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Our Vantage Point — "Technical Assistance"

= State CDBG Program

Serves non-entitlement communities
Sub-grantees have <50k municipal population or <200k county population
NEPA regulations are unique to non-entitlement communities
24 CFR 58 -> non-entitlement communities, 24 CFR 50 -> entitlement communities

Local governments accept Responsible Entity status and serve as the Lead Agency for
the review’s content

State agency can provide technical assistance and serve as a de facto veto point when
inconsistencies are recognized, but cannot make interpretive judgement calls

We are neither engineers nor scientists nor attorneys

= 200+ CE- and EA-level environmental review records desk-reviewed annually
EIAs unprecedented, due to small project scopes

Missouri Department of
Economic Development
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=71. Our Process
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2a. Timing and Sequencing

2b. Consultation Breakdowns

2c. Documentation and Legibility
2d. Digital Tools and Missing Data
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1. Our Process

"Nudging" Responsible Entities toward a complete NEPA review

1 Missouri Department of
«

Economic Development



Overview of MO DED’s State CDBG NEPA
Desk Review Process

Submission Revision
Desk Review Request Cycle
Packet
(ad hoc)

= Average Turnover from Receipt to Authorization

CEST- (subject to 24 CFR 58.5) & EA-level: 11 weeks
CENST- (not subject to 24 CFR 58.5) & Emergency-/Exempt-level: 1 week, 6 days

Authorization
for Use of
Grant Funds

Local & State

Comment
Periods

Economic Development
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Tools: Submission Packet

'
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DETERMINATION OF LEVEL OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Last Modified 2/7/25

Project Name: R ible Entity(RE):

y of Findings and Conclusions

Project { CDBG Projectd:,

Project Description: (all project octivities, including those funded by sources other than COBG funding)

Compliance Factors

Are compliance
steps, mitigation,
or permitting
required?

Compliance Determinations

The summary should include any potential impacts of the
proposed project, both beneficial and potentially adverse. The
summary must also discuss any changes to the propasal
necessary to avoid significant impacts.

Identify the main points of analysis in the environmental review.

Historic Properties

| s [ no

Flood Insurance

The project has been reviewed by the RE in accordance with HUD regulation 24 CFR Part 58
The following Determination of Level of Environmental Review is made:
(Check the box for the appropriote level and insert full citation in the blank space provided. Refer to
hitp.//www.access.qpo.gov/nara/cfr/waisidx 09/24cfrS8 09.html for appropriate citation.)
Exempt from NEPA review requirements per24 CFR 58.34(a)|,
D Categorically Excluded NOT Subject To (CENST) §58.5 authorities per 24 CFR 58 35(b),

E‘ Categorically Excluded SUBJECT To (CEST) §58.5 authorities per 24 CFR 58.35(al),
(Preparation of the Statutory Checkiist Is required.)
H Environmental Assessment (EA) is required in accordance with subpart E of 24 CFR Part 58.36

Environmental Impact Statement (E15) is required

The Environmental Review Record (ERR), pursuant to §58.38, contains all environmental documents,
public notices and written determinations or findings required as evidence of the review, decision
making, and actions pertaining to this project. Additional information (e.g., checklists, studies,
analyses, etc.) are included, as appropriate, in the ERR.

Floodplain
Management

‘Wetland Protection

Coastal Zone
Management

There are no coastal zones in the state of Missouri (NOAA Coastal Management).

Airport Hazards

| s [ v

Preparer Name Preparer Signature Date

RE Certifying Officer Name RE Certifying Officer Signature Date

MO 418-2890 (08-12)

-
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Endangered Species

| Jves [ no

1

AIR QUALITY
40 CFR Parts 6, 51, 93

1. 1s the project in an EPA-designated nonattainment or maintenance area for any criteria DYES DNO
pollutants?
2.1f "No,” could create emissions impairing the air quality of an area already in attainment? l:‘\rgg I:]ND

If “Yes” to question 1, does the project include five or more dwellings OR new construction
or conversion of land use facilitating the development of public, commercial, or industrial DYES DND
facilities units that will involve the patential for air emissions or a significant traffic increase?

