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BOSTON REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 

D/B/A BOSTON PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

 

SCOPING DETERMINATION 

24 ERICSSON STREET 

 

SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS 

FOR DRAFT PROJECT IMPACT REPORT (“DPIR”) 

 

 

PROPOSED PROJECT: 24 ERICSSON STREET (NEPONSET WHARF) 

 

PROJECT SITE: 7.6 ACRE SITE BOUNDED BY EXISTING BUILDINGS, THE 

NEPONSET RIVER, AND PINE NECK CREEK, DORCHESTER  

  

PROPONENT: CPC ERICSSON STREET, LLC 

  

DATE: JANUARY 12, 2018 

 

 

 

The Boston Redevelopment Authority (“BRA”), d/b/a the Boston Planning & Development 

Agency (“BPDA”) is issuing this Scoping Determination pursuant to Section 80B-5 of the 

Boston Zoning Code (“Code”), in response to a Project Notification Form (“PNF”), which City 

Point Capital (the “Proponent”) filed on June 30, 2017 for the proposed 24 Ericsson Street 

project (the “Proposed Project”). Notice of the receipt by the BPDA of the PNF was 

published in the Boston Herald on June 30, 2017, which initiated a public comment period 

with a closing date of September 8, 2017. Pursuant to Section 80A-2 of the Code, the PNF 

was sent to the City’s public agencies/departments and elected officials on June 30, 2017. 

Hard copies of the PNF were also sent to all of the Impact Advisory Group (“IAG”) members. 

The initial public comment period was subsequently extended until October 1, 2017, 

through mutual consent between the BPDA and the Proponent to allow more time for the 

general public to provide comments and feedback.  

 

On May 26, 2017, the Proponent filed a Letter of Intent (“LOI”) in accordance with the 

Mayor’s Executive Order Regarding Provision of Mitigation by Development Projects in 

Boston for the redevelopment of the site off Ericsson Street in the Dorchester 

neighborhood of Boston. 

 

On May 30, 2017, letters soliciting nominations to the IAG for the proposed project were 

delivered to City Councilor Frank Baker, State Senator Linda Dorcena Forry, and State 
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Representative Daniel Hunt. Additional letters seeking recommendations were delivered to 

the Office of Neighborhood Services and the City Councilors at large. 

 

The letters sought nominations or recommendations to the IAG by June 6, 2017. Councilor 

Baker responded with two (2); Senator Forry responded with two (2); Councilor Essaibi-

George responded with two (2); Councilor Flaherty responded with one (1); and the Office 

of Neighborhood Services responded with two (2). On June 7, 2017, letters were sent 

confirming that the remaining elected officials declined to make nominations.  

 

Nine (9) individuals were nominated and appointed to the IAG and have been invited to 

participate in advising BPDA staff on the Proposed Project’s possible impacts and 

appropriate mitigation.  

 

The following is a list of the IAG members: 

 

1. Jason Berry 

2. John Lyons 

3. Maria Lyons 

4. Kathy Mahoney 

5. Jennifer Maloney McCarthy 

6. Mary McCarthy 

7. Ed Roche 

8. John Rudicus 

9. Ben Tankle 

 

The BPDA appreciates the efforts of the IAG and the members should be applauded for 

their commitment to the review of the Proposed Project. 

 

Pursuant to Section 80B5.3 of the Code, a Scoping Session was held on July 26, 2017 with 

the City of Boston’s public agencies/departments at which time the Proposed Project was 

reviewed and discussed. IAG members were also invited to attend the Scoping Session. 

 

A BPDA-sponsored publicly advertised meeting was conducted on August 9, 2017 at the 

Port Norfolk Yacht Club at 179 Walnut Street. IAG meetings were held on July 26, 2017 and 

on September 28, 2017 at the Port Norfolk Yacht Club. 

 

Included in the Scoping Determination are written comments that were received by the 

BPDA in response to the PNF, from BPDA staff, public agencies/departments, elected 

officials, the general public, and IAG members. All of which are included in Appendices A 

and B must be answered in their entirety.  

 

Appendix A includes written comments from BPDA staff, public agencies/departments, 

and elected officials. 
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Specifically, they are: 

 

 BPDA Transportation, Urban Design, and Planning Departments 

 BPDA Climate Change and Environmental Planning Department 

 John P. Sullivan: Boston Water and Sewer Commission 

 

Public comments received by the BPDA during the comment period are included in 

Appendix B.  

 

 

The Scoping Determination requests information that the BPDA requires for its review of 

the Proposed Project in connection with Article 80 of the Code, Development Review and 

Approval, and other applicable sections of the Code. 

 

In addition to the specific submission requirements outlined in the sections below, the 

following points are highlighted for additional emphasis and consideration: 

 

 Throughout this initial phase of review, the Proponent has taken steps to meet with 

community members, elected officials, abutters, and various City 

agencies/departments. Regular conversations and meetings with all interested 

parties must continue through the duration of the public review process, ensuring 

that what is presented in the DPIR is beneficial to the respective neighborhood and 

the City of Boston as a whole.  

 

 It is clear in reading through the comment letters that the Proposed Project has 

generated concern in the neighborhood. While some letters acknowledge the 

benefits of some type of redevelopment on the site, numerous letters request that 

additional studies occur in order to evaluate the potential impacts of this project, as 

well as the potential benefits. The BPDA encourages the Proponent to continue to 

work with those parties, including the IAG and community members, who have 

expressed concern, in order to minimize and mitigate the Proposed Project’s 

impacts.  

 

 The general public along with the IAG have expressed concerns with respect to the 

overall density of the project and related impacts. The BPDA encourages the 

Proponent to continue to work with the community to address the concerns 

regarding density. 

 

 During the initial review process, residents and other stakeholders raised concerns 

about the Proposed Project’s effect on the Neponset Estuary Area of Critical 

Environmental Concern (ACEC). The BPDA shares these concerns, and encourages 
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the Proponent to continue to work with the various stakeholders and to keep the 

sensitivity of the ACEC in mind as the design of the Proposed Project evolves.  

 

 The BPDA encourages the Proponent to continue to work with the Boston Police 

Department (“BPD”) and Boston Fire Department (“BFD”) to review and address the 

community’s concerns regarding the impacts that this proposal will have on the 

existing capacity of these departments’ facilities and staff, as well as access to the 

Project Site, should a project move forward. 

 

 The Proponent must work with the Boston Transportation Department (“BTD”) to 

address concerns regarding site access, circulation of traffic in and around the 

Proposed Project site, potential traffic impacts, and appropriate mitigation.  

 

 The BPDA encourages the Proponent to continue to engage the IAG and community 

to provide new public open space that addresses the needs and goals of the overall 

community and provides meaningful connections to existing open space and 

environmental resources. 

 

 All development projects have construction impacts. As with any urban 

development, there needs to be a balance of construction related inconveniences 

with the daily activities that will continue to occur adjacent to the Proposed Project 

site. A detailed approach to the construction management must be included in the 

DPIR. 

 

 The Proponent must take into account all BPDA approved and under review 

proposals nearby in the Dorchester neighborhood, scheduled infrastructure 

improvements in the general area, and nearby large scale developments in the City 

of Boston while conducting the DPIR’s required studies (transportation, 

infrastructure, open space, etc.). 

 

 The Proponent must clearly describe the overall demolition and phasing of the 

Proposed Project. The buildings to be demolished and constructed in each phase of 

the Proposed Project should be specified along with an anticipated timeline for each 

phase. The BPDA acknowledges that project timelines are subject to change due to 

market conditions and other factors.  

 

 

I.  PROJECT SITE 

 

The Project Site encompasses approximately 7.6 acres—3.6 acres of developed land and 

four (4) acres of watersheet—located at 24 Ericsson Street, along the Neponset River and 

Pine Neck Creek, in the Port Norfolk section of Boston’s Dorchester neighborhood. The 

Project Site is bounded to the north by the Neponset River, to the east by an existing 
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restaurant/function facility (Venezia), to the south and southeast by existing buildings, 

including the historic Putnam Nail Company buildings (now Boston Harbor Distillery), and 

to the west by Pine Neck Creek. The site is accessible from Ericsson Street by easements on 

either side to the Putnam Nail Company buildings. 

 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION  

 

The Proposed Project, as described in the PNF, consists of 307,000 square feet of 

development, including 150 condominium units, 4,000 square of restaurant space, and a 

25-room hotel. Existing landside boat storage and service facilities will be renovated and 

consolidated from 71,300 square feet to 23,000 square feet, while maintain a capacity of 

approximately 75 vessels. Approximately 185 structured parking spaces will be provided. 

The Proponent seeks to create approximately two (2) acres of new landscaped open space, 

including 28,000 square feet of publicly accessible Harborwalk, a public fishing pier, 

facilities for kayak launching and storage, and a marina support building.  

 

III. PREAMBLE 

 

The Proposed Project is being reviewed pursuant to Article 80, Development Review and 

Approval, which sets forth a comprehensive procedure for project review of the following 

components: transportation, environmental protection, urban design, historic resources, 

infrastructure systems, site plan, tidelands, and Development Impact Project applicability.  

The Proponent is required to prepare and submit to the BPDA a Draft Project Impact 

Report (“DPIR”) that meets the requirements of the Scoping Determination by detailing the 

Proposed Project’s impacts and proposed measures to mitigate, limit or minimize such 

impacts.  The DPIR shall contain the information necessary to meet the specifications of 

Section 80B-3 (Scope of Large Project Review; Content of Reports) and Section 80B-4 

(Standards for Large Project Review Approval), as required by the Scoping Determination.  

After submitting the DPIR, the Proponent shall publish notice of such submittal as required 

by Section 80A-2.  Pursuant to Section 80B-4(c) (i) (3), the BPDA shall issue a written 

Preliminary Adequacy Determination (“PAD”) within ninety (90) days.  Public comments, 

including the comments of public agencies, shall be transmitted in writing to the BPDA no 

later than fifteen (15) days prior to the date by which the BPDA must issue its PAD.  The 

PAD shall indicate the additional steps, if any, necessary for the Proponent to satisfy the 

requirements of the Scoping Determination. If the BPDA determines that the DPIR 

adequately describes the Proposed Project’s impacts and, if appropriate, propose 

measures to mitigate, limit or minimize such impacts, the PAD will announce such a 

determination and that the requirements of further review are waived pursuant to Section 

80B-5.4(c) (iv). Section 80B-6 requires the Director of the BPDA to issue a Certification of 

Compliance indicating the successful completion of the Article 80 development review 

requirements before the Commissioner of Inspectional Services can issue any building 

permit for the Proposed Project. 
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IV. REVIEW/SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS 

 

In addition to full-size scale drawings, ten (10) copies of a bound booklet and an electronic 

copy (PDF format) containing all submission materials reduced to size 8-1/2” x 11”, except 

where otherwise specified, are required. The booklet should be printed on both sides of 

the page. Bound booklets should be mailed directly to all of the IAG members.  A copy of 

this Scoping Determination should be included in the booklet for reference. The electronic 

copy should be submitted to the BPDA via the following website: 

https://attachments.bostonredevelopmentauthority.org/ 

 

A. General Information 

 

1. Applicant/Proponent Information 

 

a. Development Team 

(1) Names 

(a) Proponent (including description of development 

entity and type of corporation, and the principals 

thereof) 

(b) Attorney 

(c) Project consultants and architect(s) 

(2) Business address, telephone number, FAX number and 

e-mail, where available for each 

(3) Designated contact person for each 

 

b. Legal Information 

(1) Legal judgements or actions pending concerning the 

Proposed Project 

(2) History of tax arrears on property owned in Boston by 

Applicant 

(3) Evidence of site control over project area, including 

current ownership and purchase options, if any, for all 

parcels in the Proposed Project, all restrictive covenants 

and contractual restrictions affecting the Proponent’s 

right or ability to accomplish the Proposed Project, and 

the nature of the agreements for securing parcels not 

owned by the Applicant. 

(4) Nature and extent of any and all public easements into, 

through, or surrounding the site. 

 

2. Project Area 

 

a. An area map identifying the location of the Proposed Project 
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b. Description of metes and bounds of project area or certified 

survey of the project area. 

c. Current zoning 

 

3. Project Description and Alternatives 

 

a. The DPIR shall contain a full description of the Proposed Project 

and its components, including its size, physical characteristics, 

development schedule, costs, and proposed uses. This section of 

the DPIR shall also present analysis of the development context of 

the Proposed Project. Appropriate site and building plans to 

clearly illustrate the Proposed Project shall be required. 

b. A description of alternatives to the Proposed Project that were 

considered shall be presented and primary differences among the 

alternatives, particularly as they may affect environmental and 

traffic/transportation conditions, shall be discussed.  

