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Project Information

	Project Name:
	Choice-Neighborhoods-Program-Harmony-at-the-Park-I-and-II-



	HEROS Number:	
	900000010178719



	Responsible Entity (RE):  
	PHOENIX, 200 W Washington St Phoenix AZ, 85003



	RE Preparer:  
	Sheree Bouchee



	State / Local Identifier:  
	



	Certifying Officer:
	Cindy Stotler




	Grant Recipient (if different than Responsible Entity):
	



	Point of Contact: 
	



	Consultant (if applicable):
	



	Point of Contact: 
	


	Project Location:
	 500 North 20th Street , PHOENIX, AZ 85006



	Additional Location Information:

	500 North 20th Street (Maricopa County Assessor Parcel Number [APN]:116-10-055), Phoenix, Arizona 85006.




AMP or AMPs, if any, covered in this review:
	AMP 1
	AMP 2
	AMP 3
	AMP 4
	AMP 5

	AZ001000003
	 
	 
	 
	 



Does this review cover a full or partial AMP?

	
	Full AMP.



	
	Partial AMP.



	
	N/A




	Direct Comments to:
	Sheree Bouchee 
sheree.bouchee@phoenix.gov



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

	The project is called the Choice Neighborhoods Program Harmony at the Park I and II and is planned to occur at 500 North 20th Street (APN: 116-10-055) (Environmental Review Record [ERR] 1). The property consists of the Frank Luke City of Phoenix multi-family public housing complex and is approximately 16.38 acres in size. The Frank Luke public housing complex is in the process of being demolition. The project involves the new construction of 235 mixed income apartment units and amenities, including playgrounds, barbecues, ramadas, swimming pool and pool house, property management, leasing and maintenance offices, and a multipurpose room, and will include 220 parking spaces. This project will include two housing development phases of the Edison Eastlake One Vision Plan. This plan was the result of the City of Phoenix Housing Department has been awarded a $30 million Choice Neighborhoods Implementation Grant from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to improve a community with the largest concentration of public housing in the state. The plan will help revitalized obsolete public housing, provide increase housing resources and improve the surrounding neighborhood.  All activities will be in accordance with Phoenix building, zoning, and development codes as approved by the Planning and Development Department. The planned activities are proposed in accordance with the City of Phoenix General Plan and the City's 7/2015 - 6/2020 Consolidated Plan.  US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Choice Neighborhoods Implementation Grant funds have been designated for the project. The cost for the project is estimated at approximately $62,000,000 and is expected to use $3,500,000 in 2017 Choice Neighborhoods Implementation Grant funding, $1,500,000 in HOME Investment Partnership project income ($500,000 in Program Income from Fiscal Year 2018/2019 and $1 million in Program Income 2019/2020).  



Statement of Purpose and Need for the Proposal [40 CFR 1508.9(b)]:
	The City of Phoenix Housing Department has been awarded a $30 million Choice Neighborhoods Implementation Grant from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to improve a community with the largest concentration of public housing in the state. The funds will be used to transform the Edison-Eastlake community (EEC) into a vibrant mixed-income neighborhood. Through improvements to the existing housing stock, streets, parks and businesses. The Choice Grant will also provide extensive outreach and services to the EEC residents.   This grant will increase our ability to provide a mix of affordable housing options and bring needed improvements to the Edison-Eastlake neighborhood. It's an opportunity to reshape Edison-Eastlake and build on its assets to improve livability and quality of life for its residents.  The Choice Neighborhoods Grant is the single most important step that the Phoenix Housing Department has taken to increase the supply of affordable housing in Phoenix. This important grant helps hundreds of residents have access to quality housing and will set a new standard for community-driven economic investment.  The Edison-Eastlake community is a distressed, low-income neighborhood that includes aged, obsolete public housing units and many vacant lots. Residents of the Frank Luke public housing complex have been relocated from the site and there are current plans to demolition the existing structures on the property. This phase of the Choice Neighborhoods One Vision Plan includes the new construction of 235 mixed-income apartment units and amenities, including playgrounds, barbecues, ramadas, swimming pool and pool house, property management, leasing and maintenance offices, and a multipurpose room, and 220 parking spaces. One hundred nine of the units will be assisted with Section 8 Project Based Vouchers, eighty of the units will be Low Income Housing Tax Credit only units, and forty-six of the units will be market rate units.  



Existing Conditions and Trends [24 CFR 58.40(a)]:
	The Edison Eastlake Community (EEC) has a population of 4,397 people. Approximately 48% of residents are under the age of 18. The median income is estimated to be $13,431. Of the population, around 79% of residents are Hispanic and approximately 36% of residents speak only a limited amount of English (Email Correspondence with Sheree Bouchee, City of Phoenix Housing Department, 3/30/2020 ERR 2).  Additionally, as part of the Choice Neighborhoods Planning and Action Grant, the City's Housing Department conducted a resident needs assessment with the heads of household living in the Frank Luke, A.L. Krohn, (called Luke/Krohn for both contiguous sites) and Sidney P. Osborn (Osborn) public housing sites. Housing staff, with assistance from Arizona State University (ASU) School of Social Work interns, conducted the survey in-person and orally with heads of household between January and April 2017. Because of the large Spanish-speaking population, bilingual staff were available to address language barriers. In total, 341 out of 557 households completed the survey for a response rate of 61%. The majority of respondents identified as being Hispanic (229, 68%). Racially, about half categorized themselves as white (171, 52%) and 78 (24%) as black. The head of household was primarily female (269, 79%), and the majority of households (176, 54%) had school-aged children. Slightly over half (471, 51%) of the population was under 18; 106 (11%) were 5 and under; 193 (21%) were between 6 - 12; and 172 (19%) were between 13 - 17. Only 89 (10%) were 55 and older; 44 (5%) were between the ages of 55 and 61; and (45) 5% were 62 and older. Most households had household incomes of less than $11,000 (276, 83%). Moreover, 278 (84%) received food stamps; 102 (31%) received Social Security or Supplemental Security Income; 61 (18%) received disability payments; and 15 (5%) received Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) (ERR 2).   Residential uses account for 30% of the land area in the EEC. Park space comprises 2% of the area and approximately 23% of the total land area in the EEC is vacant. Exempt uses, such as churches, schools, and public institutions account for 18% followed by 15% for general commercial/ industrial (Edison Eastlake Community One Vison Plan, ERR 3).  The project area is comprised of the Frank Luke multi-family public housing complex, the residents of which have been relocated and the buildings slated for demolition under a previous phase of this project. The property is zoned as Walkable Urban (WU), T5:5 (low-intensity mixed-use districts) characterized by adaptive reuse of existing single-family home to dining, retail, and office spaces. The maximum height of structures is 56 feet.  The purpose of this code is to implement the vision and policies of the Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Policy Plans to encourage an appropriate mixture and density of activity around transit stations. The secondary purpose of this code is to improve pedestrian safety from crime, to avoid or mitigate nuisances, to promote public health, to decrease automobile-dependence, and to mitigate the effects of congestion and pollution (ERR 4).   



Maps, photographs, and other documentation of project location and description:
1 Frank Luke Map.pdf
17 Photo log.pdf

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



Approval Documents:
Final Signature Page.pdf

	7015.15 certified by Certifying Officer on:
	



	7015.16 certified by Authorizing Officer on:
	




Funding Information 

	Grant / Project Identification Number
	HUD Program 
	Program Name

	AZ9E001CNG117
	Public Housing
	Choice Neighborhoods

	M-18-MC-04-0228
	Community Planning and Development (CPD)
	HOME Program

	M-19-MC-04-0228
	Community Planning and Development (CPD)
	HOME Program



	Estimated Total HUD Funded, Assisted or Insured Amount: 

	$5,000,000.00



	Estimated Total Project Cost [24 CFR 58.2 (a) (5)]:
	$62,000,000.00



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
	Source: NEPAssist maps of Commercial Airports within 2,500 ft buffer and Military Airports within 15,000 ft buffer (ERR 5); Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport Existing Airport Layout Plan (ERR 6)  Finding: The project site is not located within 2,500 feet of a civilian airport or within 15,000 feet of a military airfield. The closest airport to the project site is Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport, which is a civilian airport, located approximately 4,500 feet southeast of the project area. The project area is located outside of the Airport Clear and Accident Potential Zones.   Determination: Compliance assured  

	Coastal Barrier Resources Act 
Coastal Barrier Resources Act, as amended by the Coastal Barrier Improvement Act of 1990 [16 USC 3501]
	  Yes     No
	Source: NationalAtlas.gov Map of United States (ERR 7)  Finding: Arizona is an inland state with no coastal areas.  Determination: Compliance assured  