3. If "Yes” to either of the scenarios in question 2, obtain a determination from the EPA Region DYES DND
7 State Air Program and the DNR Air Pollution Control Program that proposed activities
confarm to the State Implementation Plan.

ASBESTOS:
1. Does the project involve demolition or renovation of buildings or bridges or removal of DYES DND
ashestos water or sewer pipes where the disturbed area is greater than 260 linear feet or

160 square feet?

If “Yes," a Missouri DNR Certified Asbestos Inspector must be hired to perform a thorough
ashestos inspection. If friable asbestos containing materials are present and require removal,
a Missouri registered ashestos abatement contractor must be hired.

MOLD:
Does the project entail rehabilitation of any building with evidence of mold on any building DYES DND
component, or an interior moisture-related problem, including roof leaks or moisture in and

around the interior foundation or crawl space? Document o site visit ond attoch color
photas.

Explain all required mitigation measures and/or required permits required for nonattainment, asbestos, and
mold:




Tools: Preparer Checklist
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA)/STATUTORY CHECKLIST REVIEW

Lt hesdifd 3,725

Project Name: Project Number:

RROF Submitted: AUGF Completed: AUGF & COA Sent:

This checklist is o tool for the environmental review preparer to proaf their work and ensure ol sections contain
the appropriate injf tion and doc THIF DOCUMENT DOES NOT NEED TO BE SUBMITTED.
& Are documents written for a “cold reader” — someone who has no knowledge of the project?

# For consistency, cross check information w/f all other project documents (PER/PAR, CDBG & other funding
applications, COBG Funding Approval if funded, environmental studies/repaorts, etc.)

[] petermination of Level of Review

[ Finding of Exempt Activities

[] cover Page

B project Name [Responsible Entity [J5ub applicant
B3 project Number OxED Preparer
O project Location/mddress
[ Total Project Cests: All funding sources and amournts listed
CDBG 3§, Local Cashs, Priate 5
Federal 3 In-Kind L] Other State 3

Total
D Responsible Entity Project Contact Mame, Address, Telephone
[ Mame & Address of Sub-recipient, if applicable: Non-profit, public water supply or sewer district, fire or
ambulance district, library, downtown organization, etc. If no sub-recipient, M/ miust be checked.
[0 conditions of Approval: List conditions that were identified throughout the ERR.

[ petermination: [CConverts to Exempt (CEST) CFos (ea)
[Poes not Convert to Exempt (CEST) CFONSI(EA)

[ preparer: CEignature  [JDate CMame/Title Cagency

[ certifying Officer:.__Jsignature  [JDate [CMame,Title

[] preliminary Design: (JPER CPar Cpate Cpame of finm

[] property acquisition: Explain if the project requires property acquisition.

|:| Description of Project: All propased activities & actions by all funding sources

[ rurpese & Meed of Project: Needs the project will address, not the project description

D Existing Conditions & Trends (EA Only): Project & surmounding area’s appearance now vs. at completion;
Compatibility of future use plans for project & surrounding areas, if known; Site appearance without project

[ Project Alternatives [EA only): Evaluation of each alternative, inclueding no action; Explanation for preferred
alternative. NJA is unacceptable.

|:| Agencies Contacted

[] Public Qutreach: Opportunity for public input in decision making; Examples: public notices & hearings,
newspaper artiches, environmental notices, etc; Minutes should reflect project and areas of environmental
consideration tharoughly

[] Field visit Cheeklist: include photographs, aerials, and other supporting documentation, as necessary

[ Historic Properties:
O correspondence with SHPO, including Project Information Form and attachments
[ petermination to Consult with Tribes Under Saction 106 Farm
O3 ToAT results, if applicable
O3 correspondence with Tribes, if applicable
[] 2-week follow up with Tribes who did not respond

Missouri Department of
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA)/STATUTORY CHECKLIST REVIEW

B cultural Resouree Survey, if applicable
B memarandum of Agreement (MOA), if applicable (Latters to ACHP & Tribes) |