 

4. Public Benefits 

 

a. Anticipated employment levels including the following: 

(1) Estimated number of construction jobs 

(2) Estimated number of permanent jobs 

b. Current and/or future activities and programs which benefit the 

host neighborhood, adjacent neighborhoods of Boston and the 

city at large, such as; child care programs, scholarships, 

internships, elderly services, education and job training programs, 

public realm/infrastructure improvements, grant programs, etc. 

c. Other public benefits, if any, to be provided. 

 

5. Community Process 

 

a. A list of meetings held and proposed with interested parties, 

including public agencies, abutters, elected officials, businesses, 

and community groups. 

b. Names and addresses of project area owners, abutters, and any 

community or business groups which, in the opinion of the 

applicant, may be substantially interested in or affected by the 

Proposed Project. 

 

B. REGULATORY CONTROLS AND PERMITS 
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An updated listing of all anticipated permits or approvals required from other municipal, 

state or federal agencies, including a proposed application schedule shall be included in 

the DPIR.  

 

A statement on the applicability of the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (“MEPA”) 

should be provided. If the Proposed Project is subject to MEPA, all required documentation 

should be provided to the BPDA, including, but not limited to, a copy of the Environmental 

Notification Form, decisions of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs, and the proposed 

schedule for coordination with BPDA procedures. 

 

C.  TRANSPORTATION COMPONENT 

  

In addition to the information required to meet the specifications of Section 80B-3 and 

Section 80B-4 of the Code, the Proponent must also refer to the BTD “Transportation 

Access Plan Guidelines” in preparing its studies.  

 

The Proponent must address the comments outlined by the BPDA’s Transportation, Urban 

Design and Planning Departments, included in Appendix A.   

 

Proposed transportation network and infrastructure improvements/mitigation in the 

impacted area should also be listed and explained in this component. 

 

D. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMPONENT 

 

The DPIR must address the comments of the BPDA Climate Change and Environmental 

Planning Department, included in Appendix A and must include the most up to date 

documents required by the Article 37/ Interagency Green Building Committee (“IGBC”). 

 

The DPIR should include the most up to date Article 37 Interagency Green Building 

Committee (“IGBC”) documentation. 

 

E. URBAN DESIGN COMPONENT 

 

In addition to the information required to meet the specifications of Section 80B-3 and 

Section 80B-4 of the Code, the Proponent must address the comments outlined by the 

BPDA’s Transportation, Urban Design and Planning Departments, included in Appendix A.   

 

 

F. INFRASTRUCTURE SYSTEMS COMPONENT 

 

An infrastructure impact analysis must be performed. The Proponent should continue to 

work with the City of Boston Public Works Department (“PWD”), Boston Water and Sewer 
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Commission (“BWSC”), and the Boston Groundwater Trust (“BGWT”) (if applicable) on 

infrastructure impacts. 

 

The standard scope for infrastructure analysis is outlined in the comment letter submitted 

by John P. Sullivan, Chief Engineer and Operations Officer, BWSC, submitted to the BPDA 

on June 30, 2017, included in Appendix A. 

 

Any proposed or anticipated infrastructure improvements/mitigation in and around the 

Project Site should also be listed and explained in this component. 

 

G. PUBLIC NOTICE 

 

The Proponent will be responsible for preparing and publishing in one or more 

newspapers of general circulation in the City of Boston a public notice of the submission of 

the DPIR to the BPDA as required by Section 80A-2. This notice shall be published within 

five (5) days of the receipt of the DPIR by the BPDA. Therefore, public comments shall be 

transmitted to the BPDA within seventy five (75) days of the publication of the notice. A 

draft of the public notice must be submitted to the BPDA for review prior to publication. A 

sample of the public notice is attached as Appendix C. 

 

Following publication of the public notice, the Proponent shall submit to the BPDA a copy 

of the published notice together with the date of publication. 

 

H. INCLUSIONARY DEVELOPMENT POLICY/AFFORDABLE HOUSING COMPONENT 

 

The Proposed Project must comply with the Mayor’s Executive Order regarding the 

Inclusionary Development Policy (“IDP”) executed on December 10, 2015 (“IDP”). The DPIR 

should include the approximate number of IDP or income restricted units to be created, 

the incomes of the households, and the anticipated unit mix. 

 

I. ACCESSIBILITY CHECKLIST   

 

As part of the DPIR, the Proponent must include an up to date and completed Article 80 

Accessibility Checklist for the Proposed Project. An Accessibility Checklist is attached as 

Appendix D. 
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APPENDIX A 

COMMENTS FROM BPDA STAFF, PUBLIC AGENCIES/DEPARTMENTS AND ELECTED OFFICIALS 
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TO:  Tim Czerwienski, Project Manager 

FROM:  BPDA Urban Design and Planning Staff 

SUBJECT: Neponset Wharf Redevelopment 

  24 Ericsson Street, Dorchester 

  Expanded Project Notification Form 

  Scoping Determination Comments 
 

PLANNING & ZONING 

 

Overview 

 

Any proposed development on the peninsula of Port Norfolk should take great care to 

enhance the overall livability of the neighborhood. New development should respect the 

existing residential fabric; improve the climate resilience and environmental sustainability 

of the neighborhood; and provide access that connects the neighborhood to the local and 

regional transportation network.  

 

The geography of Port Norfolk is unique, as a large portion of the neighborhood is situated 

on a peninsula within the Neponset River. As a result, there are several opportunities and 

challenges to development on the proposed project site.  

 

Land Use and Open Space 

 

A great deal of the neighborhood is characterized by its existing residential fabric, mostly 

made up of single-family and two-family homes. In addition, there are industrial uses, 

marina uses, as well as limited restaurant and entertainment uses. The proposed uses 

under consideration are mostly compatible with the existing neighborhood fabric but the 

proponent should consider how to best scale the residential uses so that they respect the 

existing residential fabric and unique architectural character of Port Norfolk. In addition, 

the proponent should consider whether the hotel uses are truly compatible with the 

neighborhood. The proponent should explore ways for the supportive retail, 

entertainment, and marina uses to be more of a neighborhood asset. 

 

The project site itself presents a unique opportunity for the open space of the site to not 

only be a considerable recreational amenity but also a strategy to strengthen the climate 

resiliency of the neighborhood. The proponent should also be sure to design the open 

space so that it strengthens the relationship of the project and neighborhood to the 

waterfront.  

 

Community Feedback 

 

It is imperative that the Proponent continues to actively engage the community and 

consider the larger planning and development impacts to the neighborhood.  
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TRANSPORTATION 

 

Peak hour analysis of the “gateway” intersections on Morrissey Boulevard is needed, 

including the following: 

 Walnut Street at Morrissey Boulevard 

 Redfield Street at Morrissey Boulevard 

 Redfield Street at Woodworth Street 

 Freeport Street at Morrissey Boulevard 

 Tenean Street at Morrissey Boulevard 

The analysis should reflect the distribution of trips in and out of the neighborhood based 

on existing traffic counts, and should include both existing and future conditions both with 

and without the proposed project. 

Additionally, analysis should focus on evaluation of actual traffic and pedestrian operations 

on the neighborhood streets and intersections and identify potential improvements, 

informed by actual traffic volumes. Peak period data collection for this evaluation should 

include the following intersections: 

 Lawley Street at Water Street 

 Lawley Street at Ericsson Street 

 Port Norfolk Street at Water Street 

 Port Norfolk Street at Ericsson Street 

 Walnut Street at Water Street 

 Walnut Street at Ericsson Street 

Daily ATR counts should also be collected for Lawley Street, Port Norfolk Street and Walnut 

Street to understand the patterns of use in providing access for the neighborhood and for 

the “wharf” areas north of Ericsson Street. 

Finally, potential improvements should be explored, including, but not be limited to, the 

following: 

 Intersection control and potential signalization 

 Potential circulation changes 

 Pedestrian improvements 

 Striping and signage 

 “Slow Street” improvements 

 Parking management 

 Car sharing and bike-share 

 Transit enhancement opportunities 
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 TDM strategies 

The proponent should consider access changes to minimize impacts on local streets. Could 

the Lawley Street access drive be one-way in and the Port Norfolk access drive be one way 

out? This would create a “circuit breaker” condition at Port Norfolk Street which is the street 

with the most existing residences.  

Alternatively, could the Lawley Street access drive be a 2-way “shared street” condition that 

would allow for eliminating an internal site connection to the Port Norfolk Street access 

drive?  With the existing Venezia Restaurant traffic primarily on Walnut Street, 

accommodating the new traffic generated from the project on Lawley Street would better 

balance network volumes among the three streets.   

 

Regardless, the proponent should explore, design, and implement approved potential 

“Slow Streets” type interventions for existing streets to calm traffic and improve safety.   

 

Committing to more local small-scale commercial uses that only serve the site and 

immediate neighborhood would help to limit new trips from outside the neighborhood.   

 

As discussed with the proponent, a publicly accessible shuttle service to the Red Line 

should be explored with the community. Several potential partners in addition to Venezia 

include Neponset Landing in Quincy (for service to North Quincy Station) and the hotels 

and associated businesses on Freeport/Tenean Streets. The proponent should analyze the 

feasibility of water transportation to and from the site. 

 

Car share (e.g. Zipcar) options on site should be evaluated. These vehicles should be 

available to tenants, hotel guests, and employees. Adequate space should also be provided 

on site for transportation network companies such as Lyft/Uber.   

 

URBAN DESIGN AND ARCHITECTURE 

 

These comments are a combination of the BPDA staff and the staff’s interpretation of the 

Boston Civic Design Commission initial review at their August hearing.  The Design Review 

process is a continuous process that ebbs and flows; these comments are a snapshot of 

the process at the time of the submission.  We understand that the design will and has 

evolved from this point and we are looking forward to further review. 

 

At the August hearing, while the Commission was receptive of the project as a whole they 

had a number of concerns. They questioned the massing strategies employed. Combining 

the boat storage and housing uses into a single structure (Building C & D), for example, 

creates a large structure that is out of scale with the surrounding context. Building A, with 

its parking deck projecting out beyond the housing above, also creates a larger footprint 

that doesn’t relate to the rest of the development in the area.  The Building that was well-
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received was Building B.  This building has a single use, a clear footprint, and is of a scale 

that better integrates with its surrounding buildings.  There were some questions about 

the programing which might be contributing to the scale of the buildings. 

 

The site plan had several comments. The commission was interested in the approach to 

the site and sought more information on this. They did recognize the neighborhood issue 

of the traffic and the path of travel to the site.  There was some discussion on the balance 

of open space and building footprint.  Other areas that need further study were views 

(corridors, looking from and into the site, etc.)  Resiliency was the last topic discussed and 

the Commission was looking for more info on this. 

 

The DPIR should explore options that include single-use buildings with narrower footprints 

that have a scale that better conforms to the area.  The program should be reevaluated 

and revised to be less of a destination but be more supportive of the existing 

neighborhood.  Finally, the DPIR should include a revised site plan that balances building 

footprints with open space and takes into consideration the approach to the site, view into 

and from the site, view corridors, etc.  

 

CLIMATE CHANGE RESILIENCY 

 

Port Norfolk and the project site are framed by waterways and vulnerable to current and 

future flooding from coastal storms.  To promote resilience and limit damage from coastal 

inundation the BPDA has recently updated its Climate Change Checklist to have project 

proponents address the likely impacts and risks outlined in the City’s Climate Ready Boston 

report and related vulnerability assessment. The checklist now requires proponents to 

review mitigation measures to contend with 40-inches of sea level rise during a 2070 1% 

chance storm event, with an additional foot of freeboard for all structures and two feet of 

freeboard for critical uses and mechanical systems. The top of water elevation for such an 

event in the Port Norfolk district would be approximately 19.7 feet Boston City Base 

(BCB).  The proponent has indicated that they will establish a finish floor elevation of 21-

feet BCB in FEMA AE Zones and 25-feet BCB in the FEMA VE zone.  The checklist freeboard 

elevations of 20.7 and 21.7 BCB are within the general range of what is proposed.  The 

proponent should also explore extending site elevations to those datum, as over time the 

coastal storm inundation elevation will become more frequent high-tide elevation with sea 

level rise.  Marina infrastructure should be designed to meet or exceed the 25-feet 

elevation in the FEMA Velocity Zone to ensure docks and ramps can withstand storm 

surge.  If the wave attenuator is maintained around the marina those elevation datum 

should also be considered.  

 

The project will also be subject to the state’s Chapter 91 Waterways Regulations.  It is our 

understanding the project will conform with the non-water dependent dimensional and 

use standards of the regulations.  New publically accessible open space areas must be 

designed to read intuitively to the surrounding community as public, not private, open 
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space, including view corridors to the water and access to waterside ramps and docks.  A 

public touch-and-go dock that can serve as a water taxi pick up and drop off location 

should also be included as part of the project along with other public amenities along the 

waterfront to facilitate public use including seating, fish cleaning areas, wayfinding signage, 

lighting, and observation areas.  Facilities of Public Accommodation should address local 

resident interests and needs and those of water dependent uses.  All in-water work, marina 

rehabilitation and management should be consistent with the Neponset River Estuary Area 

of Critical Environmental Concern Resource Management Plan.  Project stormwater 

management infrastructure and plant species included in the landscape plan should also 

be responsive and sensitive to the ACEC designation and any related performance 

standards.   

