 75 decibels)



6.	HUD strongly encourages mitigation be used to eliminate adverse noise impacts. Explain in detail the exact measures that must be implemented to mitigate for the impact or effect, including the timeline for implementation. This information will be automatically included in the Mitigation summary for the environmental review.


	
	Mitigation as follows will be implemented:   



	HEROS lacks the capacity to describe the mitigation for noise in this section. See the attachment titled, "Environmental Conditions of the Firm Commitment." Condition #6 describes the noise condition and the mitigation required.



Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section. Document and upload drawings, specifications, and other materials as needed to describe the project’s noise mitigation measures below.

	
	No mitigation is necessary.   




Screen Summary
Compliance Determination
	A Noise Assessment was conducted. The noise level was normally unacceptable: 70.0 db. See noise analysis. The project is in compliance with HUD's Noise regulation with mitigation.



Supporting documentation 
 
Environmental Conditions of the Firm Commitment.doc
NAG Worksheets and Fig. 19.pdf
NoiseAnalysis SSA.pdf


Are formal compliance steps or mitigation required? 
	
	Yes

	
	No





Sole Source Aquifers 
	General requirements
	Legislation
	Regulation

	The Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974 protects drinking water systems which are the sole or principal drinking water source for an area and which, if contaminated, would create a significant hazard to public health.
	Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 201, 300f et seq., and 21 U.S.C. 349)
	40 CFR Part 149



	
1.	Does the project consist solely of acquisition, leasing, or rehabilitation of an existing building(s)? 

	
	Yes


	
	No




Screen Summary
Compliance Determination
	According to a review of the EPA Region 10 Sole Source Aquifer Map, the project is surrounded by 10 sole source aquifers but is not located on a sole source aquifer area. The project is in compliance with Sole Source Aquifer requirements. (NOTE: HEROS could not upload the EPA Region 10 Sole Source Aquifer Map. Follow this link to view map: https://www3.epa.gov/region10/pdf/water/ssa/maps/ssa_all_2013.pdf



Supporting documentation 


Are formal compliance steps or mitigation required? 
	
	Yes

	
	No





Wetlands Protection 
	General requirements
	Legislation
	Regulation

	Executive Order 11990 discourages direct or indirect support of new construction impacting wetlands wherever there is a practicable alternative. The Fish and Wildlife Service’s National Wetlands Inventory can be used as a primary screening tool, but observed or known wetlands not indicated on NWI maps must also be processed Off-site impacts that result in draining, impounding, or destroying wetlands must also be processed. 
	Executive Order 11990
	24 CFR 55.20 can be used for general guidance regarding the 8 Step Process.



1.	Does this project involve new construction as defined in Executive Order 11990, expansion of a building’s footprint, or ground disturbance? The term "new construction" shall include draining, dredging, channelizing, filling, diking, impounding, and related activities and any structures or facilities begun or authorized after the effective date of the Order

	
	No


	
	Yes


2.	Will the new construction or other ground disturbance impact an on- or off-site wetland? The term "wetlands" means those areas that are inundated by surface or ground water with a frequency sufficient to support, and under normal circumstances does or would support, a prevalence of vegetative or aquatic life that requires saturated or seasonally saturated soil conditions for growth and reproduction. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas such as sloughs, potholes, wet meadows, river overflows, mud flats, and natural ponds.

"Wetlands under E.O. 11990 include isolated and non-jurisdictional wetlands."

	
	No, a wetland will not be impacted in terms of E.O. 11990’s definition of new construction.



Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section. Document and upload a map or any other relevant documentation below which explains your determination 

	
	Yes, there is a wetland that be impacted in terms of E.O. 11990’s definition of new construction.



Screen Summary
Compliance Determination
	Based on a review of the USFWS National Wetlands Inventory Map (attached) and observations during a site visit by the HUD appraiser, there are not wetlands on the subject site. There are two small freshwater forested /shrub wetlands adjacent to the subject site, one to the west and one to the south. The project will not impact on- or off-site wetlands. The project is in compliance with Executive Order 11990.



Supporting documentation 
 
National Wetlands Inventory Map.pdf

Are formal compliance steps or mitigation required? 
	