O sHpoyacHP/Tribal approval of MOA stipulations, if applicable
3 mitigation/Condition of Approval? [No [ves:

| Flood Insurance:
B FiRmette or best available flood data [Location Highlighted) If FIRMette does NOT map the 500 yr
Proof of Fload Insurance, if required floodplain please add 2 ft to the 100 yr
B pocumentation supporting exception, if applicable floodplain.
P mitigation/condition of Approval? [Ino [lves:
| Floodplain Managerment: * If FIRMEtte does NOT magp the 500 yr
o g:cmette of best auallal:.He flood ﬂ.ata [.anatlf:m Highlighted) floodplain please add 2 ft to the 100 yr
urmentation supporting exception, if applicable floadplain.
B3 minigation/Condition of Approval? [ Jno []ves:
[ wetland Protection:
3 Color National Wetlands Inventory Map (Location Highlighted, Distance)
Documentation supporting exception, if applicable
B jpac
Correspondence with USACE, if applicable
OJ mitigation/cCondition of approval? [ no [Jves:
[ HUD 8 Step Decision Making Process: only complete if applicable
O3 proof of publication and distribution of EPN
B proof of publication and distribution of FPN
B mitigation/condition of Approvalz [ no [Jves:
[ coastal zone Management: Mone in MO
[] Airport Hazards:
O pocementation supporting exception, if applicable
3 maps indicating not within thresholds/APZ/RPZ/CT Location Highlightad,/Distance)
B conformance with DOD guidelines, if applicable
O3 proof of notification of airport hazards, if applicable
O3 mitigationCondition of Approval? [ no []ves:

[ Endangered Spacies:
O ipac

B Missouri Natural Heritage Regort
B2 “Effact Determination Tool” Results
O pocumentation supporting “Effect Determination”
B correspondence with USFWS, if applicable
2 mivigation/condition of approval? [Ime [Jves:
] wild & Scenic Rivers:
Map showing WES Rivers/Segrments (Location Highlighted /Distance)
D carrespondence with Mark Twain National Forest ar NP, as applicable
O Mitigation/Condition of Approval? D Mo D Yies:
[ Farmiand Protection:
O] pocumentation supporting exception, if applicable
= Bapis) supporting exemptions, showing farmland, etc., as applicable (Location Highlighted)
Correspondence and attachments to and from USDA NRCS