 

GREEN BUILDINGS 
 

The PNF indicates that the project will use the LEED v4 BD&C New Construction 

rating system. Additionally, the project team should commit to: 

1. Achieving a minimum green building outcome of LEED Silver and striving to 

achieve LEED Gold for all buildings. 

2. Reducing carbon impacts by improving the performance of the all buildings 

with a prioritization on passive building strategies. 

3. Installing solar PV on all buildings. 

The IGBC accepts the rating system selection and green building commitments.  

 

The PNF indicates the project team’s awareness of utility and state-funded energy 

efficiency and clean/renewable energy programs. Please engage the utilities as 

soon as possible and provide information on any energy efficiency assistance and 

support that might be afforded to the project. 

  

The PNF includes the parameters for a whole building energy model. To maximize 

benefits of building energy modeling, Preliminary Energy Modeling should be 

included in the schematic planning and design phases. Please provide a Preliminary 

Energy Model and information on how energy modeling will be integrated into the 

preliminary, schematic, design development, and construction document phases of 

project planning. 

  

In support of Boston's Carbon Neutral 2050 GHG goal, please include the following 

strategies for reducing GHG emissions: 

1. Prioritize passive strategies such as improved building envelope 

performance by increasing building envelope air tightness and insulation.  
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2. Ensure active building systems are appropriately sized for improved 

passive performance and cost savings are fully captured. 

3. Continue to assess the feasibility of CHP. Please provide system 

information. Additionally the project team should analyze opportunities for 

on-site battery energy storage systems for reducing peak electrical loads 

and providing secure energy services for occupants. 

4. Please provide solar PV system(s) location, size, and output information 

along with any related analysis. 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

Wind 

The Proponent has stated the Proposed Project will have a maximum height of 

approximately 86 feet, thus the Proponent shall not be required to conduct a quantitative 

(wind tunnel) analysis but, shall be required to conduct a qualitative analysis of the 

pedestrian level winds (PLW) conditions. The analysis shall include public and other areas 

of pedestrian use, including entrances to adjacent buildings, sidewalks, and pedestrian 

walkways adjacent to and in the vicinity of the Proposed Project, and existing and proposed 

open spaces in the vicinity of the Proposed Project. 

 

For areas where wind speeds are projected to exceed acceptable levels, measures to 

reduce wind speeds and to mitigate potential adverse impacts shall be identified.   

 

Shadow 

A shadow analysis shall be required for existing and build conditions for the hours 9:00 

a.m., 12:00 noon, and 3:00 p.m. for the vernal equinox, summer solstice, autumnal 

equinox, and winter solstice and for 6:00 p.m. during the summer and autumn. It should be 

noted that due to time differences (daylight savings vs. standard), the autumnal equinox 

shadows would not be the same as the vernal equinox shadows and therefore separate 

shadow studies are required for the vernal and autumnal equinoxes.  

 

Particular attention shall be given to existing or proposed public open spaces, plazas, park 

areas, sidewalks, pedestrian areas and walkways, adjacent to, and in the vicinity of the 

Proposed Project. Design or other mitigation measures to minimize or avoid any adverse 

shadow impact must be identified.  

 

The above shadow analysis shall be required for any alternative to be studied in 

accordance with Scoping Determination as well as the preferred development option. 

 

Noise 

The Proponent shall be required to conduct a noise assessment to analyze the potential 

noise impacts that may occur during construction and as well as during the subsequent 
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occupancy/operation of the Proposed Project.  The noise assessment shall include 

monitoring of the existing sound levels as well as calculations of future sound levels 

associated with the Proposed Project’s mechanical equipment including, but not limited to 

exhaust fans, cooling towers and emergency generators.  Additionally, an evaluation of the 

study area shall identify sensitive receptor locations, locations with outdoor activities, 

which may be sensitive to noise associated with the Proposed Project. 

 

The Proponent shall be required to demonstrate that the Proposed Project complies with 

all applicable City of Boston, Massachusetts and Federal (including Housing and Urban 

Development noise standards) regulations and guidelines. 

 

Solar Glare 

An evaluation of potential solar glare impact on streets, public spaces shall not be required 

at this time, as the Proponent has stated that the building materials will include brick, 

painted brick, concrete, stone, wood, metal, tile, fiber cement clapboards and panels, glass, 

and metal canopies, and not a facade of reflective coated glass or other highly reflective 

materials.    

 

Air Quality  

The Proposed Project is subject to review under the May 5, 2010 Massachusetts 

Environmental Protection Agency (MEPA) Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Policy.  As such the 

Proponent shall be required to quantify carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions and identify 

measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate such emissions.  The analysis shall quantify the 

direct and indirect CO2 emissions of the Proposed Project’s energy use (stationary sources) 

and transportation-related emissions (mobile sources).  Direct emissions include on-site 

stationary sources and indirect emissions result from the consumption of energy, such as 

electricity, that is generated off-site by burning of fossil fuels, and from emissions from 

vehicles used by employees, vendors, customers and others. 

 

Hazardous Waste 

The Proponent has stated that a release of oil and/or hazardous materials regulated under 

the M.G.L. chapter 21E, the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) has occurred at the 

Proposed Project site.  The Proponent has further stated that the 1995 release (Release 

Tracking Number 3-12654) is associated with a former underground storage tank (UST) 

containing fuel, in particular petroleum hydrocarbons, petroleum-related constituents and 

non-aqueous phase liquid (NAPL).  The Proponent has stated that groundwater testing 

results indicate that the contaminants of concern (those associated with the release) fall 

below the applicable MCP risk characterization standards.  However, the Proponent shall 

be required to provide a comprehensive description of any additional assessment and/or 

treatment of the MCP release that has been deemed necessary to facilitate an MCP 

regulatory closure.  Additionally, the Proponent shall be required to provide a 

comprehensive description of any additional assessments of the soil, sediment and 
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groundwater, anticipated to be conducted prior to construction as well as measures 

designed to remove, treat and/or dispose of contaminated material.   

  



Boston Water and
Sewer Commission

980 Harrison Avenue
Boston, MA 02119-2540
61 7-989-7000

August 10, 2017

Secretary Matthew A. Beaton
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Attention: MEPA Office
Alex Strysky, EEA No. 15728
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114

and

Tim Czerwienski
Project Manager
Boston Planning and Development Agency
One City Hall Square
Boston, MA 02201

Re: Neponset Wharf
Environmental Notification FormfProject Notification Form

Dear Secretary Beaton and Mr. Czerwienski:

The Boston Water and Sewer Commission (Commission) has reviewed the Environmental
Notification Form (ENF) and the Project Notification Form (PNF) for the proposed Neponset
Wharf project located at 24 Ericsson Street in the Port Norfolk neighborhood of Boston.

The proposed project is located on an approximately 7.6 acre site along the Neponset River and
Pine Neck Creek at the northernmost point of the Port Norfolk peninsula. The site currently
contains a boat dealership, a marina, and supporting buildings. The project proponent, CPC
Ericsson Street LLC, proposes to construct 307,000 square feet (st) of floor area in four new
buildings including a boathouse and three mixed-use buildings. The project includes the
following:

• The existing marina will be reconfigured and maintenance dredging will occur, as
needed.

o The existing landside storage and services areas will be consolidated from 71,300 sf to
23,000 sf.

• Three new mixed use buildings will contain 150 condominium units, 185 parking spaces,
a 25-room hotel and a restaurant/cafe.

• An existing paved area will be replaced with approximately 2 acres of new landscaped
open space, including approximately 28,000 sf of publicly accessible Harborwalk, a
fishing pier, a kayak launching area, restrooms, a refreshment stand, and a support
building.



The site is bounded to the north by the Neponset River, to the east by the Venezia, to the south
by existing buildings and to the west by the Pine Neck Creek.

According to the ENF/PNF, the proposed water demand is 30,752 gallons per day (gpd). The
Commission owns and maintains a 12-inch Southern High water main in Ericsson Street.

According to the ENF/PNF, the proposed sewage generation is 27,956 gpd. For sewage and
storm drainage service, the site is served by a 12-inch sanitary sewer and a 12-inch storm drain
in Ericsson Street.

The Commission has the following comments regarding the proposed project:

General

1. Prior to demolition of any buildings, all water, sewer and storm drain connections to the
buildings must be cut and capped at the main pipe in accordance with the Commission’s
requirements. The proponent must then complete a Termination Verification Approval
Form for a Demolition Permit, available from the Commission and submit the completed
form to the City of Boston’s Inspectional Services Department before a demolition
permit will be issued.

2. All new or relocated water mains, sewers and storm drains must be designed and
constructed at CPC Ericsson Street LLC’s expense. They must be designed and
constructed in conformance with the Commission’s design standards, Water Distribution
System and Sewer Use Regulations, and Requirements for Site Plans. To assure
compliance with the Commission’s requirements, the proponent must submit a site plan
and a General Service Application to the Commission’s Engineering Customer Service
Department for review and approval when the design of the new water and wastewater
systems and the proposed service connections to those systems are 50 percent complete.
The site plan should include the locations of new, relocated and existing water mains,
sewers and drains which serve the site, proposed service connections as well as water
meter locations.

3. The Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), in cooperation with the
Massachusetts Water Resources Authority and its member communities, is implementing
a coordinated approach to flow control in the MWRA regional wastewater system,
particularly the removal of extraneous clean water (e.g., infiltration/inflow (I/I)) in the
system. In April of 2014, the Massachusetts DEP promulgated new regulations regarding
wastewater. The Commission has a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Permit for its combined sewer overflows and is subject to these new
regulations [314 CMR 12.00, section 12.04(2)(d)}. This section requires all new sewer
connections with design flows exceeding 15,000 gpd to mitigate the impacts of the
development by removing four gallons of infiltration and inflow (lIT) for each new gallon
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of wastewater flow. In this regard, any new connection or expansion of an existing
connection that exceeds 15,000 gallons per day of wastewater shall assist in the 111
reduction effort to ensure that the additional wastewater flows are offset by the removal
of Ill. Currently, a minimum ratio of 4: 1 for I/I removal to new wastewater flow added is
used. The Commission supports the policy, and will require proponent to develop a
consistent inflow reduction plan. The 4: 1 requirement should be addressed at least 90
days prior to activation of water service and will be based on the estimated sewage
generation provided on the project site plan.

4. The design of the project should comply with the City of Boston’s Complete Streets
Initiative, which requires incorporation of “green infrastructure” into street designs.
Green infrastructure includes greenscapes, such as trees, shrubs, grasses and other
landscape plantings, as well as rain gardens and vegetative swales, infiltration basins, and
paving materials and permeable surfaces. The proponent must develop a maintenance
plan for the proposed green infrastructure. For more information on the Complete Streets
Initiative see the City’s website at http://bostoncornpletestreets.org/

5. CPC Ericsson Street LLC should be aware that the US Environmental Protection Agency
issued the Remediation General Permit (RGP) for Groundwater Remediation,
Contaminated Construction Dewatering, and Miscellaneous Surface Water Discharges.
If groundwater contaminated with petroleum products, for example, is encountered, CPC
Ericsson Street LLC will be required to apply for a RGP to cover these discharges.

6. It is CPC Ericsson Street LLC’s responsibility to evaluate the capacity of the water,
sewer and storm drain systems serving the project site to determine if the systems are
adequate to meet future project demands. With the site plan, CPC Ericsson Street LLC
must include a detailed capacity analysis for the water, sewer and storm drain systems
serving the project site, as well as an analysis of the impacts the proposed project will
have on the Commission’s water, sewer and storm drainage systems.

Water

CPC Ericsson Street LLC must provide separate estimates of peak and continuous
maximum water demand for residential, commercial, industrial, irrigation of landscaped
areas, and air-conditioning make-up water for the project with the site plan. Estimates
should be based on full-site build-out of the proposed project. CPC Ericsson Street LLC
should also provide the methodology used to estimate water demand for the proposed
project.

2. CPC Ericsson Street LLC should explore opportunities for implementing water
conservation, measures in addition to those required by the State Plumbing Code. In
particular, CPC Ericsson Street LLC should consider outdoor landscaping which requires
minimal use of water to maintain. If CPC Ericsson Street LLC plans to install in-ground
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sprinkler systems, the Commission recommends that timers, soil moisture indicators and
rainfall sensors be installed. The use of sensor-operated faucets and toilets in common
areas of buildings should be considered.