	Yes

	
	No





Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
	General requirements
	Legislation
	Regulation

	The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act provides federal protection for certain free-flowing, wild, scenic and recreational rivers designated as components or potential components of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System (NWSRS) from the effects of construction or development. 
	The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1271-1287), particularly section 7(b) and (c) (16 U.S.C. 1278(b) and (c))
	36 CFR Part 297 



1.	Is your project within proximity of a NWSRS river?  

	
	No


	
	Yes, the project is in proximity of a Designated Wild and Scenic River or Study Wild and Scenic River.

	
	Yes, the project is in proximity of a Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI) River.



Screen Summary
Compliance Determination
	This project is not within proximity of a NWSRS river. According to the National Park Service Wild & Scenic Rivers website: https://www.rivers.gov/washington, there are 6 rivers with a total of 197 miles of designated segments of Wild and Scenic Rivers. The subject property is not close to any of them. The project is in compliance with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.



Supporting documentation 

Are formal compliance steps or mitigation required? 
	
	Yes

	
	No





Housing Requirements
	General requirements
	Legislation
	Regulations

	Many Housing Programs have additional requirements beyond those listed at 50.4.  Some of these relate to compliance with 50.3(i) and others relate to site nuisances and hazards
	
	24 CFR 50.3(i)
24 CFR 35



Hazardous Substances
Requirements for evaluating additional housing requirements vary by program. Refer to the appropriate guidance for the program area (i.e, the Multifamily Accelerated Processing (MAP) guide, Chapter 7 of the Healthcare Mortgage Insurance Handbook, etc.) for specific requirements.

Lead-based paint
Was a lead-based paint inspection or survey performed by the appropriate certified lead professional?

	
	Yes



	
	No, because the project was previously deemed to be lead free.  



	
	No, because the project does not involve any buildings constructed prior to 1978.



	
	No, because program guidance does not require testing for this type of project
For example: HUD’s lead-based paint requirements at 24 CFR Part 35 do not apply to housing designated exclusively for the elderly or persons with disabilities, unless a child of less than 6 years of age resides or is expected to reside in such housing. In addition, the requirements do not apply to 0-bedroom dwelling units.




	Lead-Based Paint (LBP). The existing structure on the subject site is planned for demolition. It is a condition of the Firm Commitment that prior to demolition activities, there must be a LBP inspection at the subject property, or it must be presumed that all painted surfaces are coated with LBP. Components identified as containing lead in any concentration must be handled in accordance with 29 CFR 1926.62, the OSHA "Lead Exposure in Construction" Standard (OSHA does not define LBP). All generated debris containing LBP must be appropriately disposed of in accordance with applicable EPA RCRA requirements.



Radon
Was radon testing performed following the appropriate and latest ANSI-AARST standard?
	
	Yes





	
	No, because program guidance does not require testing for this type of project.
Note that radon testing is encouraged for all HUD projects, even where it is not required. Explain why radon testing was not completed below.



Did testing identify one or more units with radon levels above the EPA action level for mitigation?
	
	Yes
Refer to program guidance for remediation requirements. Describe the testing procedure and findings below and any necessary mitigation measures in the Mitigation textbox at the bottom of this screen. Upload all documentation below



	
	No
Upload below all testing documents demonstrating that radon was not found above EPA action levels for mitigation.





Radon. The subject is located in Zone 3 of the EPA Map of Radon Zones. This zone has a low threat of radon contamination. However, it is a condition of the Firm Commitment that potential radon contamination must be mitigated by constructing the apartments to meet all of the requirements of ASTM E 1465-08a, as prescribed by the MAP Guide (9.5.C). The gas permeable layer below the concrete slabs that would carry any radon away from the structure's interior must meet all the requirements of ASTM E 1465-08a, Section 6.4. The concrete slabs and plastic membranes that seal the top of the gas permeable layer must meet all the requirements of ASTM E 1465-08a, Section 6.2. The foundation walls must meet all the requirements of ASTM E 1465-08a, Section 6.3. Additionally, post-construction testing is required prior to Final Endorsement. If testing results are above the threshold, retrofit based on ASTM E 2121 is required, with installation of a passive system. If testing results remain above threshold, a fan-powered system pursuant to ASTM E 1465-08a is required. UPDATE FROM SEPTEMBER 29, 2020. THE NEWLY ATTACHED RADON REPORT SHOWS CONSTRUCTED UNITS BELOW RADON THRESHOLDS FOR ACTION. THEREFORE, THIS ITEM IS DEEMED COMPLIED WITH. LARRY FERGISON. Update from March 12, 2021-The attached Summary of Radon Inspection dated February 26, 2021 shows units below radon thresholds for action, as required.