Tools: Policy Handbook

F¥25 CDBG Adminisiration Manual / Policy Manual
Wersion 2.2

CDBG forms and guidance cannot possibly be tailored to

KEEP IN MIND! meet the needs of every project. Modify your review and
Cha P ter8 explanafions to adequately explain your project.
) ) Document all compliance relevant to your project.
Environmental Review
STATE OF MISSOURI CDBG POLICY STATEMENT
I EFFECT FOR ARMMUAL GRAMTS:
Timeline for CEST/EA Projects
Year Award Number
2018 B-18-DC-2%-0001
' 2009 B-19-DC-29-0001
‘ 2020 (CV)  B-20-DW-29-0001 Decide that the “Complete Complete Once all Submit draft Subrmit AuGForpre- || As project is
2020 B-20-DC-29-0001 project will attempt Level of Statutary applicable natice to DED RROF/C, grant completed,
\ 2021 B-91-DC-29-0001 to use CDBG funds Review” and Checklist/EA clearances for review, affidavit of approval Is document
2022 B-22-DC-29-0001 (usually occurs at “Finding of forms & collect have been publish once publication tssued by compliance
Missouri Department of 2073 B-23-DC-29-0001 application, but can Exempt all E"F’Pomf‘g received and approved; and proof of DED with all COAs.
Economic Development 2024 B-24.D0-29-0001 occur before) Activities” documentation forms send copy of distribution (letter is sent At project
o005 B25.DC-29-0001 Forms [maps, datal:la.sc completed, notice to of the notice to the closeaut, DED
*can move searches, copies SLIhII'l:'CIpIan interested to COBG Subrecipient, maonitors
— forward with of all reviews and parties and copy Is Subrecipient's
Sund Monda Tuesd Wednesd Tuesda Frich Saturd Naltc[me“l’mng exempt and commespondence, signs the ERR, agencles emailed to file for
unday y ussday SOay L 'y raay uraay cquistion, CENST activities pictures, ete.) EI_Wd. the admini- complete ERR
1 2 3  constructian, site ONLY administrator strator] with with originally
Combined .;::;:: umJnTeER T thg ' copy of signed forms,
Mofice Cnxdlrlonslof &Iwrrl liance
pproval with all COAs,
Publication Day 1 '
Submit Observe
4 5 & 7 7 8 9 Form project Local
complete infarmation DED Comment
4 project Tﬁb:HPD-d Complete reviews ERR Period
escription Tribes, an and 7/10 days
Day 2 Day 3 Day 4 Day 5 Day & Day 7 Day § containing all o HUDS Step rondes [{:' cEs:; P
10 1 12 13 14 15 14 related environment- pecklon feedback: 15/18 days state
activities from al agencies o Repeat until for EA); Comment
all funding {starts 30 day :L‘:‘;zr: ERR is addressall Period Project
sources response satisfacto comments (15 days) Begins
Day ¢ Day 10 Day 11 Day 12 Day 13 Day 14 Day 15 period) )
17 18 - First 19 - 20 - State 21 22 23 T
business RROF/C comment
day submitted | period - = - — —_ — — — — - —
to CDBG | commences
ER Process

. . f_- There is no specific timeframe for completion of the ER. On average, CEST and EA level reviews can take 90-120 days to complete. It is wise to begin the
M Issourl De partme nto process as soon as the project is significantly known to allow sufficient time for the possible discovery of adverse impacts requiring mitigation or even the

Economic Development selection of a new project site.

N .




2a. Common Issues: Timing & Sequencing

Optimistic and pessimistic timelines, alike

Economic Development
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Timing & Sequencing Case 1: Denialism

Red Flags:

Project Description: (all project activities, including those funded by sources other than CDBG funding)

The project includes the renovation of an existing building to construct living quarters
and shared space for women and children staying in the domestic/sexual violence
shelter.

EWithin 1 mile of a MO Department of Natural Resources (MO DNR E-Start_active site

EWithin 0.5 mi. of a Toxic Release, Brownfield, Long-term Stewardship, or Inactive Voluntary
Cleanup Program (VCP) site

4. If one of the above criterion was selected, but a Phase | ESA has/fwill not be completed, please
indicate why.

Phase 1 ESA has been completed |the site in question is located within .5 miles of-
former Hospital. The faciliies ECHO reports shows no violations.

This will have no effect on the current project.

Missouri Department of
Economic Development
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1)
2)

3)

Vague project description
Phase | Site Assessment
indicated as complete, but not
attached to the record

Missing description of historic
site use

Determined Issue through Further
Commes:

The Phase | Site Assessment
indicated as complete was over
two years old and confined to
the remediated brownfield site (a
former hospital)

The brownfield site is directly
adjacent to the project site

The project includes 9 residential
dwellings, including for children




Timing & Sequencing Case 1: Denialism

o 9/4/24 o 9/24 o 1/25 o 4/25 o 4/7/26

First draft received Revisions received, still Received public notice for Phase I site assessment Public comment periods
missing elaboration on review complete and attached to complete; Authorization
missing Phase I review record; includes is issued
finding of RE

requiring additional

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
: Phase II site assessment
1

1

1

Phase II site assessment
complete; provided
clearance to proceed to
public comment period

Communication reveals
need for new Phase I site
delivered, including flag of reiterating need for assessment; provided
missing Phase I report attached Phase I report resources for compliance

O 9/24 é 9/24 O 1/25
o~

‘ Missouri Department of
\ Economic Development

Initial comments 2nd-cycle comments

2/26



Timing and Sequencing Case 2: Misapplied Sequencing

Project Description: (all project activities, including those funded by sources other than CDBG funding)

The City of [l in partnership with the individual property owners, will be utilizing
I in Community Development Block Grant funds to remove slum and blight from
the community through the demolition of 20 uninhabitable residential buildings and three
commercial buildings, where rehabilitation is not feasible. The private property owners
will contribute an estimated to the project. The grant will allow for the complete
demolition of the structures to bring the property into compliance with the municipal
ordinances regarding dangerous and nuisance properties along with the removal and
disposal of all debris, including remediation of any suspected asbestos, according to
Missouri Department of Natural Resources (DNR) standards.