	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
	Source: FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) 04013C2210L dated 10/16/2013 (ERR 8)  Finding: Project area is designated as Zone X Shaded. Zone X Shaded is defined as areas of 0.2% annual chance flood; areas of 1% annual chance flood with average depths of less than 1 foot or with drainage areas less than 1 square mile; and areas protected by levees from 1% annual chance flood. The project is not located within a 100-year floodplain. Flood insurance is not required.  Determination: Compliance assured  

	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
	Source: City of Phoenix Air Quality Assessment Form (ERR 9)  Finding: Dust Control - Earthwork occurring on an area greater than 1/10 acres requires a dust control permit from Maricopa County, prior to any earthmoving activities. The entire project area encompasses about 16.37 acres with construction occurring on approximately 8 acres, therefore a dust control permit will be required for project site activities.  Determination: Compliance assured through mitigation  

	Coastal Zone Management Act
Coastal Zone Management Act, sections 307(c) & (d)
	  Yes     No
	Source: NationalAtlas.gov Map of United States (ERR 7)  Finding: Arizona is an inland state with no coastal areas.  Determination: Compliance assured  

	Contamination and Toxic Substances
24 CFR 50.3(i) & 58.5(i)(2)]
	  Yes      No
	Narrative too large to fit within HEROS dialog box, see attached narrative to view analysis.     Mitigation - The Phase II ESA report did not recommend any additional assessment but did recommend that vapor barriers be installed for new buildings constructed at the stie. In consulting with ADEQ and EPA the city is requiring the developer to include a vapor barrier. This vapor barrier will help ensure that any volatile organic compounds that might get trapped under the foundation due to the location the CERCLA Superfund site, are prevented from accumulating in the apartments.     

	Endangered Species Act
Endangered Species Act of 1973, particularly section 7; 50 CFR Part 402
	  Yes     No
	Source: Email correspondence with Tricia Balluff, 404 Program Coordinator, City of Phoenix Office of Environmental Programs, 9/23/2020; United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) IPaC Species List; Arizona Game and Fish Department Online Environmental Review Tool Report (ERR 18); Site visit 9/21/2020 (ERR 17)  Finding: The project location and analysis area are in an urban setting along a major freeway corridor (Interstate 10) with surrounding commercial and residential development. Developed lots are intermixed with currently vacant lots that are vacant compacted dirt or gravel with weedy vegetation. No native, undeveloped desert areas are present. The project site is scheduled for structure demolition with anticipated vegetation removal. Those impacts were assessed under a separate EA for the ''Frank Luke and AL Krohn Demolition'' project.   No potential Waters of the U.S. (including wetlands) are present in the project area. The project will have no effect on threatened or endangered species and no protected native plants will be impacted.   If active nests are identified during project activities, work should cease within 30 feet and the City project manager notified to make appropriate arrangements.   Determination: Compliance assured.   

	Explosive and Flammable Hazards
Above-Ground Tanks)[24 CFR Part 51 Subpart C
	  Yes     No
	Source: ADEQ GIS eMaps for UST (ERR 10) and Superfund map (ERR 11); ADEQ Website, Superfund Site: Motorola 52nd Street; EPA NEPAssist database search (ERR 12); EPA ECHO database search for 1-mile radius of project area and Detailed Facility Reports (ERR 14); Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) Report, dated 8/31/2020 (ERR 15); HUD Acceptable Separation Distance Electronic Assessment Tool calculations (ERR 19); Google Earth; Site visit 9/21/2020 (ERR 16).  Finding: Based on the review of the EPA ECHO database, there are 115 facilities located within a 1-mile radius of the project area. Out of these 115 facilities two facilities, Maricopa Medical Center and SR Services LLC, have had a violation within the last three years. However, both facilities are currently in compliance status and have been so for at least the past three quarters. Therefore, these facilities are not expected to impact the project.   Based on the review of ADEQ GIS eMaps databases, there are no underground storage within or adjacent to the project area. The Phase I ESA report completed for the project site identified 11 leaking underground storage tanks (LUSTs) within 0.5 mile of the project. All 11 LUST sites have been closed by ADEQ and were determined not to represent a recognized environmental condition (REC) for the property.  The southeastern portion of the project area is located within the Motorola 52nd Street Superfund site (see Contamination and Toxic Substances section above). There are currently no known exposures COCs in excess of applicable health-based screening levels at the Superfund site and it is not anticipated that the superfund site will impact the project.   There are several above ground storage tanks within a 1-mile radius of the project, including two tanks at the medical facility located on 19th Street directly to the west of the project area (approximately 162 feet from the project area). These ASTs are not expected to impact the project because they exceed the acceptable separation distance (ASD) of 154.70 feet ASD for thermal radiation for people and 23.56 feet ASD for thermal radiation for buildings. The other ASTs are not of concern because they are not within line-of-sight and due to distance from the project site.  Determination: Compliance assured  

	Farmlands Protection
Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981, particularly sections 1504(b) and 1541; 7 CFR Part 658
	  Yes     No
	Source: Prime Farmland map, Central Maricopa, and Eastern Maricopa-Northern Pinal Soil Survey Areas, Maricopa County, Arizona 6/1977 - sheet 5 of 6 (ERR 20)  Finding: Site is within an urbanized area.   Determination: Compliance assured  

	Floodplain Management
Executive Order 11988, particularly section 2(a); 24 CFR Part 55
	  Yes     No
	Source: FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) 04013C2210L dated 10/16/2013 (ERR 8)  Finding: Project is not located within a 100-year floodplain, nor is it a 'critical action' with consideration of the 500-year floodplain; therefore, the 8-step process is not required.  Determination: Compliance assured  

	Historic Preservation
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, particularly sections 106 and 110; 36 CFR Part 800
	  Yes      No
	Source: City of Phoenix Section 106 Historic/Archaeological Review Form (ERR 21); Treatment Plan for Section 106 Compliance, Edison-Eastlake Choice Neighborhoods, dated January 12, 2018 (ERR 22); Archaeological Historic Properties Treatment Plan for the Edison-Eastlake Community project, dated May 2019 (ERR 23).   Finding: The City of Phoenix Historic Preservation Office (CHPO) indicates the project site is located within the Choice Neighborhoods Project Area. The Frank Luke Public Housing development at the project site is a National Register-eligible historic districts associated with early public housing development by the Phoenix Housing Authority. A Historic Properties Treatment Plan was executed 1-16-2018 as well as an Addendum to this Treatment Plan that is underway and will be executed prior to the demolition of the Frank Luke public housing site.  The City of Phoenix Archaeology Office (CAO) indicates that the APE is within the boundary of AZ T:12:1(ASM) (La Ciudad), a large prehistoric village known to contain human burials. Phased data recovery followed by construction monitory needs to be performed by trained professional archaeologist following the methods presented in An Archaeological Historic Properties Treatment Plan for the Edison-Eastlake Community Project, Phoenix, Maricopa County, Arizona (Lindeman 2019). Additionally, notification, reporting and consultation protocols outline by Lindeman (2019) will be followed.   Determination: Compliance assured with mitigation   

	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
	Source: HUD Online Noise Calculator (ERR 24); Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport Noise Exposure Map Update signed 6/9/2014; 2035 MAG Daily Traffic Volume map.  Finding: The project involves the residential development, which is considered a noise-sensitive use. Per the HUD Noise Guidebook the ''Acceptable'' the external day-night average sound level (Ldn) at a noise-sensitive use property should not exceed 65 decibel (dB). ''Normally Unacceptable'' external noise levels range from 65 dB to 75 dB, and external noise levels exceeding 75 dB are ''Unacceptable''.  The HUD Online Noise Calculator estimates that the day-night noise levels at the site to be 69 DNL.   The project will be within Normally Unacceptable external noise levels. New construction with Normally Unacceptable noise exposure is discouraged. Approvals in this zone require a minimum of 5 dB additional sound attenuation for building having noise-sensitive uses if the day-night average sound level is greater than 65 dB but does not exceed 70 dB, or a minimum of 10 dB of additional sound attenuation if the day night average sound level is greater than 70 dB but does not exceed 75 dB. The use of dual-pane windows and other building materials for this project would reduce the interior noise level to within that of the requirements described in the HUD Noise Guidebook  Determination: Compliance assured through mitigation  

	Sole Source Aquifers
Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974, as amended, particularly section 1424(e); 40 CFR Part 149
	  Yes     No
	Source: EPA Region 9 Ground Water, Sole Source Aquifers (ERR 25)  Finding: No existence of sole source aquifers in Maricopa County.  Determination: Compliance assured  