3. CPC Ericsson Street LLC is required to obtain a Hydrant Permit for use of any hydrant
during the construction phase of this project. The water used from the hydrant must be
metered. CPC Ericsson Street LLC should contact the Commission’s Meter Department
for information on and to obtain a Hydrant Permit.

4. If water service is to be provided to the proposed docks in the marina, CPC Ericsson
Street LLC will be required to install cross connection control devises on the water
service. CPC Ericsson Street LLC will also be required to install approved backflow
prevention devices on the water services for fire protection, vehicle wash, mechanical
and any irrigation systems. CPC Ericsson Street LLC is advised to consult with Mr.
James Florentino, Manager of Engineering Code Enforcement, with regards to backflow
prevention.

5. The Commission is utilizing a Fixed Radio Meter Reading System to obtain water meter
readings. For new water meters, the Commission will provide a Meter Transmitter Unit
(MTU) and connect the device to the meter. For information regarding the installation of
MTUs, CPC Ericsson Street LLC should contact the Commission’s Meter Department.

Sewage I Drainage

In conjunction with the Site Plan and the General Service Application CPC Ericsson
Street LLC will be required to submit a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. The plan
must:

Identify specific best management measures for controlling erosion and preventing
the discharge of sediment, contaminated stormwater or construction debris to the
Commission’s drainage system when construction is underway.

• Include a site map which shows, at a minimum, existing drainage patterns and areas
used for storage or treatment of contaminated soils, groundwater or stormwater, and
the location of major control structures or treatment structures to be utilized during
the construction.

• Specifically identify how the project will comply with the Department of
Environmental Protection’s Performance Standards for Stormwater Management
both during construction and after construction is complete.

2. Developers of projects involving disturbances of land of one acre or more will be
required to obtain an NPDES General Permit for Construction from the Environmental
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Protection Agency and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection.
CPC Ericsson Street LLC is responsible for determining if such a permit is required and
for obtaining the permit. If such a permit is required, it is required that a copy of the
permit and any pollution prevention plan prepared pursuant to the permit be provided to
the Commission’s Engineering Services Department, prior to the commencement of
construction. The pollution prevention plan submitted pursuant to a NPDES Permit may
be submitted in place of the pollution prevention plan required by the Commission
provided the Plan addresses the same components identified in item 1 above.

3. The Commission encourages CPC Ericsson Street LLC to explore additional
opportunities for protecting stormwater quality on site by minimizing sanding and the
use of deicing chemicals, pesticides, and fertilizers.

4. The discharge of dewatering drainage to a sanitary sewer is prohibited by the
Commission. CPC Ericsson Street LLC is advised that the discharge of any dewatering
drainage to the storm drainage system requires a Drainage Discharge Permit from the
Commission. If the dewatering drainage is contaminated with petroleum products, CPC
Ericsson Street LLC will be required to obtain a Remediation General Permit from the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for the discharge.

5. CPC Ericsson Street LLC must fully investigate methods for retaining stormwater on-site
before the Commission will consider a request to discharge stormwater to the
Commission’s system. The site plan should indicate how storm drainage from roof
drains will be handled and the feasibility of retaining their stormwater discharge on-site.
Under no circumstances will stormwater be allowed to discharge to a sanitary sewer.

6. The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (Mas5DEP) established
Stormwater Management Standards. The standards address water quality, water quantity
and recharge. In addition to Commission standards, CPC Ericsson Street LLC will be
required to meet MassDEP Stormwater Management Standards.

7. If pump-out stations are to be constructed for the new slips, the wastewater from the
pump-out station must be discharged to a sanitary sewer. CPC Ericsson Street LLC is
advised to consult with Mr. Phil Larocque, Site Plan Engineer, with regard to connecting
the pump-out station to a sanitary sewer.

8. Sanitary sewage must be kept separate from stormwater and separate sanitary sewer and
storm drain service connections must be provided. The Commission requires that
existing stormwater and sanitary sewer service connections, which are to be re-used by
the proposed project, be dye tested to confirm they are connected to the appropriate
system.
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9. The Commission requests that CPC Ericsson Street LLC install a permanent casting
stating “Don’t Dump: Drains to Boston Harbor” next to any catch basin created or
modified as part of this project. CPC Ericsson Street LLC should contact the
Commission’s Operations Division for information regarding the purchase of the
castings.

10. If a cafeteria or food service facility is built as part of this project, grease traps will be
required in accordance with the Commission’s Sewer Use Regulations. CPC Ericsson
Street LLC is advised to consult with the Commission’s Operations Department with
regards to grease traps.

11. The enclosed floors of a parking garage must drain through oil separators into the sewer
system in accordance with the Commission’s Sewer Use Regulations. The
Commission’s Requirements for Site Plans, available by contacting the Engineering
Services Department, include requirements for separators.

12. The Commission requires installation of particle separators on all new parking lots
greater than 7,500 square feet in size. If it is determined that it is not possible to infiltrate
all of the runoff from the new parking lot, the Commission will require the installation of
a particle separator or a standard Type 5 catch basin with an outlet tee for the parking lot.
Specifications for particle separators are provided in the Commission’s requirements for
Site Plans.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project.

Youls!truly,

(J~n P. Sullivan, P.E.
~hief Engineer

JPS/afh

C: Ryan Sillery, CPC Ericsson Street LLC
M. Connolly, MWRA via e-mail
M. Zlody, BED via e-mail
P. Larocque, BWSC via e-mail

6



19 

 

 

APPENDIX B 

COMMENTS FROM THE GENERAL PUBLIC 

 

  



















 

October 1st, 2017 

Brian Golden, Director 

Boston Planning & Development Agency 

City Hall, 9th Floor 

One City Hall Square, 

Boston, MA 02201 

 

Re: 24 Ericsson Street, Dorchester, Neponset Wharf Project 

Dear Director Golden, 

This letter is in response to the proposed Neponset Wharf Project at 24 Ericsson Street by City Point 

Capital. My name is Jason Berry. I am a homeowner in the Port Norfolk neighborhood and I am on the 

IAG for this project. I am strongly opposed to the project in its current form. I have outlined my 

comments and concerns in the following letter. 

 

Document Outline – 

1. Size, Scope & Density 

2. Environmental Impact 

a. ACEC Status 

b. Dredging 

c. Height and Size of Structures 

d. Wave Fence Removal 

e. Reconfigured Docks and Piers 

f. Pedestrian Bridge 

3. Phased Project with No Overall Plan 

4. Traffic & Parking 

5. Building Height, Design & Style 

6. Fire & Safety 

7. Infrastructure & Construction 

Document Content – 

1. Size, Scope & Density 

The project is too large and aggressive for the neighborhood. It has too many units, the buildings are too 

big and there are too many different uses being proposed (residential, hotel, restaurant, marina storage 

& service, reconfigured docks, new fishing pier, bait shop, kayak facilities, public restrooms). It would 

overwhelm all aspects of the neighborhood and cause irreparable damage. The Port Norfolk 

neighborhood is a small peninsula with access, infrastructure and size limitations. A smaller, more 

focused project is better suited to the neighborhood. 

 



2. Environmental Impact 
 

a) ACEC Status 

The project is in the on the Neponset River Estuary, an Area of Critical Environment Concern (ACEC). 

From CMR 12.00 ‐ “ACECs are those areas within the Commonwealth where unique clusters of natural 

and human resource values exist and which are worthy of a high level of concern and protection.” The 

project in its current form is at odds with the intent of the ACEC provisions. 

b) Dredging 

The project plan claims it involves maintenance dredging and improvement dredging is not anticipated. I 

believe more attention should be given to the dredging license, the extent of dredging and the 

distinction between improvement and maintenance. The possibility of any improvement dredging in a 

prohibited ACEC area should not exist. 

The project is in an intertidal area and as such is required to evaluate approaches and practical steps for 

avoidance when possible and minimization if avoidance is not possible. The project in its current form 

aggressively expands the scope of the marina. There is a functioning marina currently on the site. The 

most practical approach for avoidance/minimization would be to keep marina operations consistent 

with the current scale which can be accomplished without dredging. 

Dredging would impact the “substantial soft‐shell clam beds are located at the mouth of the river” 

[reference 1]. The Neponset River Watershed suffers from “Legacy toxins (i.e., PCB‐laced soil and 

groundwater from a former industrial property leaches toxins into the river)” [reference 2]. 

Reference 1 ‐ http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/dcr/conservation/ecology‐acec/neponset‐river‐estuary.html 

Reference 2 ‐ https://www.neponset.org/your‐watershed/issues/ 

c) Height and Size of Structures 

The size of the proposed structures will have an adverse effect on the surrounding ecosystem and will 

decrease the quality of the Tenean beach experience. The height will add shade to Pine Neck Creek and 

Tenean Beach. The shaded area will change water temperatures impacting wide life and vegetation. The 

size of the structures will impact an area heavily populated with birds. 

d) Wave Fence Removal 

The project calls for the removal of the in‐water Tenean beach wave fence. Increased wave action from 

the removal of the fence could cause erosion issues at Tenean Beach and should be studied. The fence 

removal should be evaluated consistent with dredging given it will disturb the ocean floor. Removing the 

wave fence creates an unnecessary risk in an ACEC. 

e) Reconfigured Docks and Piers 

The project calls for the reconfiguration of existing with docks with the addition of a new 

boardwalk/fishing pier. This work should be evaluated consistent with dredging given it will disturb the 

ocean floor. Reconfiguring docks and adding new in water structures creates an unnecessary risk in an 

ACEC. 



f) New Pedestrian Bridge Over Pine Neck Creek 

The proposed pedestrian foot bridge between the site and Tenean beach will be placed over Pine Neck 

Creek. The creek ecosystem has improved over the years and will be set back by this structure. This work 

should be evaluated consistent with dredging given it will disturb the ocean floor. Adding a new 

pedestrian foot bridge creates an unnecessary risk in an ACEC. 

3. Phased Project with No Overall Plan 
 

Concerns have been expressed about the developer’s future plans for adjacent parcels which would 

have a significant impact on the current project proposal. The developer should be required to respond 

in writing to any statements made in the press regarding other parcels in the neighborhood. The 

developer should be required to produce any letters of intent, purchase & sale agreements or other 

documents relating to other parcels in the neighborhood. 

 

A plan should be established for the entire neighborhood that has the support of the city, the residents 

and current business owners. Going through the Article 80 process only to find additional adjacent 

parcels should have been included will be a misuse of city resources and a waste of time for all those 

involved. 

 

4. Traffic & Parking 
 

The Port Norfolk neighborhood is already near maximum capacity as it relates to traffic and parking. 

There are only two access points to the neighborhood (Conley Street and Redfield Street) both with 

serious limitations. The neighborhood contains no main roads and consists primarily of three parallel 

side streets. 

 

In addition to individual residences, the neighborhood is home to a large electrical contractor (SullyMac) 

and very popular restaurant with a function hall (Venezia). The Joseph Finnegan Park recently opened 

and is drawing additional traffic as it becomes more utilized. A 37,000 square foot industrial building at 

12 Ericsson Street recently began leasing and will draw more traffic when occupied. Any traffic plan 

must take into account existing rate of growth in traffic. 

 

The traffic generated by the proposed project should attempt to remain consistent with the traffic 

patterns of the existing business on the lot, the MarineMax Russo Boston. The project should 

benchmark any proposed traffic changes against the current traffic patterns of the existing business. 

 

5. Building Height, Design & Style 

The height, design and style is not consistent with the neighborhood. Port Norfolk is a small seaside 

neighborhood with a lot of history that the project should embrace. I personally think the Boston Harbor 

Distillery is an excellent example of a design style that fits the neighborhood. The developer is applying a 

design consistent with current projects in the South Boston Seaport area that are not appropriate for 

this neighborhood. 



The height of the proposed structures should use the existing structures on the lot and in the 

neighborhood as a reference point. The increased height will make the beach less desirable for visitors 

given the reduced sunlight, obstructed views and decreased ocean breezes. 

6. Fire & Safety 

There are two proposed access points to the project ‐ (1) the corner of Lawley and Ericsson to the left of 

12 Ericsson and (2) between the Winery and 12 Ericsson on the right. Both passageways are between 

buildings with limited space and do not currently have sidewalks. 

More work needs to be done to ensure that these passageways have the capacity to provide streets and 

safe sidewalks to the project. The limited access and size of the project also create emergency access 

concerns that need to be addressed. 

Recent events in Boston and other areas of the country have raised concerns regarding the fire safety of 

wood‐framed “Type 3‐A” construction. If the project plans on using this construction technique the 

safety impact needs to be addressed. 

The new Joseph Finnegan Park and continually expanding Neponset bike trail are sending more 

pedestrians and cyclists down Water Street to the intersection at Water, Lawley and Conley Street. The 

current safety and function of that area for pedestrians and cyclists needs to be remedied before any 

projects move forward. 