ASBESTOS:

1. Does the project involve demolition or renovation of buildings or bridges or removal of VES
ashestos water or sewer pipes where the disturbed area is greater than 260 linear feet or

160 square feet?
If “Yes,” a Missouri DNR Certified Asbestos Inspector must be hired to perform a thorough

asbestos inspection. If friable ashestos containing materials are present and require removal,
a Missouri registered ashestos abatement contractor must be hired.

-
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NO

Red Flags:

1) Friable asbestos testing is
acknowledged as required for
demolition activities, but no
inspection report attached

Determined Issue through Further

Comms:

- The grant administrator mistook
asbestos inspection and
associated procurement for
choice-limiting actions rather
than activities necessary to
complete the environmental
assessment




Timing and Sequencing Case 2: Misapplied Sequencing

o 8/11/25 o 9/25

First draft received Call with grant
administrator; explained
why asbestos inspection is
not choice-limiting

O
@
)
=)

Inspection report and
associated

mitigation /remediation
plan received; public
comment clearance granted

Discussions between grrant i
admin. and DED compliance !
Flagged missing asbestos staff about procurement !
report requirements . Public notice published

08/25 08/25 -1/26 04/1/26

1 Missouri Department of
N
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Timing & Sequencing: Takeaways

" Understand the Full Range of What is and is not a Choice-Limiting Action

= Don’t Confuse Estimated Timelines with Deadlines
NEPA is fundamentally an analysis

Planning for the analysis can never replace the analysis itself

Analysis often betrays the hypothesis that guided the estimated timeline

Grantees who communicate over-optimistic timelines are incentivized to ignore results
triggering further analysis

= Procurement, Procurement, Procurement

Many NEPA activities (contamination screening, surveying, etc.) require service
procurement

Procurement can dramatically extend timelines if not initiated early, especially for rural, low-
capacity governments

Economic Development
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ob. Common Issues: Consultation Breakdowns

The urge to over-simplify intergovernmental relationships

Economic Development
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Consultation Breakdown Case:
Relationships with Native Nations

_ requests that a cultural resources survey be conducted for this project.

The has received the cultural resource survey report for the proposed

HUD, has significant
madequate cultural resource survey report

concerns for the or other archaeological work conducted by |G-
his company requests that a new cultural
resources survey utilizing shovel testing be conducted for this project. Please find enclosed a copy of our survey
standards.

What Happened:

1) A THPO with published cultural resource survey (CRS) standards requests a CRS for three
previously undisturbed multifamily housing development sites

2) The procured cultural resource surveys are flagged by the THPO for insufficient shovel
testing (used a state-standard visibility threshold where THPO rejects the use of any
threshold, per its own posted standards)

{ Missouri Department of
N

Economic Development



Consultation Breakdown Case:
Relationships with Native Nations

o 1/8/26 o 2/26 o 4/17/26

Grant administrator reports that a THPO i Administrator consults Responsible . Authorization issued
has requested a new CRS be completed ' Entity's elected official, who decides to !
according to Nation's published standard i proceed with the existing CRS. Public !
i comment clearance is granted with a |
. warning that their determination of .
' good-faith effort may be appealed. !
) ®

Back-and-forth with THPO clarifies the
main issue was the visibility standard used
for shovel-testing

Public notice published

1/26 - 2/26 3/26

1 Missouri Department of
N
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Consultation Breakdowns: Takeaways

= Three Types
Late initiation
Inadequate substantive response
Failure to respect agency-/Nation-specific protocols