	Wetlands Protection
Executive Order 11990, particularly sections 2 and 5
	  Yes     No
	Source: Arizona National Wetlands Inventory Map (ERR 26); Site visit 9/21/2020 (ERR 16); Email correspondence with Tricia Balluff, 404 Program Coordinator, City of Phoenix Office of Environmental Programs, 9/23/2020 (ERR 18)  Finding: No surface water features, including wetlands, are present at the project site or in the analysis area. The USFWS National Wetlands Inventory did not identify any wetlands within the analysis area. No Clean Water Act Section 404 permit or Section 401 certification is required based on the project location as currently defined.   Determination: Compliance assured  

	Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, particularly section 7(b) and (c)
	  Yes     No
	Source: Wild and Scenic Rivers Map (ERR 27)  Finding: Arizona's designated Wild and Scenic Rivers sections are located outside of Maricopa County.   Determination: Compliance assured  

	HUD HOUSING ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS

	ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

	Environmental Justice
Executive Order 12898
	  Yes      No
	 




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
	Source: City of Phoenix - My Community Map tool (ERR 30); Email correspondence with Sarah Stockham, Village Planner, City of Phoenix Planning and Development Department, 4/21/2020 (ERR 31)  Finding: The proposed site is currently zoned as WU T 4:3 EG* and WU T 5:5 EG* (Walkable Urban Eastlake-Garfield District). Multiple residences are permitted within this zone type. The existing land uses within the surrounding area include St. Luke's Medical Center to the west zoned C-2 H-R (Commercial C-2 District--Intermediate Commercial), commercial buildings to the east zoned C-1 (Commercial C-1 District--Neighborhood Retail), and multi-family homes and parking to the south, zoned R-5 (Multi-Family Res 43.50 Dwellings/Acre-Base D.) and P-1* (Parking-open). Areas to the north are zoned the same as the proposed site, and are also undergoing redevelopment.   The proposed project aligns with several goals within the Phoenix General Plan, adopted on March 4, 2015. The following General Plan goals and policies apply to the proposed project:  - CONNECT PEOPLE AND PLACES CORE VALUE; INFILL DEVELOPMENT; LAND USE PRINCIPLE.   The project is located within the Eastlake-Garfield TOD District, and the proposed project area is approximately one mile away from the 12th St and Jefferson light rail station. The Eastlake-Garfield Transit Oriented Development Policy Plan identified the project site to be suitable for redevelopment.   - CONNECT PEOPLE AND PLACES CORE VALUE, OPPORTUNITY SITES GOAL:   Redevelopment of the site will provide 109 units of newly constructed affordable housing to low-income populations.   Determination: Compliance assured   
	 

	Soil Suitability / Slope/ Erosion / Drainage and Storm Water Runoff
	3
	Source: USDA NRCS Web Soil Survey (ERR 32); Email correspondence with Matthew Miles, Senior Civil Engineer, City of Phoenix, 4/8/2020 (ERR 33)  Finding: The project area consists of Soil types are Avondale Clay Loam, Glenbar clay Loam, and Laveen Loam with a slope of 0-2% slope; therefore, the proposed project will not substantially affect or be affected by slope conditions. No rills or other evidence of erosion was observed during the site visit and based on aerial and street view images, there is no indication of swales or drainage flows on the site.  Section 3.8.1 of Phoenix's Storm Water Policies and Standards manual states that all developments shall make provisions to retain storm water runoff in accordance with the requirements in Chapter 6 Drainage Standards. Retained volume shall be based on the 100-year, 2-hour storm event.  For sites over one acre, ADEQ requires a Notice of Intent to discharge determination. City of Phoenix requires a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan to be submitted for review, approval, and permitting.   Determination: Compliance assured through mitigation  
	Source: USDA NRCS Web Soil Survey (ERR 32); Email correspondence with Matthew Miles, Senior Civil Engineer, City of Phoenix, 4/8/2020 (ERR 33)  Finding: The project area consists of Soil types are Avondale Clay Loam, Glenbar clay Loam, and Laveen Loam with a slope of 0-2% slope; therefore, the proposed project will not substantially affect or be affected by slope conditions. No rills or other evidence of erosion was observed during the site visit and based on aerial and street view images, there is no indication of swales or drainage flows on the site.  Section 3.8.1 of Phoenix's Storm Water Policies and Standards manual states that all developments shall make provisions to retain storm water runoff in accordance with the requirements in Chapter 6 Drainage Standards. Retained volume shall be based on the 100-year, 2-hour storm event.  For sites over one acre, ADEQ requires a Notice of Intent to discharge determination. City of Phoenix requires a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan to be submitted for review, approval, and permitting.   Determination: Compliance assured through mitigation  

	Hazards and Nuisances including Site Safety and Site-Generated Noise
	3
	Source: ADEQ GIS eMaps for UST (ERR 10) and Superfund map (ERR 11); ADEQ Website, Superfund Site: Motorola 52nd Street; EPA NEPAssist database search (ERR 12); Phase II ESA Report, dated June 15, 2020 (ERR 13); EPA ECHO database search for 1-mile radius of project area and Detailed Facility Reports (ERR 14); Phase I ESA Report, dated 8/31/2020 (ERR 15); HUD Online Noise Calculator (ERR 24)  Finding: The southeastern portion of the project area is located within the Motorola 52nd Street Superfund site (EPA# AZD009004177). The site consists of a large area of contaminated groundwater extending from the former Motorola facility at 52nd Street and other sources west of 52nd Street, including Honeywell, the former Joray Corporation, and Arizona Public Service. There are currently no known exposures to contaminants of concern (COCs) in excess of applicable health-based screening levels at the Superfund site. This includes studies conducted to date for groundwater, soil (surface and subsurface) and soil vapor intrusion. The main exposure pathway to the COCs is through ingestion of contaminated groundwater. In Phoenix, drinking water is provided primarily through surface water sources, with only limited groundwater use from areas located outside the Motorola 52nd Street Superfund site.  A Phase II ESA completed for the property in June 2020 installed five temporary soil vapor wells, three within the estimated boundaries of the Motorola 52nd Street Superfund plume and two outside the plume boundaries. Four composite soil samples were also taken on the southern portion of the site where a barn or shed may have been located in 1930. These four composite soil samples were analyzed for Chlorinated pesticides, chlorinated herbicides, and total arsenic.   The Phase II ESA report did not recommend any additional assessment but did recommend that vapor barriers be installed for new buildings constructed at the site. In consulting with ADEQ and EPA the city is requiring the developer to include a vapor barrier. This vapor barrier will help ensure that any volatile organic compounds that might get trapped under the foundation due to the location the CERCLA Superfund site, are prevented from accumulating in the apartments.
	Source: ADEQ GIS eMaps for UST (ERR 10) and Superfund map (ERR 11); ADEQ Website, Superfund Site: Motorola 52nd Street; EPA NEPAssist database search (ERR 12); Phase II ESA Report, dated June 15, 2020 (ERR 13); EPA ECHO database search for 1-mile radius of project area and Detailed Facility Reports (ERR 14); Phase I ESA Report, dated 8/31/2020 (ERR 15); HUD Online Noise Calculator (ERR 24)  Finding: The southeastern portion of the project area is located within the Motorola 52nd Street Superfund site (EPA# AZD009004177). The site consists of a large area of contaminated groundwater extending from the former Motorola facility at 52nd Street and other sources west of 52nd Street, including Honeywell, the former Joray Corporation, and Arizona Public Service. There are currently no known exposures to contaminants of concern (COCs) in excess of applicable health-based screening levels at the Superfund site. This includes studies conducted to date for groundwater, soil (surface and subsurface) and soil vapor intrusion. The main exposure pathway to the COCs is through ingestion of contaminated groundwater. In Phoenix, drinking water is provided primarily through surface water sources, with only limited groundwater use from areas located outside the Motorola 52nd Street Superfund site.  A Phase II ESA completed for the property in June 2020 installed five temporary soil vapor wells, three within the estimated boundaries of the Motorola 52nd Street Superfund plume and two outside the plume boundaries. Four composite soil samples were also taken on the southern portion of the site where a barn or shed may have been located in 1930. These four composite soil samples were analyzed for Chlorinated pesticides, chlorinated herbicides, and total arsenic.   The Phase II ESA report did not recommend any additional assessment but did recommend that vapor barriers be installed for new buildings constructed at the site. In consulting with ADEQ and EPA the city is requiring the developer to include a vapor barrier. This vapor barrier will help ensure that any volatile organic compounds that might get trapped under the foundation due to the location the CERCLA Superfund site, are prevented from accumulating in the apartments.