7. Infrastructure & Construction 
 

The street in front of 55 Lawley Street is prone to flooding. During high tide events water comes up from 

through the street drains. Many residents in the area have existing sewer issues. Parts of the 

neighborhood are constructed on fill. The existing buildings are old and structures are prone to 

vibrations. This project will overwhelm the existing infrastructure in the neighborhood and damage 

existing structures. 

Because of the small streets and tight corners the neighborhood already experiences issues with larger 

trucks being unable to maneuver. The project plan should not rely on bringing construction materials 

and equipment by truck down Lawley, Port Norfolk and Walnut Streets. 

 

 

Please call  ) or email  with any questions. I can be reached via mail at 

67 Lawley Street, Dorchester MA 02122. 

 

Thank you, 

Jason Berry 
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October 1, 2017
Via email to: Tim.Czerwienski@Boston.gov

Brian Golden
Director
Boston Planning & Development Agency
One City Hall Square
Boston, MA 02201

Attn: Tim Czerwienski

Re: Neponset Wharf, 24 Ericsson Street, Project Notification Form

Dear Director Golden,

On behalf of Boston Harbor Now, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Project
Notification Form (PNF) for the Neponset Wharf project, submitted by City Point Capita.

After reviewing the PN, attending the July 24, 2017 MEPA site visit, a number of public
meetings, and the IAG meeting on September 28, 2017, we ask that the proponent be required
to address the following:

• The extent and type of dredging proposed within the Neponset River Estuary ACEC,
• Potential impacts to public access and open space,
• Site accessibility and traffic related impacts to the neighboring community,
• Impacts related to construction activities, and
• Proposed climate resiliency strategies.

Project Description
As presented in the Project Notification Form the proposal is for the construction of a new,
mixed-­‐used development project in the Port Norfolk neighborhood of Dorchester. The entire
site is approximately 7.6 acres and is comprised of both land and watersheet areas. The
Neponset Wharf project will include:

• A renovated 75-­‐vessel marina with new reconfigured docks and piers,
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• Maintenance dredging of the area near the marina,
• 185 new parking spaces and 152 bike storage spots
• The addition of 150 new condominium units,
• A 25-­‐room seasonal hotel,
• A 4,000 SF restaurant/café, and
• Two acres of landscaped outdoor space.

Area of Critical Environmental Concern
The Neponset Wharf project falls squarely within the boundary of the Neponset River Estuary
ACEC. Designated in 1995 by the Massachusetts Secretary of Environmental Affairs, the 1,300-­‐
acre Neponset River Estuary is a Massachusetts Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC).
(Neponset River Estuary Area of Critical Environmental Concern Resource Management Plan,
11). The ACEC begins at the Lower Mills Dam in Dorchester and extends to the mouth of the
river at Commercial Point in Boston and Squantum Point in Quincy. These designated areas are
places that receive special recognition because of the significance of their natural and cultural
resources. Projects located within an ACEC and subject to MEPA jurisdiction require closer
scrutiny than projects located outside of ACECs.

As one of the nonprofits named in the 1996 Neponset River Estuary ACEC RMP and responsible
for advancing the long-­‐term objectives of the ACEC designation, Boston Harbor Now is
particularly interested in understanding how the proposed mixed-­‐use project and dredging will
affect the resource area. (Neponset ACEC RMP, 16-­‐21).

Dredging within the ACEC
According to the proponents, renovations to the existing marina will require some dredging. The
PNF refers to the 1911 Harbor and Land Commissioners License as the original authorization for
dredging of the marina. To date, the original license plans cannot be found in the registry of
deeds or DEP records.

We ask that the proponent address the following items related to the proposed dredging:
• The relevancy of a 100+ year old dredging license and the existing ACEC Resource

Management Plan
• Whether the proposed dredging is for improvement or maintenance purposes
• Impacts to marine habitat and resource areas resulting from the proposed dredging

activities.

Figure 8.1 of the PNF address the ACEC designation. As presented, the project will “embrace”
the heightened ACEC performance standards. We are glad to see the proponent’s
acknowledgement and commitment to complying with the ACEC standard. The proponent
should provide additional details to address compliance and how the project proposes to meet
or exceed this obligation.

Open Space and Public Realm
As presented in the PNF, the proposal will create nearly 2 acres of landscaped outdoor space
that includes:

• A 28,000 SF Harborwalk,
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• A public fishing pier,
• A kayak launch and storage,
• Public restrooms,
• The Shore Shack refreshment stand,
• A marina support building, and
• A pedestrian bridge across Pine Neck Creek (possibly)

The combination of open lawn, public seating, pet areas, fitness station, art installations and
dedicated gathering areas has the potential to provide multi-­‐use functionality of the area. We
are encouraged by the addition of a new section of the Harborwalk and look forward to
reviewing additional details of proposed amenities, signage, and public programming.

The PNF proposal includes several renderings of proposed public access to the project site
(Figures 2.7-­‐2.9). The proponent should clearly distinguish areas of the wharf and open green
space that are open to the public from those that are reserved for private use. The Public Realm
improvements will play an important role in ensuring the open space areas are fully activated
and create a welcoming waterfront experience for residents, neighbors, and visitors. Part of the
success includes maintaining adequate signage at appropriate locations to advise the public of
its access rights and disclose access-­‐related regulations.

The project filing should also include details of the proposed watersheet and water’s edge
activation as an integral part of the transient public’s experience of the overall project site. The
proponent should consider programming and public amenities that will encourage the public’s
use and enjoyment of the waterfront on a year-­‐round basis.

We note that during the MEPA site visit, the community expressed concern over some of the
proposed public amenities. Specifically, the kayak storage area, dog park, and pedestrian bridge
to Tenean Beach. We encourage the proponent to work with the local community to develop a
public realm improvement plan that includes amenities that fit within the character of this area
of the waterfront and adjacent neighborhood.

Transportation
Accessibility to the site should be a key focus of the proposal. As presented in the PNF, the
project is located on the northern edge of the Port Norfolk peninsula. The site has limited
vehicular access, is not readily accessible by train, and is serviced by only two MBTA bus routes.
The bus routes are located at Neponset Circle, about half a mile from the site.

We are strongly in favor of a detailed traffic analysis of existing traffic concerns in Port Norfolk
and adjacent areas as part of the proposed project filing. Without the proper improvements,
additional daily trips will put pressure on an already strained system. Section 5.3 of the PNF
includes a summary of daily trips anticipated for the project. The summary includes vehicular
trips generated by condominium, hotel, and retail/restaurant users. A transportation analysis
should also include trips generated by the general public’s use of the new landscaped outdoor
spaces.
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Despite its waterfront location, the mitigation efforts described in Section 5.7 might be best
focused on land-­‐based transportation accommodations that 1) serve a wider group of riders
over a greater geographic area and is 2) a more cost-­‐effective option than a water taxi.

Construction Impacts
We ask that best practices be implemented to minimize construction impacts to the nearby
community. Depending on the anticipated construction activities, increased traffic is likely both
in size and frequency of vehicles entering and leaving the area. We expect that delivery of
construction materials will also affect the number of trucks traveling through the surrounding
community. In addition to providing a construction management plan, we ask that the
proponent consider a comprehensive traffic plan to minimize traffic flow interference from
construction activities (e.g. advanced public notice of road closures, alternate routes, and
shifting operations affecting traffic to off-­‐peak hours).

Climate Resilient Design
As completed by the proponent, the Boston Climate Change Resiliency and Preparedness
Checklist, confirms the project site is within the FEMA “100-­‐year” Flood Zone VE and AE with a
Boston City Base (BCB) site elevation ranging from 14-­‐18.8 feet.

As presented in PNF, possible measures to address future flooding on the site include elevating
the ground floor and moving critical infrastructure above the floodplain. However, Page 7 of the
BPDA Climate Checklist indicates that specific flood protection measures have not been
considered for the site.

As part of its resiliency strategy, the waterfront portion of Building B will be raised on pilings –
resembling a building on stilts and a design more typical of beach homes. The space underneath
the pilings will open up view corridors and create a covered terrace that is accessible to the
public. This is a building typology that is new to Boston Harbor. We applaud the proponent for
incorporating this innovative design in their project proposal.

We look forward to reviewing additional details of the proponent’s climate resiliency strategy to
limit storm damage, minimize wave action, and protect inland resource areas.

Community Engagement
Over a dozen members of the Port Norfolk community attended the July 24, 2017, MEPA site
visit. Although the community expressed concerns about the proposed development, many
expressed a willingness to consider a smaller scale redevelopment project that benefits the
community and improves the existing conditions of the site. To ensure the community is heard
throughout the planning process, we encourage the proponent to consider additional ways to
engage interested neighbors and stakeholders as the project moves forward.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

Jill Valdes Horwood
Director of Policy
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Tim Czerwienski <tim.czerwienski@boston.gov>

Neponset Wharf Project- Resudent letter 

Christine Cummings Sun, Oct 1, 2017 at 10:37 PM
To: tim.czerwienski@boston.gov

To Whom it may concern, 

Hello! 
I am a current resident of Port Norfolk, at 140 Walnut St. I am writing regarding concern of the Neponset Wharf project. I
have resided here since March 2005, with my husband, who was born and raised in this residence (42years). 
Being a resident for over a decade personally, I have been a proud resident of the port, with many perks of the
neighborhood. The walk along the river, adjoining Venezia, the access to Tenean beach, and the closed off access to the
neighborhood (only 2ways in and out).  We have the Pope John Paul Park, which has expanded and now includes the
walking/biking trail right across the street from my home. It has brought many people to the area, which is what I'd like to
address in this email. The neighborhood has seen its rise in population, with the addition of single homes, renovated to
condos, and the town homes being built at the end of Walnut St. With the rise in population, comes the rise of traffic.
There are very few roads within this neighborhood (see reference above, addressing the 2 ways in and out),which can
only handle the capacity of which we are at, currently. The infrastructure of the neighborhood simply cannot handle the
traffic caused by 195 parking spots- not to mention the overflow of cars with visitors, or even multiple cars per unit.  Even
if the traffic was alleviated by the addition of another road (which would destroy Tenean beach and the wild life there),
how does one ensure the safety of the traffic? We have chosen to raise our 2 daughters in this neighborhood, since it is
one of the few left that does not see heavy traffic, as Neponset Ave, Ashmont St, and the like, have currently.  With in
influx of cars, and the traffic at Neponset Circle, it will honestly be a nightmare during the morning and evening commute.
The decision to build these condos will be forcing out the families who have chosen this neighborhood and have lived
here for 40+ years. 
Please keep this in mind-these condos will change this small, family-friendly neighborhood to something such as Southie
and the south end- a parking nightmare and impassible roads, equalling  a daily headache coming home. I don't want to
relocate- I love my home and I love my neighborhood. Please don't force our young family to relocate- because these
condos will force out the current residents. 
Thank you for your time, and please carefully consider the drastic repercussions of this decision. 
Sincerely, 
Christine Cummings 
140 Walnut St 
Dorchester Ma 
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J. Edward Roche AIA 
158 Walnut Street 
Dorchester, Massachusetts 02122 
 
Hon. Brian Golden, Executive Director Boston Planning and Development Authority  
1 Scollay Square  
Boston City Hall 
Boston, MA  02114 
 
cc. Tim Czerwienski Project Manager BPDA 
cc.   David Carlson Boston Civic Design Commission. 
 
Re: Port Norfolk Proposed Development  
Ericson St.  Dorchester Waterfront 02122  
Public Comments BPDA review article 85. 
 
Dear Director Golden  
 
Greetings!   I write in relation to the BPDA comment period ending October 1, 2017 regarding 
the proposed development; To assist BPDA in its evaluations of this project   I reference the 
then BRA   Plan for Port Norfolk” dated   1990 called Exhibit A and the Metropolitan 
District Commissions (now DCR) publication titled “History and guidelines: restoration of 
Dorchester’s shores “.  1. May 1989. (see Appendix.2) 

The BRA  zoning / urban design and related studies that identified  and addressed the many  
peculiar problems and opportunities   associated with developing this historical  site and aspects 
of vehicular traffic ,zoning compliance , non-water dependent use proposals,  environmental 
conditions ,  project  scale  and the site, and infrastructure limitations are but a few  of the   all 
considering factors  in the review process and   should be  addressed,  singularly and holistically 
in the context of the Peninsula known as Port Norfolk..   
 
Observations: Past efforts and recommendations by City Planners of Boston  
 and Norfolk county Commission.   
 