= Abstracted guidance from detailed requirements can often compress a
relational obligation into a purely procedural one

= A good-faith effort to meet the spirit of the process is of utmost
Importance

-> THPOs and agencies more likely to approach comments collaboratively
rather than adversarially

Missouri Department of
Economic Development



2c¢. Common Issues: Documentation & Legibility

Knowing the project is not the same as communicating it

Economic Development
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Documentation & Legibility Case 1:
Mapping the Project Area(s)

-
\l

Missouri Department of
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What Happened:

1) Original review used point-based locations for
new tornado sirens on undisturbed ground to
consult agencies and THPOs

2) The points for one of the new tornado sirens
were proposed to change by ¥500 feet, just ~40
days post-Authorization

New Siren
; 9 Amendment
o _— — - - - - -

519ft




Documentation & Legibility Case 1:
Mapping the Project Area(s)

01/23/26 QTBD

 Original review approved . New environmental review record with renewed
'\ consultation received

| Change order submitted to change location of one
. of the new sirens

03/9/ 26




Documentation & Legibility Case 2:
Distance Matters @

Missouri Stafe‘
Hwy Patrol Hangar"\3

= Often, preparers will use an
unmarked map as documentation of B Micsou
proximity to features like airports { {-} i,
':«)J ‘-‘O,,”/p
and protected streams | "

checkercab Q) (@), Jefferson

= |f they additionally do not indicate b PN
the estimated quantified distance in
their narrative, we ask for revision

= We ask folks to use NEPAssist to get
the runway orientation, too, but it's
usually not necessary

CEDAR CITY

JEFFERSON
CITY

Economic Development
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Documentation & Legibility: Takeaways

" |f Project Plans Are Likely to Shift:

Wait until engineering/architectural plans are finalized and committed to complete
the review, or

Acknowledge a reasonable ceiling for scope in the review beyond the narrow,
speculative, initial plans
= Mapping Matters

Failing to represent the (potential) project area as accurately as possible can result in
unnecessary delays when minor amendments are made

= SHOW-ME (State)

Avoid making assertions/narratives without clear associated evidence where possible
Assertions/narratives sometimes necessary where only personally observable data exists
Anticipate skepticism; Responsible Entities have something they must prove

Economic Development

1 Missouri Department of
N



2d. Common Issues: Digital Tools & Missing Data

Filling the gap between regulations and the available data

Economic Development
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Digital Tools & Missing Data Case 1: The
500-year Floodplaln Mapping Gap

o Homesteod

Saved Elevation Points

. # | Latitude l..onglfudo
Points along the mm
| [ — —
100-year floodplain
2 37146 11322

Points along the

nearest edge of the
project area

ooNong

Economic Development
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368.99

" Due to the frequency of missing
data for the 500-year floodplain
in rural Missouri, we typically
augment analysis by
applying the "100-year
floodplain + 2 feet"
standard with outside data

" This is the only analysis
we typically conduct on the
preparer's behalf

This grant administrator determined
mitigation was necessary, since the

project site points are all within 2 feet of
Base Flood Elevation




Digital Tools & Missing Data Case 2:
Wetlands that Don’t EX1st

4

A \m'&
,

- The National Wetlands
Inventory is used for
initial screening based
on topography alone,
so cross-validating the
actual presence of
hydrophytic flora or
aquatic life™ i
Important

*HUD has a unigue
wetlands definition

‘ Missouri Department of
I Economic Development




Digital Tools & Missing Data: Takeaways

= Site-Specific Knowledge > Digital, Aggregated Knowledge

This goes both ways

Missing data can be supplemented
Inconsistent data can be displaced

" Grantees often lack project area-specific mapping data that’s taken for
granted
Floodplains, wetlands, historic properties, endangered species’ presence,

unreported brownfields, and noise sources can all vary from what aggregated,
publicly available data suggests

Economic Development
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Questions?

If you think of something later, or just want to connect with us:

Hannah Carrico, MPA Ryan Westwood, MPP

>/3-751-207/9 573-751-2089