	Energy Consumption/Energy Efficiency
	1
	Source: Phoenix Adoption of International Energy Conservation Code 2018 (ERR 34)  Finding: The proposed project is unlikely to significantly increase energy consumption at the site. The construction of new multi-family housing is likely to reduce energy consumption as new more efficient lighting, appliances, and AC/heating units will be installed. The project is being designed and constructed to meet the current version of the Energy Star performance standard.  Determination: Compliance assured  
	 

	SOCIOECONOMIC

	Employment and Income Patterns
	1
	Source: Email correspondence with Sheree Bouchee, City of Phoenix Housing Department, 4/1/2020 (ERR 35)  Finding: During construction it is anticipated that the following employment opportunities will occur:  Construction - 275 full time temporary positions and two full time property management positions. This project will not destroy existing jobs or businesses. However, the project will have an impact on existing housing development staff. The project would result in City staff being reassigned to other housing developments within the City portfolio. There are currently two temporary employees, included in the 17 above, who may be released if they are not needed to assist at other City developments. While staff's reporting locations will change, permanent jobs will not be eliminated.  Determination: Compliance assured  
	 

	Demographic Character Changes / Displacement
	2
	Source: US Census 2013-2017 profile, Tract 1133, Maricopa County, AZ; Harmony at the Park One Relocation Plan (ERR 30)  Finding: The project site is located within the Edison-Eastlake Choice (ECC) Neighborhoods Area which has a population of 4,397 people. Approximately 48% of residents are under the age of 18. The median income is estimated to be $13,431. Of the population, around 79% of residents are Hispanic. Because of the large Spanish-speaking population, approximately 36% of residents speak only a limited amount of English. Specifically, the project site is located within Census Tract 1133. This census tract includes approximately 5,423 people of whom 83% are minority population, 87% are low-income, and 17-67% of the individuals fall below the poverty level.  The proposed project will not directly displace anyone. The project area is comprised of the Frank Luke multi-family public housing complex, the residents of which have been relocated and the buildings slated for demolition under a previous phase of this project.  Residents of the Frank Luke housing development were relocated into other public housing units, provided Section 8 Project Based Vouchers, or replacement housing in accordance with the broader Choice Neighborhoods Edison Eastlake Community Relocation Plan. All current residents that remain in good standing have the right first right to return to a new housing development (the next project Phase is redevelopment of the project area with new public housing developments).   Because the project area will be redeveloped as similar public housing complexes and current residents will be given first choice to return once redevelopment is complete the project is not expected to change the demographic character of the area.  Determination: Compliance assured  
	 

	COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES

	Educational and Cultural Facilities (Access and Capacity)
	2
	Source: Email correspondence with Sheree Bouchee, City of Phoenix Housing Department, Program Manager, 4/1/2020 (ERR 36); School and Cultural Facilities Maps (ERR 37)    Finding: Four public elementary schools and one high school are located within one mile of the project. Schools will not be affected by the construction of 235 mixed income apartment units. The temporary relocation of the households living within Frank Luke residents have been relocated to other public housing projects located within the EEC area and are able to attend the same schools. For any residents that decided to be relocated outside of the EEC area, the City arranged with the school district to provide bus transportation from their new location to their existing school so students are able to attend their existing schools. Additionally, residents temporarily relocated during construction and residents displaced by the construction process will have the first right to return after construction has been completed. Therefore, redevelopment of the project area, consisting of new construction of 235 apartment units, is not expected to significantly change the number of school aged children attending schools within the EEC.   Cultural resources and facilities such as public libraries, concert venues, and museums are located within three miles of the project site and are accessible via public transportation. Because residents will be relocated to other public housing projects located within the EEC area, cultural resources will not be impacted.     Determination: Compliance assured  
	 

	Commercial Facilities (Access and Proximity)
	2
	Source: Commercial Facilities Maps (ERR 37)    Finding: Four commercial facilities including groceries and markets, are located within one mile of the project site and are within walking distance or are accessible via public transportation. While the project involves new construction of 235 apartment units, it is not expected to impact surrounding commercial establishments. Once construction is complete the number of residents is expected to be similar to the number of residents that previously resided at the Frank Luke housing complex prior to redevelopment.     Determination: Compliance assured  
	 

	Health Care / Social Services (Access and Capacity)
	2
	Source: Hospital Maps (ERR 39)    Finding: Five hospitals are located within one mile of the subject property. While the project involves new construction of 235 apartment units, it is not expected to impact surrounding health care or social services. Once construction is complete the number of residents is expected to be similar to the number of residents that previously resided at the Frank Luke housing complex prior to redevelopment.     Determination: Compliance assured  
	 

	Solid Waste Disposal and Recycling (Feasibility and Capacity)
	2
	Source: Maricopa Association of Governments Regional Solid Waste Management Plan (ERR 40)    Finding: While the project involves new construction of 235 apartment units, the level of solid waste and recycling generated at the site after development is anticipated to be similar to the amount generated by residents of the Frank Luke housing complex.     Determination: Compliance assured   
	 

	Waste Water and Sanitary Sewers (Feasibility and Capacity)
	2
	Source: Project Description    Finding: The Frank Luke housing complex was previously serviced by the City of Phoenix. The project is not anticipated to impact waste water or sanitary sewer services because the project site will continue to operate as a multi-family residence. Additionally, there are multiple waste water and sewer connections that already exist throughout the property that will be utilized.  
	 

	Water Supply (Feasibility and Capacity)
	2
	Source: Email correspondence with Daniel Davison, Water Services Department, Planning, Project Management & Water Resources, 4/22/2020 (ERR 41)    Finding: The City of Phoenix Water Services Department (WSD) has existing infrastructure that is currently providing water services to the project sites and has adequate capacity.    Determination: Compliance assured  
	 

	Public Safety  - Police, Fire and Emergency Medical
	2
	Source: Melissa Sweinhagen, Assistant to the Fire Chief, City of Phoenix Fire Department, 4/23/2020 (ERR 42)     Finding: The project is within the City of Phoenix Police Department Central City Precinct. Patrol units are available to respond to this location as needed. Average response times vary depending upon the priority of call for service. The project is not expected to create a significant burden on the police department.    Phoenix Fire Department (PFD) Stations 8 and 11 are located within two miles (1.35 miles and 1.45 miles, respectively). The Phoenix Fire Department strives to meet National Fire Protection Agency standard 1710, which requires firefighters to have four minutes or less of travel time when responding to an incident. Station 8's response time to the project site is estimated at 2 minutes and 50 seconds and the response time for Station 11 is approximately 3 minutes. The PFD does not anticipate that the proposed project will create a significant burden on the fire department capacity and is adequately equipped to serve the project.     Additionally, the project area is located in area serviced by multiple medical facility with emergency services.     Determination: Compliance assured  
	 

	Parks, Open Space and Recreation (Access and Capacity)
	2
	Source: Parks Maps (ERR 43)    Finding: There are four public parks within the Choice Neighborhoods Edison Eastlake Community, excluding Edison Park which is part of the proposed demolition project. While the project involves new construction of 235 apartment units, it is not expected to impact parks, open spaces, or recreational facilities in the area. Once construction is complete the number of residents is expected to be similar to the number of residents that previously resided at the Frank Luke housing complex prior to redevelopment.     Determination: Compliance assured     
	 

	Transportation and Accessibility (Access and Capacity)
	2
	Source: Valley Metro website   Finding: There are five bus stops located within less an 0.25-mile of the project site along Van Buren Street, and over 25 bus stops along major roadways within one-mile of the project area. These bus stops provide residents with access to multiple bus routes within the Valley Metro bus system. The Valley Metro bus system includes bus stops and routes throughout the Phoenix metro area.   Determination: Compliance assured   
	 

	NATURAL FEATURES

	Unique Natural Features /Water Resources
	2
	Source: Email correspondence with Tricia Balluff, 404 Program Coordinator, City of Phoenix Office of Environmental Programs, 9/23/2020 (ERR 18); Prime Farmland map, Central Maricopa, and Eastern Maricopa-Northern Pinal Soil Survey Areas, Maricopa County, Arizona 6/1977 - sheet 5 of 6 (ERR 20); Arizona National Wetlands Inventory (ERR 26)  Finding: The project is located within an urbanized area. No unique natural features such as existing known wetlands, desert washes or open water are visible from or located near the project site.   Determination: Compliance assured  
	 