Director Golden:  

Hello sir: as a preservationist: we appeal to you to consider an important piece of Architectural 
archeology information   that has been recently re- discovered stemming from the current review 
of planning, Article 85 review and ‘subject development process, stemming from the Boston 
Civic Design Commissions comments at the September meeting of the commission at City Hall.  
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 Port Norfolk, perhaps overlooked because of its isolation as a peninsula and affected by long 
depressed periods of land use and lack of jobs it has, from the 1940s onwards, been considered a 
forgotten, and not overly attractive place to live along with the attraction of the original job 
generators long gone. That said, not until 1990 BRA efforts, was not a planning area of interest, 
nor understood and its history overlooked by the planners of those time periods thru today and 
forgotten by most!  

Change of Government and its effect on Port Norfolk 

To understand Port Norfolk you need to know, when the Port peninsula was built in 1850 or so it 
was part of Norfolk county. In 1872 Dorchester was annexed to the City of Boston and thus 
became part of Suffolk County: 20 plus years after the port was substantially built out, then, 
under the governance of Norfolk County. see photos in appendix 2  

The peninsula, then known as Pine Neck, in the early days of Boston’s settlement, was an 
important source of food products beginning with the salt hay fields that were parceled into 10’ 
wide lots used by local farmers inland to feed the livestock of the city.  

In the eastern most prominent waterfront of then Norfolk county (hence the name “Port 
Norfolk”) attracted the counties and regional attention in the early 1800s when prominent 
local developers hired local Engineer / Architect Luther Briggs (later resident of Walnut St.) 
and Company to develop and implement a “planned community development plan on Pine 
Neck creek “followed later by the old colony rail line. 

This unique planned environment designed with a flow of harmony with the peninsula’s 
topography, consisted of live and work buildings designed in a modern harmony with new streets 
and infrastructure designed to its time; After Dorchester’s annexation to the city and perhaps 
treated as an orphan after it lost its shine, was forgotten place, by the city of Boston government 
for over 100 yrs.  See appendix 5  

The peninsulas unique urban design plan and layout was recently rediscovered jointly during a 
presentation by small homeowners who while presenting our comments of the project overview, 
in the context of history of the port, and a dialogue and discussion of the architectural and 
planning context of the entire peninsula, took place with the design professional members of the 
esteemed Boston Civic Design Commission. 

 The homeowner’s presentation focused on the great architectural design of residences and 
commercial waterfront buildings of the 1850s that interwove the residential areas of the Port with 
the working waterfront buildings of the ports waterside. The first “planned community “in the 
Norfolk County town of Dorchester, later the city of Boston, located on this peninsula. 

 : The urban planners, urban designers, architects and engineers may note and   may want to 
review an excellent publication regarding this time of the peninsulas history and produced by the 
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Metropolitan District Commission (now DCR) titled History and guidelines, restoration of 
Dorchester’s shores.  1. May 1989. Attached. 

The attached illustration of the waterside of the port, circa 1890 illustrates these points:  

 

 

 

The top photo of existing home on Port Norfolk St. represents Luther Briggs attention to 
period residential detail and followed thru with the beautiful industry buildings that he and others 
designed on the waterside; creating a near utopian peninsula of Living places in harmony with 
work places.  See appendix 6. 

The multi architectural style residences, (most of which still exist today) were matched in a style 
and scale of the commercial buildings waterside that were equally beautiful in style and mass 
and in communion with the scale of the existing residential component of the port and created 
this amazing fabric that was created, unheard of, before this time in our city’s history.  
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We certainly hope the staff planners , urban designers and architects  of the Boston  Planning and 
Development  Agency, The BCDC and the city of Boston will consider   this unique to Boston  
historical context   by  working with the proponent to developing a plan that is  preserving and 
enhancing the connections of   this historical   residential / workplace neighborhood in the 
City, and  ensure that proponents plans follows the general guidelines of the vision base 
planning, urban design principles established by Briggs  of the Norfolk county developers of  
1840 , the  BRA plan of 1990 and the zoning that was put in place thru this documents.. As it 
was designed to be in the beginning, with all its overtaxing limitations I t is a wonderful place to 
live!   

Example: For consideration and the next steps in prelude to the Article 85 
Large project review by BPDA: 

1.That the BPDA and the city of Boston related departments recognize the need for a full-
blown comprehensive plan for Port Norfolk / Neponset like the BPDAs efforts at Glovers 
Corner Dorchester and past planning efforts at Charlestown navy yard. The plan boundaries 
may extend say ¼ mile on the compass from the common at Port Norfolk again designed by the 
brilliant planners of the 1840s. 

2. Though the 1990 BRA plan for the port was a very good start by the BRA in the rezoning that 
occurred throughout Dorchester, the people involved in this effort, including the writer, at that 
time did not understand the underlying brilliant master plan of the peninsula, right under our 
noses buried in the portals of the past of Norfolk county. 

3, The Reason /The most important consideration in the creation of new planning guidelines or 
an IPOD   are that there are a number of remaining significant parcels of land  throughout the 
Ports ocean and river sides  that are in flux by an apparent  development shell game with 
unknown but publicly stated options for additional development after this phase is built , hence 
the overwhelming need for review of these additional  parcels , the peninsula cannot be further 
picked off parcel by parcel According to the whims of the market place.  

We will not allow the commercial and residential historic architectonics of the waterside port to 
be overrun with unsympathetic non-water dependent development that is incompatible with the 
residential context partner. 
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Preceding page:  a need for a comprehensive plan for Port Norfolk / Neponset 
like the BPDAs efforts at Glovers Corner Dorchester and past planning efforts 
at Charlestown navy yard 

The urban planners, urban designers, architects and engineers of BPDA may want to review an 
excellent publication regarding this time and produced by the Metropolitan District Commission 
(now DCR) titled History and guidelines, restoration of Dorchesters shores.  1. May 1989. 

 

1 LAND USE AND ZONING   

The areas of comment for present and future are as follows. It must be clear that this critique is 
not intended to cast negativity on this development proposal as there will be many benefits to 
development at this site in terms of renewed infrastructure, traffic improvements, jobs for the 
neighborhood and the city and with beautiful buildings that reflect and bolster the historic 
context and history of this site.  
 
These comments are intended to point out the importance that the development team recognize 
the historical importance and ties of the waterfront   efforts and plans that this neighborhood, the 
Boston Redevelopment Authority and City and State Government designed not so long ago, not 
to be redundant, but most unfortunately what was lost in this effort is a lack of history of the 
original plans for development of the peninsula when Dorchester was part of Norfolk county. 
 
On the plus side along with the iPod established by BRA this effort has been a proven success in 
evaluation of all projects that are proposed for this neighborhood as this one will be as well.  
 
The development parcel is in a Waterfront services zone: as such uses in this zone are to be water 
dependent uses, the only use proposed that is water dependent is the Marina, the plan for the 
marina is under review and is viewed as a favorable water dependent use .as historically the site 
a water dependent manufacturing site and buildings related to ship yard ship building. As such 
the commerce generally arrived over the waterfront.  
 
 Note that all infrastructure, street widths, sewers, water etal in Port Norfolk were 
developed in and around 1830 to 1870, no improvements or increase in capacity over 175 years 
of use and are in poor condition (see planning report.) This is a major consideration that must be 
recognized and addressed in a project of this type and scale 
 
The development parcel is in a Waterfront services zone: as such uses in this zone are to be water 
dependent uses, the only use proposed that is water dependent is the Marina. 
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 LAND USE AND ZONING 

The Port Norfolk area comprises the entire peninsula including the  
Area past subject to Interim Planning Overlay District(IPOD) zoning controls. 
The peninsula, totaling 114 acres, is in the Dorchester section of Boston and bounded on 
the north and east by Dorchester Bay and the Neponset River, and on the west by 
Morrissey Boulevard and the Southeast Expressway and on the south by the Neponset 
Bridge. 
 
The purpose of the proposed Waterfront Service Sub district for Port Norfolk is to preserve    
water- dependent uses, and particularly for establishments that repair, service and sell 
commercial and pleasure boats, with adequate piers, docks and land necessary for the 
repair, maintenance and sale of such vessels and their parts, and for the temporary storage 
of such vessels, while awaiting servicing or related maritime work. 

 

Public agency participation  

As the site is the prime tenant and effector of this “Area of Critical environmental concern 
“The Commonwealths public agencies: MEPA, CZM, DCR and the city of Boston will have a 
profound effect on this developments effect on the port i.e.:  it is estimated with new acquisitions 
DCR Land controlled amounts to more than 36% of the peninsula, notwithstanding the beach 
and adjacent areas.  

Development of Exhibit A “Boston Redevelopment Authority Plan for Port 
Norfolk 1990” 

In 1982 much attention though unwanted was brought to the port by a horrific fire in March of 
1980, fast forward the City of Boston s new administration in 1984 sought to address this long 
forgotten and vulnerable neighborhood with the City of Boston ‘s   first IPOD and       
Development Guidelines for districts and neighborhoods. This effort led to the production of the 
BRAs first ever neighborhood plan for this neighborhood in Dorchester. The results of this 
planning effort are reflected in the final zoning for Port Norfolk and the document entitled the 
Port Norfolk Neighborhood Plan. 

What is lacking in the proposed development plan is the proponent’s ignorance and lack of 
understanding this historic connection between the site and the neighborhood as exhibited in the 
original illustrated plan.  The proposed development   has totally disregarded the BRA plan, 
zoning, and basic planning principles. Shamefully, there has been no effort to weave this project 
into the existing residential neighborhood context either by intent or ignorance.  Do better. 
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The community planning process of 1990 gave special attention to the 
Unique characteristics of each neighborhood and provides community group  
With a significant role in shaping future land-use controls. 
The results of this planning effort are reflected in the final zoning for Port Norfolk and the 
document entitled the Port Norfolk Neighborhood Plan and general waterfront zoning and limits. 

The final zoning defines the land use regulations and serves as a guide for future development in 
Port Norfolk. Some of the guidelines for Development: 

              To encourage new development which is compatible with the  
              Predominant building types.   To do no harm to the existing ports residential component 
                                                                  appendix E1 and E2 
 
             To maintain the predominate height and massing of the existing 
                Residential areas; See             appendix E1 and E2 
 
               To encourage new development which is compatible with existing?  
               Residential area and opens and maintains view corridors to the water; 
 
               To encourage the design of phased developments to minimize  
                Impacts on existing residential development; and 
 
              To promote compatible uses, without increasing peak hour traffic delays        
              Transportation and Parking:              
          
            - To discourage large, paved parking lots in new developments and 
            - Encourage covered parking on landscaped parking areas; and 
            - To minimize the impact of heavy traffic on adjacent residential streets.  
 
The Port Norfolk Neighborhood recommendations evolved out of an in-depth, 
Comprehensive planning analysis of the Port Norfolk community, as required by the 
Interim Planning Overlay District (IPOD). Public input had been actively solicited 
During the planning process and will continue to be sought during the adoption and plan 
implementation phases.  Neighborhood Plan recommendations were  
Drafted in the context of several major goals, including the following: 
          Insuring that any new development is compatible with 
          Placing height limits along with waterfront parcel zoning: 
 
Waterfront Service Sub district (W-1):  Create a new zoning sub district for  
 
Port Norfolk, the Waterfront Service Sub district, and map to cover waterfront 
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Properties in the northern section of Port Norfolk.  This sub strict does the  
Following: 
 
            Establishes a floor area ratio of 1. 0 and a height limit of 35 feet.             
            Promotes water-dependent services uses. 
            Replaces portions of the Waterfront Industrial district 
            Conditionally permits uses that are not water-dependent, including  
           
  Residential uses, are restricted to 25% of the allowable FAR and 35% of the 
            Lot area.                     
 
Parking 
Short-term Improvements:  Short-term parking is limited to those that can be  
Accomplished by regulations, signs, and pavement markings, along with minor 
Physical changes.  (See Figure G).  Since the roadways in the study area come  
Under the jurisdiction of both the City of Boston and the DCR  
Commission good interagency cooperation is required.  Such improvements  
Could include the following, and depend on detail approval of relevant agencies;                
 

Parking Controls- Review parking regulations on local Port Norfolk streets with the objective 
of prohibiting parking on one side of one-way streets if the roadway width is less than 26 feet, 
and on two-way streets, if the width fails below 36 feet.  Woodworth Street should be considered 
for parking restrictions in the short-term.  Existing parking regulations on Lawley and Walnut 
Streets should be enforced more actively.        

 

  Signing- Provide guide signing to encourage greater use of Tenean Street for         access to and 
from the area, and to help direct internal traffic, including trucks, to non-residential areas by the 
most acceptable routing. 

 

Intersection Controls-  Introduce a longer all-red internal into the signal phasing at Neponset 
Circle to create additional gaps for traffic entry from Walnut Street.  Install STOP or YEILD 
controls at internal intersections where it is obvious that the “rule of the road” does not apply. 