Asbestos
Was a comprehensive asbestos building survey performed pursuant to the relevant requirements of the latest ASTM standard?

	
	Yes



	
	No, because the project does not involve any buildings constructed prior to 1978. 
Provide documentation of construction date(s) below.



	
	No, because program guidance does not require testing for this type of project
Explain in textbox below.






	Asbestos-Containing Materials (ACMs). There is a single family residence, which was originally built around 1953, with extensive renovations and additions, located on the northeast corner of the North site. This structure will be demolished prior to construction of the subject property. A pre-construction asbestos survey was completed by Mr. Robert Drake of Western States Environmental LLC, an EPA approved building inspector (#10051-724634-171802) on 2/25/2016. A total of 42 bulk samples of various suspect materials were collected and transported to Fiberquant Analytical Services (NVLAP #101031) for analysis by Polarized Light Microscopy. No asbestos was detected in any of the samples analyzed. However, it is a condition of the Firm Commitment that any presumed ACMs encountered during demolition must be removed from the structure and disposed of in accordance with local, state, and federal regulations.



Additional Nuisances and Hazards
Many Housing Programs have additional requirements with respect to common nuisances and hazards. These include High Pressure Pipelines; Fall Hazards (High Voltage Transmission Lines and Support Structures); Oil or Gas Wells, Sour Gas Wells and Slush Pits; and Development planned on filled ground. There may also be additional regional or local requirements.

	Possible USTs, Septic Systems, and Buried Debris. Underground Detection Services, Inc. performed a geophysical survey at the subject site on March 15-17, 2016 to detect possible USTs, septic systems, and buried debris. Three anomalies were detected, which indicated two possible USTs and a possible septic system. Therefore, it is a condition of the Firm Commitment that the three anomalies should be further investigated using excavation prior to demolition of the residence to avoid damage and incidental releases from the USTs. Removal and disposal of the USTs must comply with local, state, and federal regulations. If a septic system is excavated, it must be decommissioned and any impacted soils must be cleaned up and disposed of in accordance with local, state, and federal regulations prior to development.



Mitigation
Describe all mitigation measures that will be taken for the Housing Requirements.



Screen Summary 
Compliance Determination
	See the attachment titled, "Environmental Conditions of the Firm Commitment" for compliance with Housing Requirements. This document lists 7 environmental conditions of the Firm Commitment and discusses all the mitigation required.



Supporting documentation 
 
Christopher Boyce NRPP_Cert May 31 2022.pdf
Radon Testing Report MBS South_Feb 26 2021.pdf
Radon Report Mount Baker Station North.pdf
 
Environmental Conditions of the Firm Commitment(2).doc
7.MonopoleLetterwithSitePlan(1).pdf

Are formal compliance steps or mitigation required? 
	
	Yes

	
	No







Environmental Justice
	General requirements
	Legislation
	Regulation

	Determine if the project creates adverse environmental impacts upon a low-income or minority community.  If it does, engage the community in meaningful participation about mitigating the impacts or move the project.  
	Executive Order 12898
	



HUD strongly encourages starting the Environmental Justice analysis only after all other laws and authorities, including Environmental Assessment factors if necessary, have been completed. 

1.	Were any adverse environmental impacts identified in any other compliance review portion of this project’s total environmental review?

	
	Yes

	
	No



Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section. 

Screen Summary
Compliance Determination
	The subject site is not located in a predominantly minority and low-income neighborhood. Neither the project site nor the neighborhood suffer from disproportionately adverse environmental effects on minority and low-income populations relative to the community at large. No adverse environmental impacts were identified in the project's total environmental review. The project is in compliance with Executive Order 12898.



Supporting documentation 

Are formal compliance steps or mitigation required? 
	
	Yes

	
	No
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