	Vegetation / Wildlife (Introduction, Modification, Removal, Disruption, etc.)
	2
	Source: Email correspondence with Tricia Balluff, 404 Program Coordinator, City of Phoenix Office of Environmental Programs, 9/23/2020 (ERR 18)  Finding: The project location and analysis area are in an urban setting along a major freeway corridor (Interstate 10) with surrounding commercial and residential development. Developed lots are intermixed with currently vacant lots that are vacant compacted dirt or gravel with weedy vegetation. No native, undeveloped desert areas are present. The project site is currently developed with multi-family residential complexes. Vegetation in the analysis area consists of scrubby weeds and landscaped trees and shrubs. Vegetation on-site consists of landscaped trees and shrubs and manicured grass. The project site is currently slated for demolition including the removal of vegetation. Those impacts were accessed under a separate EA for the ''Frank Luke and AL Krohn Demolition'' project. Vegetation outside of the direct project site would not be impacted by the project. No riparian or wetland vegetation is present in the analysis area. Neither the project site or its surrounding development provide likely or attractive habitat for protected species.   The Arizona Game and Fish Department Online Environmental Review Tool noted multiple state sensitive species and species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act with the potential to occur within 3 miles of the subject property. While vacant lots are sometimes used by western burrowing owls, they are unlikely to be present within the analysis area due to low habitat quality. If some trees/shrubs are left on-site following demolition, they could provide suitable habitat for active nests protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Active nests are more likely to be present between February 1 and August 31 of any calendar year. Any impacts to active nests would be limited to any present on the project property.  Generally, habitat quality in the analysis are is low and no state sensitive species or protected wildlife species would be expected to use the area. No protected native plants will be removed as part of this project.   Determination: Compliance assured  
	 

	Other Factors
	 
	 
	 



Supporting documentation
43 parks map.pdf
42 Fire email.pdf
41 email Daniel Davison Water.pdf
40 Solid Waste Plan26455.pdf
39 Hospital map.pdf
38 Commercial Facilities map.pdf
37 Schools and cultural site map.pdf
36 Sheree email employment.pdf
34 2018 International Energy Conservation Code (IECC) Phoenix Amendments.pdf
33 email with Matthew Miles.pdf
32 USDA NRCS Web Soils Map 2.pdf
31 Sarah Stockham email-conformance with plans and land use.pdf
30 MyCommunityMap_Harmony at the Park.pdf
29 Harmony at the Park One Relocation Plan.pdf

Additional Studies Performed:
	- Phase I Environmental Site Assessment prepared by The McGovern Group, LLC, August 31, 2020   - Phase II Environmental Site Assessment prepared by GEOTEK, August 7, 2020  



13 Luke_Krohn Phase II ESA(1).pdf

	Field Inspection [Optional]: Date and completed by:
	

	Krista Perry
	9/21/2020 12:00:00 AM



17 Photo log.pdf

List of Sources, Agencies and Persons Consulted [40 CFR 1508.9(b)]:
	Persons Consulted  - Daniel Davison, Water Services Department, Planning, Project Management & Water Resources  - Matthew Miles, Senior Civil Engineer, City of Phoenix  - Melissa Sweinhagen, Assistant to the Fire Chief, City of Phoenix Fire Department  - Sarah Stockham, Village Planner, City of Phoenix Planning and Development Department  - Sheree Bouchee, Program Manager, City of Phoenix Housing Department  - Tricia Balluff, Environmental Programs Coordinator, Office of Environmental Programs    Sources Consulted  - ADEQ GIS eMaps Database - http://gisweb.azdeq.gov/arcgis/emaps/?topic=ust%20-http://www.azdeq.gov/node/1916  - ADEQ Superfund Site: Motorola 52nd Street - https://azdeq.gov/node/1916  - Arizona Game and Fish Department - https://azhgis2.esri.com/   - City of Phoenix Choice Neighborhoods - https://www.phoenix.gov/housing/building-affordable-housing/cni-grant   - City of Phoenix Energy Construction Code  - City of Phoenix Fire Department - https://www.phoenix.gov/fire  - City of Phoenix Planning and Development Department - https://www.phoenix.gov/pdd/pz  - City of Phoenix Police Department - https://www.phoenix.gov/police  - City of Phoenix Storm Water Policies and Standards Manual - https://www.phoenix.gov/waterservices/envservices/stormwater-program  - City of Phoenix Water Services Department - https://www.phoenix.gov/waterservices  - The Eastlake-Garfield Transit Oriented Development Plan - https://www.phoenix.gov/pddsite/Documents/PZ/ReinventPHX%20EASTLAKE-GARFIELD%20TOD%20Policy%20Plan%208.5X11.pdf  - EPA Region 9 Sole Source Aquifers - http://www.epa.gov/region9/water/groundwater  - EPA Radon mapper - https://geodata.epa.gov/Radon/   - Federal Emergency Management Agency - https://www.fema.gov/  - Google Maps - http://maps.google.com   - Google Earth Pro  - Harmony at the Park One Relocation Plan  - HUD Acceptable Separation Distance Electronic Assessment Tool - https://www.hudexchange.info/environmental-review/asd-calculator/  - Maricopa County Assessor - https://mcassessor.maricopa.gov/  - Maricopa Association of Governments Regional Solid Waste Management Plan -https://azmag.gov/Programs/Environmental/Solid-Waste-Management-Planning   - Maricopa County Air Quality Department / Rule 310 - https://www.maricopa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/5354/Rule-310---Fugitive-Dust-from-Dust-Generating-Operations-PDF?bidId=  - NationalAtlas.gov Map of the United States  - NEPAssist tool - https://nepassisttool.epa.gov/nepassist/nepamap.aspx   - Phoenix Maps Online - https://www.phoenix.gov/imap   - Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport Existing Airport Layout Plan  - USDA NRCS Web Soil Survey - http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov   - US Department of Housing and Urban Development - https://www.hud.gov/  - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetlands Inventory - http://www.fws.gov/Wetlands/Data/Mapper.html  - EPA environmental Justice Screening and mapping Tool - https://ejscreen.epa.gov/mapper/  - EPA Enforcement and Compliance History Online - https://echo.epa.gov/  - Valley Metro - https://www.valleymetro.org/  - Wild and Scenic Rivers - https://rivers.gov/  





List of Permits Obtained: 
	Building Permit, Dust Permit, SWPP Permit



Public Outreach [24 CFR 58.43]:
	The Phoenix General Plan updated, adopted on March 4, 2015, is the long-range guide for the city, and addresses issues such as energy, housing, neighborhoods, public facilities, natural resources, transportation and land use. The proposal is consistent with the General Plan. The General Plan included extensive public involvement activities including a 60-day public review period for the Draft pan; outreach and collaboration with the Village Planning Committees; public hearings at the Phoenix City Council, Planning Commission and the Village Planning Committees Boards and commissions; and a General Election vote.   The Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for this Environmental Assessment will be published in a newspaper of general circulations for the required comment period.  




Cumulative Impact Analysis [24 CFR 58.32]: 
	No adverse environmental impacts were identified during the review process for this project type. This project type will require compliance with City of Phoenix regulations and several mitigation factors that shall be incorporated as project requirements. Through compliance with the mitigations discussed in the Mitigation Measures and Conditions section, the impact from these review areas is considered negligible; therefore, all feasible ways have been recommended to eliminate or minimize the identified potential environmental impacts of this project.



Alternatives [24 CFR 58.40(e); 40 CFR 1508.9] 
	No additional alternatives were analyzed for this environmental assessment except for the no action alternative discussed below. This project is part of a unique opportunity to revitalize the Edison Eastlake neighborhood alternatives are limited in that they must coincide with locations identified in the One Vision Plan. This assessment covers redevelopment activities, including new construction of 235 mixed income apartment units and amenities, including playgrounds, barbecues, ramadas, swimming pool and pool house, property management, leasing and maintenance offices, and a multipurpose room, and will include 220 parking spaces. A previous phase of the project includes demolition of the project site, which was analyzed under a previous EA.


	
No Action Alternative [24 CFR 58.40(e)] 
	The FONSI determination demonstrates that not implementing the preferred alternative provides limited benefits to the human environment. Potential benefits include no temporary construction nuisances, such as noise, dust and increased construction traffic. Additionally, without construction activities there would be no potential temporary impacts to air quality.   If the project is not implemented, several points should be noted:   * The currently distressed Frank Luke Public Housing Site will continue to deteriorate and become more and more obsolete. Frank Luke residents have been relocated and the housing units are no longer being utilized. If the site is not redeveloped this will lead to a reduced number of affordable housing units available within the EEC.  * The City's ability to meet the goal of the Choice Neighborhoods Implementation Grant to improve the EEC, a community with the largest concentration of public housing in the state will be greatly reduced.  