 

Pedestrian Crossing- Provide clear, well – maintained pavement markings and supplementary 
signing.  Maintain pedestrian activated signal along the existing series of Port Norfolk pedestrian 
crossings. 
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DCRs future focus on the Morrissey Boulevard corridor, including Neponset Circle, and on 
the extensive parkland acquired in recent years: 

With the acquisition by DCR of the former Shaffer Paper and Power’s Marina sites and the 
construction of the shoreline walkway, the developers of The Estuary condominiums, waterfront 
public access in now a reality.  Including  

Tenean Beach and two smaller parks, open space and parkland.  

2. TRANSPORTATION AND PARKING  

The overall conclusions for the proposed land use program are that any significant t additional t 
existing development will require a shift of traffic away from the critical. Walnut St Intersection 
with Neponset circle. 

The City of Boston regulates the use of streets under its jurisdiction and establishes parking and 
traffic controls yet the DCR controls the primary outlet for these streets and plans on reducing 
the existing vehicular flow lanes from 3 to 2 north and south.  This conflict needs to be addressed 
by joint efforts of both agencies.  

There is a traffic study in Exhibit A that defines the current traffic capacity of the 3 streets of 
port Norfolk walnut, port Norfolk and Lawley that access Port Norfolk including Morrissey Blvd 
interchanges. In summary, the current traffic capacity rating of these streets and Neponset 
circle as of 1990 were rated as “F” (failure). Nothing has changed other than the generation of 
more cars and less capacity to handle them  
 
The proposed traffic count of this development states that 1500 new trips will be generated 
from the project. And does not consider future developments of the site along with new 
occupancies that have taken place since 2000. 
 
It is critically important to note the DCR has a traffic improvement plan under design that will 
REDUCE Morrissey Blvd traffic lanes from 3 to 2 North /Southbound. Lanes with numerous 
changes to turning lanes, a nonsensical plan to create a 2-way traffic flow at the Neponset circle 
that will further   distress traffic flows. 
 
The health factor considerations   of the traffic backups and traffic idling times which are already 
severe during rush hour a will be further exacerbated by reduced capacity of this major connector 
and its impact on Port Norfolk streets is currently not being considered by DCR and proponents 
of this project. 
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Recently a new multi acre park, with direct pedestrian connections to Harbor Park and 
downtown   was opened in port Norfolk in June of 2016. The pedestrian friendly park is fully 
accessible without any barriers to the waterfront, the downside is that the popular park has 
generated extensive new auto traffic to surrounding streets as no provisions for park parking 
were made in the design of the new park. This feature needs to be factored in by the development 
team, DCR and MEPA. 
 
There are public safety development issues for the Port with a project of this scale and given 
its isolation it is a major point of concern:  The port has seen tragic consequences of its 
geographical isolation  
 
Going back to the great fire of 1980 at Shaffer Paper Property where a hazardous material 
transfer station was located with its operation   unknown to the neighborhood, along with a city 
that didn’t care what went on here. There was a massive fire with flames 200’ into the air, in 
windy March, it   was determined that if the wind was blowing Easterly that night significant 
property loss would have occurred …that site was owned and operated by the same company 
that burned half of Chelsea down in 1978.  … That plant is now a public park; 
Again   on another occasion in 2004 while a new access bridge was under construction and 
Redfield Street access road was closed.  ………   a neighbor went into cardiac arrest, 911 was 
called ………. The ambulance got lost trying to find a way in due to the bridge off Neponset 
circle being closed. Was delayed for half an hour and our neighbor died waiting for help ……the  
Port is   located at the end of a crowded peninsula, with woefully inadequate traffic capacity and 
access ways of modern times, exacerbated by existing dimensional roadway restraints  
Relatedly, the plan recorded before the sale to the current owners does not provide for access  
Through the restaurant waterside property. Whatever construction ultimately takes place, it 
appears that visitors, including emergency vehicles, will only have access through the 20' 
passageway.  
Between the Winery and the Nail Factory/Ice Cream Factory. That means access down Port  
Norfolk Street, occurs by making a 90 degree turn from Ericsson; the other access point is at the  
Lawley Street end, which requires two 90 degree turns if entering straight from Lawley, or three  
from Ericsson. As we all know, Lawley is barely passable for automobiles. 
  
Currently, emergency vehicles approach on Walnut, and can cut across  
the restaurant lot to access the marina. If the next project includes building on the existing 
restaurant lot, the only means of fighting a fire on the peninsulas marina / proposed housing site 
may be the fire boat, which takes time to arrive and may be limited by tides. a permanent 
easement which would keep an emergency lane open with any future development. 
 This should literally send the designers back to the drawing board. This is not pure speculation.  
Articles in the newspapers and other websites have stated that the developer has "rights" to  
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develop the restaurant property. The present owner will only acknowledge that the proponents  
only plan to develop and manage his section of marina.  
 
These facts further demand the need for a comprehensive planning effort that accounts for these  
Numerous impediments to responsible development. 
 
 The Port Norfolk Road capacity for vehicular traffic, rated “F” was based on traffic studies 
completed in 1985. Nothing has improved since then, traffic has gotten worse, nor have there 
been any changes to neighborhood infrastructure 
  

Access to and from Port Norfolk 
 
Traffic access and egress have become more and more difficult as arterial traffic has grown 
on Morrissey Boulevard and through Neponset Circle. This traffic through Neponset Circle 
makes pedestrian access to the adjacent part of Dorchester almost unachievable. 
 
Internal traffic, parking and circulation 
 
Internal traffic conditions are problematic, with conflicts between truck and automobile 
circulation.  Increases in parking demands for curb space on the narrow streets is also an 
issue. 
 
Negative impacts of highway and rapid transit system 
 
The noise and environmental degradation resulting from the Southeast Expressway and the 
MBTA right-of-way have negatively impacted the Port Norfolk community.  Although 
these regional systems cut through the area, mass transit services available to Port Norfolk 
residents and employees are poor, making auto use essential. 
 

How can you expect to develop and double the population without addressing 
the capacity of the existing roadways?  
 
case in point, based on a preliminary analysis the existing housing density vs. the proposed new 
housing density is estimated that currently there is a total of 185* dwelling units on the peninsula 
for a total of 262,305 sf of living area vs the proposed development of 150 housing units and 25 
hotel units for a total of 175 new dwelling units encompassing 218000. Sq. ft. of living area 
effectively doubling the # of residences with no upgrading of the street capacity and utility 
infrastructure notwithstanding the proposed restaurant and expansion of the marina.  
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Simplistically stated based on the existing zoning residential development 
would be capped at 44 new residential units. however, with caps 
demanded under chapter 91, 25% of the available area is allowed 
yielding 11 new units of housing. 
 

C.   Existing Parking and Circulation Conditions (See Figure A in report).  
The street network in the Port Norfolk study area is divided into two distinct sectors by the 
MBTA right- of -way.  Redfield Street is the only roadway connecting the northern and 
southern sectors of Port Norfolk. 
 
D. Levels of Service Analysis 
 
The most critical access point for Port Norfolk is for Walnut Street traffic trying to enter 
Neponset Circle, with its very high (over 4,500 vehicles per AM peak hour) arterial 
volumes, complex movements and lack of signal control for Walnut Street vehicles. 
 
To give a measure of LOS for present and future traffic levels on walnut Street, capacity 
analyses were calibrated by HMM Associates on the 1985 vehicle delay study done by 
Segal DiSarcina Associates for the Port Norfolk Condominium EIR.  The analyses were 
done 1985,1987 and a future year with a theoretical doubling of Walnut Street traffic.  Due 
to the complexity of the traffic lanes and movements, the HMM Associates results can 
only be considered approximate. 
 
These tables indicate that both AM and PM levels of service are less than acceptable for 
urban conditions.  The PM average delay (19 seconds), which results in level of service of 
D, is one-third the delay during the AM peak period (60 seconds).  
 
 Traffic at Neponset Circle is highest at that time, and the level of service drops to a level 
E.  Doubling the traffic would result in a level of service of F (Worst) for both AM and PM 
peak periods.  As the delay increased, motorists would seek other routes to exit Port 
Norfolk, such as on Tenean Beach Street and Taylor Street. 

 
Our suspicion is that the current proposal under review is Phase 1 of an unknown number of.  
ND future developments  
 
Developer future Options need to be taken into consideration and the peninsula be planned 
holistically not piecemeal parcel by parcel! PNCA Has requested that the BPDA explain how the 
review process can be considered valid and Complete, when the ultimate objective may be to 
complete a project which is thrice the Size of the current proposal. In the alternative, we need a 
definitive statement of the long term  
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Intentions of all the parties involved. Though restaurant ownership cannot be compelled to  
 
Release the right to develop their property., there is a limit to what can be built in total 
without  
Creating chaotic conditions for the peninsula.  
 
There is a limit to the scale of development that the peninsula infrastructure can handle, we 
can work with the development team to find the Balance.  
 
 

3 PARKS AND OPEN SPACE  

 
Recently a new 9-acre park, with direct connections to Harbor Park has been developed in port 
Norfolk that is fully accessible without any barriers to the waterfront, the downside is that the 
popular park has generated extensive new auto traffic to surrounding streets as no provisions for 
park parking were made in the design of the new park  
 
 
 

Zoning        Section 65-34.  Establishment of Greenbelt Protection Overlay Districts 
 
This Section 65-34 establishes a Greenbelt Protection District (GPOD) in the 
Dorchester Neighborhood District.  The following Greenbelt Roadways and their adjacent 
areas between the boundary lines shown on Maps 5A, 5B and 5E are designated as 
Greenbelt Protection Overlay Districts: 
 

1.     Morrissey Boulevard GPOD 

Any lot(s) within a GPOD is subject to the provision of the Article and Code applicable to 
the sub district within which it is located and to the provisions of Article 29 (Greenbelt 
Protection Overlay District). Projects within said gpod are subject to review by City of 
Boston Parks Commission and others. 

 

4 ENVRIONMENTAL ISSUES  

The Peninsulas sewer system was constructed in or about 1870.  Prior to this individual property 
owners had to tie in their own lines. It is not known if these lines are still in use.  

That said nothing much has changed with this since an upgrade of water lines in 2004 and to our 
knowledge it remains a combined CSO system with continuing problems. It needs to be 
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recognized and inspected in that this problem is perhaps contributing   to water quality affecting 
the use of Tenean beach.  Over time because of lack of maintenance and being the lowest point 
in the BostonWSewer system deposits within the pipes reduce the undersized capacity further. 

For major projects in the area BWSC requires developers to separate the sanitary and storm 
water sewer systems, no indication from the ENR that this is proposed. 

The major environmental problems which affect the Port Norfolk Neighborhood includes noise, 
siltation and inadequate sewer capacity.  There are  

Three major sources of noise:  vehicular traffic on the Southeast Expressway, MBTA traffic on a 
fixed rail right-of -way, and Logan Airport air traffic.  

Regional transportation systems isolate and bisect the neighborhood. 

 

               The Southeast Expressway Cuts Port Norfolk off from the rest of the City. 
               The MBTA Red Line bisects Port Norfolk, creating a limited number of 
                Vehicular access points, noise and visual blight.  
 
                A century-old sewer system does not meet modern standards. 
 
    The combined sewer system in Port Norfolk does not meet  
     Contemporary standards for storm and wastewater system s. 

   Consequently, the combined sewer overflows negatively affect the                                      
water quality surrounding Port Norfolk.  In addition, the storm drains a 

               Tenean Beach negatively affects that bathing area.  The antiquated    
               Sewer system occasionally results in surcharging.  The conditions  
               Would be expensive to correct but modification could be required 
               To allow for additional large-scale development. 
. 
 
Contaminated material from Boston Harbor.  In terms of sewer problems, there is a combined 
storm water and sanitary system, which overflows during peak  
Storm water periods, occasionally causing sewage backups in Port Norfolk  
Residences. 
 
Larger development projects could be required to separate portions of the sanitary and storm 
water sewer system.  Such separation will lessen the impact of new construction in the area and 
assist in the overall goal of cleaning up the Harbor. 
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Existing sewer system   - Lawley St. has seen numerous instances of failure and probably will 
need to be replaced soon, the impact of a development of this scale on the existing utility and 
roadway systems is unknown and needs to be assessed and inspected. 
 
The Port Norfolk waterfront is an ACEC.  

 

5 Historical PRESERVATION AND HOUSING 2017  

The residential areas of the Port   have survived relatively intact with a scale of homes generally 
2. 5 stories in height of varying architectural styles   and is of a pleasant scale and is in an 
architectural overlay district created by new zoning plan in 1990. Most new projects are very 
responsive to this existing vocabulary and fabric. Although it is a design schematic presented it 
appears that the development team has either no understanding or knowledge of the exhibit A 
and its related tried and true planning guidelines or has chosen to ignore this and developed a 
plan that is completely out of character with this historic neighborhood and abutting structures.  
An observation is that the development team, in   most all the projects of the proposed type and 
scale to be developed in a historic neighborhood would have proven experience and 
demonstrated an ability to understand the spirit of BRA  1990 plan and make an educated 
attempt to weave a project of this type and scale into this neighborhood by reinforcing the 
existing historical context with a plan that is responsive.  It does not appear that the present plan 
attempts to do so.  
 
