


Part A. Compliance Findings for §50.4 Related Laws and Authorities

§50.4 Laws and Authorities

Projectis In
Compliance

Yes

No

ource Documentation and Reguirements for Approval

16. Coastal Barrier Resources

b2

]

The site is not located In a Coastal Barrier Resource System. (Source: FEMA's Flood Insurance
Rate Map (FIRM) Community Panel Number 225 203-0160 E dated 1984, and the 8 Step
Floodplaln Analysis, See Appendix D.)

17. Floodplain Management (24

CFR Part 55)

b

|

The Target Area is located In a Zone A3 100 year floodplain identified as a ponding area. The 8-
Step Floodplain Management review required by E.Q. 11988 and found In 24 CFR 55.20
concluded that there was no practical alternative to the project as proposed. All newly
constructed builldings must be built at an elevation three feet higher than its present elevation
according to the April 2006 FEMA Flood Revocery Guldance publication. The project owner(s)
must also obtain flood Insurance for the life of the mortgage or the life of the Improvement,

{Source: FEMA's Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) Community Panel Number 225 203-0160 E
dated 1984, and the 8 Step Floodplain Analysis. See Appendix E.)

18. Historic Preservation
(36 CFR Part 800)

HUD, the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the Advisory Councll on Historic
Preservation (ACHP) agree that the demolition of the Lafitte Houslng Development would
constitute an adverse effect on an historic property per 36 CFR 800.4 and 800.5(b).
Furthermore, the SHPO stated that there is a potential for intact archaeologlical deposits to be
lencountered during redevelopment. The Section 106 Consultation Process was completed and a
Memorandum of Agreement as described In 36 CFR Part 800 was signed by all partles. The

MOA identifles measures required of HANO to protect historic preservation interests within the
isite.

(See Appendix F for a copy of the MOA.)

19. Nolse Abatement

(24 CER Part 51 Subpart B)

The noise analysls indicates that the nolse levels created by the streets that border the site are
less than 65 DNL (Acceptable). Nolse levels will not Increase due to trafflc generated within the
project site. Demolition and construction noise will temporarily increase amblent noise levels
for a brief perlod of time. This increase In noise levels will be restricted to the daytime hours.
Construction trafflc will be routed to the slte using major arterles, specifically Clalborne Avenue
and Interstate 10. Noise levels from roads, railroads and alrcraft do not exceed the 65 DNL
Imit. {Source: Nolse Analysis (See Appendix G)).

20. Hazardous Operations

(24 CFR Part 51 Subpart C)

IThe project is located at an Acceptable Separation Distance from any above-ground explosive ¢

Flammable fuels or chemnicals containers according to "Siting of HUD-Assisted Projects Near
Hazardous Facllities.”

Source: Existing land use map. (See Appendix H)

21. Airport Hazards

{24 CFR Part 51 Subpart D)

IThe project is not within an FAA-designated clvilian airport Runway Clear Zone or Runway
Protection Zone, or within a military airfleld Clear Zone or Accident Potential Zone or Approach
Protection Zone. (Source: Glen Whittaker, Operations Supervisor, Louls Armstrong International
Alrport; Joel Jenkinson, Alrport Operations Mgr, Lakefront Airport; Thomas Garntham, Architect
Planner, Naval Air Station. See also Runway Clear Zone Maps in Appendix I).

22. protection of Wetlands
(E. ©. 11990)

The project Is/was previously developed. No wetlands, marshes, wet meadows, mud flats or
natural ponds located on site as per field observatlon and maps Issued by the U.S, Fish &
Wildlife Service (USFWS).

Source: National Wetlands Inventory {(NWI) map (ecos.fws.gov). (See Appendix J).

23. Toxic Chemicals &
Radloactive Materlals
(8 50.3(1)

The subject and adjacent propertles are free of hazardous materlals, contamination, toxic
chemicals, gasses and radioactive substances which could affect the health or safety of
pccupants or conflict with the Intended use of the subject property.

Ifter Hurricane Katrina, the NRDC and the USEPA collected sediment samples from the Lafitte
and Tremé area and detected elevated levels of lead in the soil.

Source: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment prepared by PPM Consultants in June 2006 and
CERCLIS List. (See Appendix K)

24. Other § 50.4 authoritles

{e.g., endangered specles,

sole source aquifers,

farmlands protection, flood,

insurance, environmental
justice)

Endangered Species: The proposed project Is located in a densely developed urban setting. The
Loulslana Department of Wildlife and Fisherles (LDWF) determined that the proposal will not
threaten any Federally or state approved (listed or proposed) specles.

Source: Finding by LDWF (See Appendix L),

Sole Source Aquifers: The project Is not located within a U.S. Environmental Protection (EPA)
designated sole source aquifer watershed area.

ource: Region 6 Ground Water Office, Sole Source Aquifer Map and

Previous editions are obsolete

Page 2 of 4 form-HUD-4128 (1/200

Ref. 24 CFR Part 50






http:www.cltvofno.com
http:www.cltvofno.com

































http:www.cityofno.com
http:www.cityofno.com



http:www.nolanrp.com
http:ww.nolapublicschools.net






http:29,516,444.00

Addressing the immediate needs of the Lafitte Development will require an expenditure
of over $29 million. However, after this expense, the buildings will still remain obsolete,
environmental hazards will still be present, and the buildings would fail to meet the
current required applicable codes and safety standards, would remain ADA noncompliant
and energy inefficient. According to HUD guidelines, this level of limited improvement
would restrict these buildings to be considered only as “housing of last resort” within the
community. Major repair issues would remain requiring continued expenditures of
limited PHA maintenance funds while providing only marginal quality housing. For
these reasons, this alternative is not recommended.

Major Rehabilitation

The second cost estimate of approximately $148,122,602.00 involves significant
modernization of the buildings in order to meet current building codes, the Uniform
Federal Accessibility Standards and HUD’s Uniform Physical Condition Standard. This
level of modernization would involve the complete demolition of all interiors, as well as
roof replacement of all buildings, producing housing acceptable to the general public.

In order for the interior of the buildings to be demolished, the costs for abatement must
also be added to the costs for bringing the building up to the federal code. USRM
evaluated the costs associated with lead abatement, which are additional costs associated
with modernization of the developments. The total lead abatement costs associated with
modernization efforts is estimated to be $970,549.00, which does not include build-back
of removed building components. The costs were based on the procedures outlined in a
lead abatement specification prepared by USRM, the amount of buildings, units,
bedrooms, square footage of the units and the performance of clearance sampling after
the completion of abatement activities. The total modernization cost is estimated to be
$149,093,151.00. Further, asbestos containing materials are present in the buildings that
must be abated, which will include additional costs for removal, transportation and
disposal.

The estimated repairs to the roof of each building, as provided following inspections by a
roofing contractor will likely cost approximately $5.9 million. However, the repairs of
these roofs may present a problem due to non-availability of matching tiles. At present
approximately one-third of the existing buildings have fiberglass shingles.

Modernization efforts will not address the inadequacy of the site to provide for defensible
space, which in the past has made crime and security significant problems on this site.
The site “super-block” configuration makes it difficult and costly to secure, hinders
pedestrian circulation, and provides areas without the natural surveillance of the
residents. The physical constraints of the site undermine the welfare of families and
children living on the site. The inability to remedy basic site configuration problems will
require increased maintenance and security staff to provide basic security for residents
and staff working at the site. In the past, these deficiencies have mandated HANO to
spend scarce funding resources on crime reduction and prevention.
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