Summary of Findings and Conclusions: 
	Several areas assessed as part of this environmental review require mitigations to ensure a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). While compliance with some of these mitigations can be substantial, the City of Phoenix's review and/or permitting processes will ensure appropriate and timely compliance with the environmental criteria identified in this assessment. Through agency compliance with the mitigations and/or conditions for approval, including those in City/Agency grant contract documents, the impact from these review areas is considered negligible; therefore, the proposed project does not have a significant impact on or from the environment.



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

	Air Quality
	Source: City of Phoenix Air Quality Assessment Form (ERR 9)
Finding: Dust Control - Earthwork occurring on an area greater than 1/10 acres requires a dust control permit from Maricopa County, prior to any earthmoving activities. The entire project area encompasses about 16.37 acres with construction occurring on approximately 8 acres, therefore a dust control permit will be required for project site activities.
Determination: Compliance assured through mitigation

	N/A
	 

	Historic Preservation
	Mitigation of potential impact is required per the stipulations included in the 2007 City/SHPO/ACHP programmatic agreement.
	N/A
	 

	Noise Abatement and Control
	Source: HUD Online Noise Calculator (ERR 24); Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport Noise Exposure Map Update signed 6/9/2014; 2035 MAG Daily Traffic Volume map.
Finding: The project involves the residential development, which is considered a noise-sensitive use. Per the HUD Noise Guidebook the ''Acceptable'' the external day-night average sound level (Ldn) at a noise-sensitive use property should not exceed 65 decibel (dB). ''Normally Unacceptable'' external noise levels range from 65 dB to 75 dB, and external noise levels exceeding 75 dB are ''Unacceptable''.
The HUD Online Noise Calculator estimates that the day-night noise levels at the site to be 69 DNL. 
The project will be within Normally Unacceptable external noise levels. New construction with Normally Unacceptable noise exposure is discouraged. Approvals in this zone require a minimum of 5 dB additional sound attenuation for building having noise-sensitive uses if the day-night average sound level is greater than 65 dB but does not exceed 70 dB, or a minimum of 10 dB of additional sound attenuation if the day night average sound level is greater than 70 dB but does not exceed 75 dB. The use of dual-pane windows and other building materials for this project would reduce the interior noise level to within that of the requirements described in the HUD Noise Guidebook
Determination: Compliance assured through mitigation

	N/A
	 

	Soil Suitability / Slope/ Erosion / Drainage and Storm Water Runoff
	Source: USDA NRCS Web Soil Survey (ERR 32); Email correspondence with Matthew Miles, Senior Civil Engineer, City of Phoenix, 4/8/2020 (ERR 33)  Finding: The project area consists of Soil types are Avondale Clay Loam, Glenbar clay Loam, and Laveen Loam with a slope of 0-2% slope; therefore, the proposed project will not substantially affect or be affected by slope conditions. No rills or other evidence of erosion was observed during the site visit and based on aerial and street view images, there is no indication of swales or drainage flows on the site.  Section 3.8.1 of Phoenix's Storm Water Policies and Standards manual states that all developments shall make provisions to retain storm water runoff in accordance with the requirements in Chapter 6 Drainage Standards. Retained volume shall be based on the 100-year, 2-hour storm event.  For sites over one acre, ADEQ requires a Notice of Intent to discharge determination. City of Phoenix requires a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan to be submitted for review, approval, and permitting.   Determination: Compliance assured through mitigation  
	N/A
	 

	Hazards and Nuisances including Site Safety and Site-Generated Noise
	Source: ADEQ GIS eMaps for UST (ERR 10) and Superfund map (ERR 11); ADEQ Website, Superfund Site: Motorola 52nd Street; EPA NEPAssist database search (ERR 12); Phase II ESA Report, dated June 15, 2020 (ERR 13); EPA ECHO database search for 1-mile radius of project area and Detailed Facility Reports (ERR 14); Phase I ESA Report, dated 8/31/2020 (ERR 15); HUD Online Noise Calculator (ERR 24)  Finding: The southeastern portion of the project area is located within the Motorola 52nd Street Superfund site (EPA# AZD009004177). The site consists of a large area of contaminated groundwater extending from the former Motorola facility at 52nd Street and other sources west of 52nd Street, including Honeywell, the former Joray Corporation, and Arizona Public Service. There are currently no known exposures to contaminants of concern (COCs) in excess of applicable health-based screening levels at the Superfund site. This includes studies conducted to date for groundwater, soil (surface and subsurface) and soil vapor intrusion. The main exposure pathway to the COCs is through ingestion of contaminated groundwater. In Phoenix, drinking water is provided primarily through surface water sources, with only limited groundwater use from areas located outside the Motorola 52nd Street Superfund site.  A Phase II ESA completed for the property in June 2020 installed five temporary soil vapor wells, three within the estimated boundaries of the Motorola 52nd Street Superfund plume and two outside the plume boundaries. Four composite soil samples were also taken on the southern portion of the site where a barn or shed may have been located in 1930. These four composite soil samples were analyzed for Chlorinated pesticides, chlorinated herbicides, and total arsenic.   The Phase II ESA report did not recommend any additional assessment but did recommend that vapor barriers be installed for new buildings constructed at the site. In consulting with ADEQ and EPA the city is requiring the developer to include a vapor barrier. This vapor barrier will help ensure that any volatile organic compounds that might get trapped under the foundation due to the location the CERCLA Superfund site, are prevented from accumulating in the apartments.
	N/A
	 

	Permits, reviews and approvals
	Building Permit, Dust Permit, SWPP Permit
	N/A
	 



Mitigation Plan
	Mitigations will be carried out by the Project Manager. Documentation that the developer has met all required mitigation will be required and all mitigation measures will be incorporated into the Loan Agreements



Supporting documentation on completed measures


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
	Source: NEPAssist maps of Commercial Airports within 2,500 ft buffer and Military Airports within 15,000 ft buffer (ERR 5); Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport Existing Airport Layout Plan (ERR 6)  Finding: The project site is not located within 2,500 feet of a civilian airport or within 15,000 feet of a military airfield. The closest airport to the project site is Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport, which is a civilian airport, located approximately 4,500 feet southeast of the project area. The project area is located outside of the Airport Clear and Accident Potential Zones.   Determination: Compliance assured  



Supporting documentation 
 
5 b Military Airport Map 15000 ft buffer.pdf
5 a Commercial Airport Map 2500 feet buffer.pdf

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
	Source: NationalAtlas.gov Map of United States (ERR 7)  Finding: Arizona is an inland state with no coastal areas.  Determination: Compliance assured  



Supporting documentation 
 
7 National Atlast Map7 2019.pdf

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: 

	8 FEMA floodzone map.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
	Source: FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) 04013C2210L dated 10/16/2013 (ERR 8)  Finding: Project area is designated as Zone X Shaded. Zone X Shaded is defined as areas of 0.2% annual chance flood; areas of 1% annual chance flood with average depths of less than 1 foot or with drainage areas less than 1 square mile; and areas protected by levees from 1% annual chance flood. The project is not located within a 100-year floodplain. Flood insurance is not required.  Determination: Compliance assured  



Supporting documentation 
8 FEMA floodzone map(1).pdf

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

	
	
	

	Particulate Matter, <10 microns
	10.00
	µg/m3 (micrograms per cubic meter of air)



	Provide your source used to determine levels here: 

	EPA Non-attainment areas printed in attached document  





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. 



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



Enter the estimated emission levels: 
		
	
	

	Particulate Matter, <10 microns
	16.00
	µg/m3 (micrograms per cubic meter of air)







5.	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. If negative effects cannot be mitigated, cancel the project using the button at the bottom of this screen. 

	Source: City of Phoenix Air Quality Assessment Form (ERR 9)
Finding: Dust Control - Earthwork occurring on an area greater than 1/10 acres requires a dust control permit from Maricopa County, prior to any earthmoving activities. The entire project area encompasses about 16.37 acres with construction occurring on approximately 8 acres, therefore a dust control permit will be required for project site activities.
Determination: Compliance assured through mitigation




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


Screen Summary
Compliance Determination
	Source: City of Phoenix Air Quality Assessment Form (ERR 9)  Finding: Dust Control - Earthwork occurring on an area greater than 1/10 acres requires a dust control permit from Maricopa County, prior to any earthmoving activities. The entire project area encompasses about 16.37 acres with construction occurring on approximately 8 acres, therefore a dust control permit will be required for project site activities.  Determination: Compliance assured through mitigation  



Supporting documentation 
9 Air Quality Assessment Form.pdf

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





This project is located in a state that does not participate in the Coastal Zone Management Program. Therefore, this project is in compliance with the Coastal Zone Management Act.


Screen Summary
Compliance Determination
	Source: NationalAtlas.gov Map of United States (ERR 7)  Finding: Arizona is an inland state with no coastal areas.  Determination: Compliance assured  



Supporting documentation 
 
7 National Atlast Map7 2019(1).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.	Evaluate the site for contamination. 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?


	
	No



Explain:
	Source(s): Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) GIS eMaps for Underground Storage Tank (UST) (ERR 10) and Superfund map (ERR 11); ADEQ Website, Superfund Site: Motorola 52nd Street; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) NEPAssist database search (ERR 12); Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) Report, dated June 15, 2020 (ERR 13); EPA Enforcement and Compliance History Online (ECHO) database search for 1-mile radius of project area and Detailed Facility Reports (ERR 14); Phase I ESA Report, dated 8/31/2020 (ERR 15); EPA Radon Map (ERR 16); Site visit 9/21/2020 (ERR 17).  Finding: The southeastern portion of the project area is located within the Motorola 52nd Street Superfund site (EPA# AZD009004177). The site consists of a large area of contaminated groundwater extending from the former Motorola facility at 52nd Street and other sources west of 52nd Street, including Honeywell, the former Joray Corporation, and Arizona Public Service. There are currently no known exposures to contaminants of concern (COCs) in excess of applicable health-based screening levels at the Superfund site. This includes studies conducted to date for groundwater, soil (surface and subsurface) and soil vapor intrusion. The main exposure pathway to the COCs is through ingestion of contaminated groundwater. In Phoenix, drinking water is provided primarily through surface water sources, with only limited groundwater use from areas located outside the Motorola 52nd Street Superfund site.   A Phase II ESA completed for the property in June 2020 installed five temporary soil vapor wells, three within the estimated boundaries of the Motorola 52nd Street Superfund plume and two outside the plume boundaries. Four composite soil samples were also taken on the southern portion of the site where a barn or shed may have been located in 1930. These four composite soil samples were analyzed for Chlorinated pesticides, chlorinated herbicides, and total arsenic.     The Phase II ESA report did not recommend any additional assessment but did recommend that vapor barriers be installed for new buildings constructed at the stie. In consulting with ADEQ and EPA the city is requiring the developer to include a vapor barrier. This vapor barrier will help ensure that any volatile organic compounds that might get trapped under the foundation due to the location the CERCLA Superfund site, are prevented from accumulating in the apartments. Full analysis in attached too long for HEROS dialog box.        Determination: Compliance Assured through mitigation  



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

	
	Yes



	
	Check here if an ASTM Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) report was utilized.  [Note:  HUD regulations does not require an ASTM Phase I ESA report for single family homes]  







Screen Summary
Compliance Determination
	Narrative too large to fit within HEROS dialog box, see attached narrative to view analysis.     Mitigation - The Phase II ESA report did not recommend any additional assessment but did recommend that vapor barriers be installed for new buildings constructed at the stie. In consulting with ADEQ and EPA the city is requiring the developer to include a vapor barrier. This vapor barrier will help ensure that any volatile organic compounds that might get trapped under the foundation due to the location the CERCLA Superfund site, are prevented from accumulating in the apartments.     



Supporting documentation 
 
EAS 9558_GeoTek Invoice Soils Testing Frank Luke 71746.pdf
20201118-Ltr-M52OU3-DEQ cmnts 4 COP PropRev.pdf
16 Radon Map.pdf
11 ADEQ SF Map.pdf
10 ADEQ UST Map.pdf
Toxic Haz Sub - Narrative.pdf
13 Luke_Krohn Phase II ESA.pdf
12 d NEPAssist Report Air.pdf
12 c NEPAssist Report TRI.pdf
12 b NEPAssist Report RCRA.pdf
12 a NEPAssist Report.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. 




Document and upload all documents used to make your determination below.
Documentation should include a species list and explanation of your conclusion, and may require maps, photographs, and surveys as appropriate

	
	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.






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: 
	Source: Email correspondence with Tricia Balluff, 404 Program Coordinator, City of Phoenix Office of Environmental Programs, 9/23/2020; United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) IPaC Species List; Arizona Game and Fish Department Online Environmental Review Tool Report (ERR 18); Site visit 9/21/2020 (ERR 17)  Finding: The project location and analysis area are in an urban setting along a major freeway corridor (Interstate 10) with surrounding commercial and residential development. Developed lots are intermixed with currently vacant lots that are vacant compacted dirt or gravel with weedy vegetation. No native, undeveloped desert areas are present. The project site is scheduled for structure demolition with anticipated vegetation removal. Those impacts were assessed under a separate EA for the ''Frank Luke and AL Krohn Demolition'' project.   No potential Waters of the U.S. (including wetlands) are present in the project area. The project will have no effect on threatened or endangered species and no protected native plants will be impacted.   If active nests are identified during project activities, work should cease within 30 feet and the City project manager notified to make appropriate arrangements.   Determination: Compliance assured.   







Screen Summary
Compliance Determination
	Source: Email correspondence with Tricia Balluff, 404 Program Coordinator, City of Phoenix Office of Environmental Programs, 9/23/2020; United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) IPaC Species List; Arizona Game and Fish Department Online Environmental Review Tool Report (ERR 18); Site visit 9/21/2020 (ERR 17)  Finding: The project location and analysis area are in an urban setting along a major freeway corridor (Interstate 10) with surrounding commercial and residential development. Developed lots are intermixed with currently vacant lots that are vacant compacted dirt or gravel with weedy vegetation. No native, undeveloped desert areas are present. The project site is scheduled for structure demolition with anticipated vegetation removal. Those impacts were assessed under a separate EA for the ''Frank Luke and AL Krohn Demolition'' project.   No potential Waters of the U.S. (including wetlands) are present in the project area. The project will have no effect on threatened or endangered species and no protected native plants will be impacted.   If active nests are identified during project activities, work should cease within 30 feet and the City project manager notified to make appropriate arrangements.   Determination: Compliance assured.   



Supporting documentation 
 
18 Tricia Balluff email.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
	Source: ADEQ GIS eMaps for UST (ERR 10) and Superfund map (ERR 11); ADEQ Website, Superfund Site: Motorola 52nd Street; EPA NEPAssist database search (ERR 12); EPA ECHO database search for 1-mile radius of project area and Detailed Facility Reports (ERR 14); Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) Report, dated 8/31/2020 (ERR 15); HUD Acceptable Separation Distance Electronic Assessment Tool calculations (ERR 19); Google Earth; Site visit 9/21/2020 (ERR 16).  Finding: Based on the review of the EPA ECHO database, there are 115 facilities located within a 1-mile radius of the project area. Out of these 115 facilities two facilities, Maricopa Medical Center and SR Services LLC, have had a violation within the last three years. However, both facilities are currently in compliance status and have been so for at least the past three quarters. Therefore, these facilities are not expected to impact the project.   Based on the review of ADEQ GIS eMaps databases, there are no underground storage within or adjacent to the project area. The Phase I ESA report completed for the project site identified 11 leaking underground storage tanks (LUSTs) within 0.5 mile of the project. All 11 LUST sites have been closed by ADEQ and were determined not to represent a recognized environmental condition (REC) for the property.  The southeastern portion of the project area is located within the Motorola 52nd Street Superfund site (see Contamination and Toxic Substances section above). There are currently no known exposures COCs in excess of applicable health-based screening levels at the Superfund site and it is not anticipated that the superfund site will impact the project.   There are several above ground storage tanks within a 1-mile radius of the project, including two tanks at the medical facility located on 19th Street directly to the west of the project area (approximately 162 feet from the project area). These ASTs are not expected to impact the project because they exceed the acceptable separation distance (ASD) of 154.70 feet ASD for thermal radiation for people and 23.56 feet ASD for thermal radiation for buildings. The other ASTs are not of concern because they are not within line-of-sight and due to distance from the project site.  Determination: Compliance assured  



Supporting documentation 
 
14 c SR Services_Detailed Facility Report.pdf
14 b Maricopa Medical_Detailed Facility Report.pdf
16 Radon Map(1).pdf
19 Acceptable Separation Distance Hospital AST.pdf
12 d NEPAssist Report Air(1).pdf
12 c NEPAssist Report TRI(1).pdf
12 b NEPAssist Report RCRA(1).pdf
12 a NEPAssist Report(1).pdf
11 ADEQ SF Map(1).pdf
10 ADEQ UST Map(1).pdf

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:

	Source: Prime Farmland map, Central Maricopa, and Eastern Maricopa-Northern Pinal Soil Survey Areas, Maricopa County, Arizona 6/1977 - sheet 5 of 6 (ERR 20)  Finding: Site is within an urbanized area.   Determination: Compliance assured  



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
	Source: Prime Farmland map, Central Maricopa, and Eastern Maricopa-Northern Pinal Soil Survey Areas, Maricopa County, Arizona 6/1977 - sheet 5 of 6 (ERR 20)  Finding: Site is within an urbanized area.   Determination: Compliance assured  



Supporting documentation 
 
20 PrimeFarmlandMap5.pdf

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:

 
8 FEMA floodzone map.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




	
	Yes



Select the applicable floodplain using the FEMA map or the best available information:	

	
	Floodway


	
	Coastal High Hazard Area (V Zone)


	
	100-year floodplain (A Zone)


	
	500-year floodplain (B Zone or shaded X Zone)





500-year Floodplain
Is this a critical action?
	
	No




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

	
	Yes








Screen Summary
Compliance Determination
	Source: FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) 04013C2210L dated 10/16/2013 (ERR 8)  Finding: Project is not located within a 100-year floodplain, nor is it a 'critical action' with consideration of the 500-year floodplain; therefore, the 8-step process is not required.  Determination: Compliance assured  



Supporting documentation 
 
8 FEMA floodzone map(2).pdf

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):

	
	



	
	




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



	
	Other Consulting Parties




	
	

	  City of Phoenix CHPO & CAO
	Completed








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

	2007 City/SHPO/ACHP Programmatic Agreement dated 4/30/2007



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:
	Choice Neighborhoods - APE per approved treatment plans.



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


		Document and upload surveys and report(s) below.
For Archeological surveys, refer to HP Fact Sheet #6, Guidance on Archeological Investigations in HUD Projects.  

Additional Notes:
	Historic Treatment Plan was completed and Archeological Treatment Plan completed. Surveys were a part of the TP scope







	
	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






	
	No Adverse Effect



          Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section.
          Document reason for finding: 
	The APE within the NRHP- eligible prehistoric village site and will have historical significance. Mitigation will be required to reduce the effect on the site.



         Does the No Adverse Effect finding contain conditions? 

	

	Yes (check all that apply)




	
	Avoidance

	
	Modification of project

	
	Other









          
           Describe conditions here: 
	Mitigation of potential impact is required per the stipulations included in the 2007 City/SHPO/ACHP programmatic agreement.






	
	No





	
	Adverse Effect




Screen Summary
Compliance Determination
	Source: City of Phoenix Section 106 Historic/Archaeological Review Form (ERR 21); Treatment Plan for Section 106 Compliance, Edison-Eastlake Choice Neighborhoods, dated January 12, 2018 (ERR 22); Archaeological Historic Properties Treatment Plan for the Edison-Eastlake Community project, dated May 2019 (ERR 23).   Finding: The City of Phoenix Historic Preservation Office (CHPO) indicates the project site is located within the Choice Neighborhoods Project Area. The Frank Luke Public Housing development at the project site is a National Register-eligible historic districts associated with early public housing development by the Phoenix Housing Authority. A Historic Properties Treatment Plan was executed 1-16-2018 as well as an Addendum to this Treatment Plan that is underway and will be executed prior to the demolition of the Frank Luke public housing site.  The City of Phoenix Archaeology Office (CAO) indicates that the APE is within the boundary of AZ T:12:1(ASM) (La Ciudad), a large prehistoric village known to contain human burials. Phased data recovery followed by construction monitory needs to be performed by trained professional archaeologist following the methods presented in An Archaeological Historic Properties Treatment Plan for the Edison-Eastlake Community Project, Phoenix, Maricopa County, Arizona (Lindeman 2019). Additionally, notification, reporting and consultation protocols outline by Lindeman (2019) will be followed.   Determination: Compliance assured with mitigation   



Supporting documentation 
 
22 CN HP Treatment Plan Memo Executed 1162018.pdf
21 CHPOCAO ReviewSiteSpecificFormrev92015checkboxes.pdf
23 Edison-Eastlake Community Arch Treatment Plan.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: 

	69



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





	
	Unacceptable:  (Above 75 decibels)



HUD strongly encourages conversion of noise-exposed sites to land uses compatible with high noise levels. 
	
	Check here to affirm that you have considered converting this property to a non-residential use compatible with high noise levels. 



	Indicate noise level here: 

	69



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


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:   



	Source: HUD Online Noise Calculator (ERR 24); Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport Noise Exposure Map Update signed 6/9/2014; 2035 MAG Daily Traffic Volume map.  Finding: The project involves the residential development, which is considered a noise-sensitive use. Per the HUD Noise Guidebook the ''Acceptable'' the external day-night average sound level (Ldn) at a noise-sensitive use property should not exceed 65 decibel (dB). ''Normally Unacceptable'' external noise levels range from 65 dB to 75 dB, and external noise levels exceeding 75 dB are ''Unacceptable''.  The HUD Online Noise Calculator estimates that the day-night noise levels at the site to be 69 DNL.   The project will be within Normally Unacceptable external noise levels. New construction with Normally Unacceptable noise exposure is discouraged. Approvals in this zone require a minimum of 5 dB additional sound attenuation for building having noise-sensitive uses if the day-night average sound level is greater than 65 dB but does not exceed 70 dB, or a minimum of 10 dB of additional sound attenuation if the day night average sound level is greater than 70 dB but does not exceed 75 dB. The use of dual-pane windows and other building materials for this project would reduce the interior noise level to within that of the requirements described in the HUD Noise Guidebook  Determination: Compliance assured through mitigation  



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
	Source: HUD Online Noise Calculator (ERR 24); Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport Noise Exposure Map Update signed 6/9/2014; 2035 MAG Daily Traffic Volume map.  Finding: The project involves the residential development, which is considered a noise-sensitive use. Per the HUD Noise Guidebook the ''Acceptable'' the external day-night average sound level (Ldn) at a noise-sensitive use property should not exceed 65 decibel (dB). ''Normally Unacceptable'' external noise levels range from 65 dB to 75 dB, and external noise levels exceeding 75 dB are ''Unacceptable''.  The HUD Online Noise Calculator estimates that the day-night noise levels at the site to be 69 DNL.   The project will be within Normally Unacceptable external noise levels. New construction with Normally Unacceptable noise exposure is discouraged. Approvals in this zone require a minimum of 5 dB additional sound attenuation for building having noise-sensitive uses if the day-night average sound level is greater than 65 dB but does not exceed 70 dB, or a minimum of 10 dB of additional sound attenuation if the day night average sound level is greater than 70 dB but does not exceed 75 dB. The use of dual-pane windows and other building materials for this project would reduce the interior noise level to within that of the requirements described in the HUD Noise Guidebook  Determination: Compliance assured through mitigation  



Supporting documentation 
 
24 Noise calculation.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





2.	Is the project located on a sole source aquifer (SSA)?
A sole source aquifer is defined as an aquifer that supplies at least 50 percent of the drinking water consumed in the area overlying the aquifer. This includes streamflow source areas, which are upstream areas of losing streams that flow into the recharge area.

	
	No



Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section. Document and upload documentation used to make your determination, such as a map of your project (or jurisdiction, if appropriate) in relation to the nearest SSA and its source area, below.

	
	Yes




Screen Summary
Compliance Determination
	Source: EPA Region 9 Ground Water, Sole Source Aquifers (ERR 25)  Finding: No existence of sole source aquifers in Maricopa County.  Determination: Compliance assured  



Supporting documentation 
 
25 Sole Source Aquifers.pdf


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
	Source: Arizona National Wetlands Inventory Map (ERR 26); Site visit 9/21/2020 (ERR 16); Email correspondence with Tricia Balluff, 404 Program Coordinator, City of Phoenix Office of Environmental Programs, 9/23/2020 (ERR 18)  Finding: No surface water features, including wetlands, are present at the project site or in the analysis area. The USFWS National Wetlands Inventory did not identify any wetlands within the analysis area. No Clean Water Act Section 404 permit or Section 401 certification is required based on the project location as currently defined.   Determination: Compliance assured  



Supporting documentation 
 
17 Photo log(1).pdf
18 Tricia Balluff email(1).pdf
26 Wetlands Mapper.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
	Source: Wild and Scenic Rivers Map (ERR 27)  Finding: Arizona's designated Wild and Scenic Rivers sections are located outside of Maricopa County.   Determination: Compliance assured  



Supporting documentation 
 
27 Wild and Scenic rivers map AZ.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


Supporting documentation 
 
28 ejsceen_report.pdf

Are formal compliance steps or mitigation required? 
	
	Yes

	
	No
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