The built environment of the port began in the year 1850. The context for most development and 
architectural sty les was established by prominent Dorchester Architect Luther Briggs also a 
resident of the port. Briggs established 7 different architectural styles, while diverse, the 
similarity in materials and scale makes the community s architecture harmonious, pleasant and 
beautiful, importantly the buildings developed on the waterside were visibly similar in scale, 
mass, and design of the residences landside 
 
The ports architecture and scale has been recognized by the City of Boston Landmarks 
Commission as to be designated an architectural conservation district to make sure that future 
developments continue to be woven into this successful fabric by design, this is incorporated into 
the zoning guidelines which the proponent has completely ignored. 
 
                  

6 URBAN DESIGN GUIDELINES / recommendations 

Urban Design Concepts 
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For purposes of calculating the area of a lot, the Zoning Code excludes “…any salt-water area 
below the mean high-tide line”. The land under water therefore cannot be used in calculating the 
floor area of a development.  

F.  Constraints and Opportunities 

      Constraints: 

      Port Norfolk has a well-established land use and street pattern. 
           The original land use pattern was based on the 19th century need for   
           to have water access and for housing to be close to employment. 
           Current seaport industrial uses require large tracts of land for container 
           Break-bulk operations and deep-water access, neither of which Port Norfolk offers.  The 
expansion of the industrial area to meet modern port       requirements would encroach upon the 
residential area.  Similarly, the street pattern and widths (20’ and 24’) are 19th century in origin 
and do no lend themselves to modification without major, undesirable neighborhood disruption 
and private land takings for expansion.  These conditions result in limited street capacity and 
conflicts in    land use, if industrial uses remain adjacent to residences.    
Regional transportation systems isolate and bisect the neighborhood. 
              The Southeast Expressway Cuts Port Norfolk off from the rest of the City. 
               The MBTA Red Line bisects Port Norfolk, creating a limited number of 
                Vehicular access points, noise and visual blight.  
                A century-old sewer system does not meet modern standards. 
                The combined sewer system in Port Norfolk does not meet  
                contemporary standards for storm and wastewater system s. 
                Consequently, the combined sewer overflows negatively affect the water quality      s         
surrounding Port Norfolk.                                In addition, the storm drains a 
               Tenean Beach negatively affects that bathing area.  The antiquated    
               Sewer system occasionally results in surcharging.  The conditions  
               would be expensive to correct but modification could be required 
               To allow for additional large-scale development. 
. 
Opportunities 
 
                 The existing wood-frame, low -rise housing has architectural and  
                 historic significance. 
 
                  Much of the Port Norfolk housing stock was built prior to 1860 and 
                  Displays an interesting range of 19th century style.  The Boston  
                  Landmarks Commission Survey, conducted in 1978, recommended 
                  that Port Norfolk be designated as an Architectural Conservation  
                  District.  
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Interestingly and telling of the Cities lack of understanding of the history of the planned 
neighborhood encompassing the residential and industrial components linked together.   
 
Irrespective of such designation, recognition of the  
                  neighborhood’s architectural heritage should guide adjacent  
                  development.  Protection and enhancement of the existing  
                  housing stock are highly desirable, as in maintenance of the  
                  predominant height and density. Of the waterside buildings.                            
         
 
Urban Design Guidelines 
        Mitigate the negative impacts that non-residential activity might have on existing housing. 
And infrastructure. 
        Discourage new or expanded non-water related uses on waterfront parcels.  
        Preserve the scale and quality of the existing residential area. And new waterside buildings. 

 
Urban Design/ Architectural   Guidelines possible next steps. 
 
The development team needs to express their understanding of accepting the long-standing BRA 
Plan and make a statement on their vision and commitment to the plans and the community 
objectives in truly making buildings that will be a beautiful addition to Dorchester’s /Boston 
waterfront and respect the history of the milieu dating back to 1600s as sites of the establishment 
of the nation’s first commercial / residential waterfront planning area  
 
Suggestion on design approaches that are more compatible with the fabric of the 
neighborhood.  As such future developments should be modelled on the existing character of 
the neighborhood and from waterfront communities elsewhere in new England and layout of the 
original waterside development. New buildings should be sensitive to traditional building forms, 
heights, massing’s and relate to the waterfront and recognize constraints of original narrow local 
street patterns.  
 
The PNCA  residents’ concerns  focus on preserving the historic residential character and 
architectonics  of the community  and on better utilizing the waterfront  for water dependent and 
public uses. ; the density of the existing housing is relatively low and could be impacted heavily 
by high density future uses ……………... case in point , based on a preliminary analysis  the 
existing density  vs. the proposed new housing density  is estimated that currently there is a total 
of 185 dwelling units on the peninsula for a total of 262,305 sf of living area vs the proposed 
development of 150 housing units and 25 hotel units for a total of 175 new dwelling units 
encompassing  218000. Sq. ft. of living area effectively doubling the # of residences with no 
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upgrading of the street capacity and utility infrastructure notwithstanding the proposed restaurant 
and expansion of the marina.  
That said to quantity other conflicts and constraints include the following: 
The Southeast expressway retaining walls and constant drones and helicoptero traffic are an 
unwelcome neighbor; The MBTA tracks divide our neighborhood and present another wall of 
nuisance noise etal, 
 the proponent would add 3 new buildings of 8 stories in a presently compatible site of all 
structures, all heights under 40’ by effectively walling off the neighborhood visually and 
physically with barriers and the incomprehensible new structures clashing with the scale, mass, 
height and precedent architectural character of the port neighborhood.   
 
We are Suggesting a neighborhood / development team design charrette to solicit ideas from 
residents.  The development architect should engage an experienced architectural colleague   
with expertise in historic preservation in Boston / Dorchester context   to lead this charrette.  
It is hopeful that this effort will lead to a workable plan that addresses the myriad of challenges 
the limitations of the peninsula present. and hopefully to come to a design that is fluidly 
compatible with defining how the design of new elements and structures to not conflict with this 
historic neighborhood, the present plan seriously conflicts with this objective. 
 
 Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this project. I support and hope your efforts to 
plan wisely for this historic peninsula! 
 
Sincerely yours  
 
 
 
J. Edward Roche AIA and Family. 
Neighborhood resident  
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APPENDIX 
 
1. NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN BOSTON REDEVELPMENT AUTHORITY  1990 
 
2. “HISTORY OF DORCHESTER SHORES “MDC  1989. 
 
3. E-1 / E2 SKETCH SHOWING MASS AND SCALE PROPOSED AND EXISTING 
NEIGHBORHOOD. 
 
4. CHARLESTOWN NAVY YARD – VIEW CIRCA   LATE 1800. 
 
5. VIEW OF DEMOLITION SITE  CIRCA  2005 
 
6. VIEW OF PINE NECK CREEK FROM TENEAN ST.    RECENT PHOTO   
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Tim Czerwienski <tim.czerwienski@boston.gov>

24 Ericsson Street Project 

Barbara heiss Tue, Oct 3, 2017 at 8:04 PM
To: Tim.Czerwienski@boston.gov

Dear Tim: 

As a resident of the Port Norfolk neighborhood for over 14 years, 
I've become quite fond of my adopted community here and cherish the peaceful residential area I now call home.  I have
attended several neighborhood meetings to learn more about the proposed project, and while I am not adverse to new
construction, I feel the current proposal is not in the best interests of the Port Norfolk neighborhood.  The size of the
project is too large, the proposed structures too tall, but most of all the burden of the additional traffic would severely
impact and destroy the residential area.  Currently we must pull aside or stop going down a side street altogether to make
way for oncoming cars because many people have to park in the streets themselves. Large vehicles give one no choice -
imagine the stress all the additional vehicles will add to the mix if the proposal goes through as designed -IMPOSSIBLE! 
 When there is significant snow, there is only ONE lane, huge snow piles, and very little room to maneuver -tough enough
with the current number of vehicles without adding a hundred or more!  If there was an emergency requiring either a fire
truck or ambulance they would have a real challenge trying to get to the crisis with the CURRENT traffic flow -again a
large project of this size would impede public safety ten times - it makes no sense.  There is no mitigation that could be
acceptable with a project of this size.. The impact to the residential neighborhood, not to mention the environment and the
roadways would be prohibitive.  Come back with a considerably smaller footprint and we may be willing to consider some
changes that would be more in keeping with the historical character of the Port. Better still, what we could really use is a
comprehensive master plan for the Port BEFORE oversized projects like this one end up on our doorstep.  Thank you, 

Barbara Heiss 

Sent from my iPad 







Frank Kodzis                                                                                                              September 27, 2017  

157 Walnut Street 

Dorchester, MA 02122 

 

Hon. Brian Golden, Executive Director Boston Planning and Development Authority  

1 Solley Square  

Boston City Hall 

Boston, MA  02114 

Subject: Opposition to development by the CPC Ericsson Street LLC; Neponset Wharf  

Dear Director Golden, 

   I have been a resident of Port Norfolk since 1960, 57 years in the neighborhood. It is a great 

neighborhood to grow up in and raise a family. It is a highly desirable place to live knowing it has the 

lowest crime in the entire city and families help one another. The Neponset Wharf project will destroy a 

whole community with its size and complexity. The uniqueness of the area and the isolation from the rest 

of Neponset is like no other in the city. There are only two access roads in and out and both are difficult 

to if not dangerous to mitigate at rush hour. In the core of the neighborhood there are three main streets 

leading to the propose development. These streets are narrow by design with parking allowed on one side 

thus allowing one vehicle to transverse at a time. The situation at present is horrible for the residents as 

they must maneuver and weave their way down the streets to their homes. The safety of children is of the 

highest concern as they cross to street and play nearby. When the Venezia Restaurant has a function you 

could wait up to 5 minutes for their traffic to exit the street before you could proceed down. The 

developers are estimating an increase of traffic of approximately 1750 vehicles per day. This would be 

compounded to the restaurant function traffic. More importantly it would be 24 hours a day. This is a 

serious public safety flaw that needs to be address. 

    The critical response of Fire, EMS and Police to render assistance appropriately is time. The quicker 

the units can respond the quicker the resolution of the emergency will end in a good way. The realistic 

scenario would be that a fire or medical response is needed in any of the streets leading down to the 

development or worse into the development. Vehicles traveling up the street would prevent the emergency 

apparatus traveling down. Thus a loss of time, multiplied if many vehicles were traveling up the street. 

We have lost one member of our neighborhood because of a delay response of an ambulance. It was 

directly related to the access into the neighborhood. One life is too many and there will be more if the size 

of this project allowed to move forward. I can attest to this situation not only because I have seen and 

experience this situation over 57 years in the neighborhood but as a professional.  



   I am a retired Deputy Fire Chief in Boston, Fire Marshal for the city for 5years. It was my function as 

Fire Marshal to review street plans, recommend and give expert testimony of the hazards and remediate 

the solutions. I have also served on a number of state fire prevention boards that had to deal with this 

type of situation. I have work in the most difficult sections of the city to navigate apparatus, Beacon Hill, 

Charlestown and the North End. My professional understanding comes from actual emergency responses 

to situations such that would happen in Port Norfolk.  I cannot overstate the seriousness of the delayed 

response. It is imperative that the traffic needs to be resolved before any further project development goes 

forward. Lives are at risk. Responsible planning is the key. My biggest fear as Fire Marshal was 

wondering when I went home at night, did I make the right decision today or did I put someone in harm’s 

way. Knowing I did my best to protect the residences and citizens of Boston was my mission. It helped me 

sleep just a little bit better.       

   I am against the development of any high rises in project (two 85ft). It is out of character with the 

neighborhood in addition to blocking views of the harbor. I am absolutely against a hotel in the project. 

This would create a 24 hour business. It does not belong in a residential neighborhood. The 175 condo 

units far out exceed the land building ratio. There are only 185 homes in the Port Norfolk. The developer 

wants 175 condos on only 10% of the land of the area of Port Norfolk. All these items are clearly out of 

the scope of the 1990 rezoning plan (IPOD). There are problems with water and sewer in Port Norfolk 

now. The developer has not addressed how their project will affect the neighborhood system.  

I have attended all the community meeting and the developer has never asked for input from the 

community; what and how should the project be built. They are seeking variances and I would think it 

would be crucial before putting a plan forth that the affected residences input would be sought. They had 

a choice to purchase or not to purchase the property. Their problems should not be the community 

problem, they had a choice. Please do not allow them to destroy our neighborhood, our community, away 

of life.  

 

Respectfully Submitted 

Frank Kodzis                       
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Tim Czerwienski <tim.czerwienski@boston.gov>

24 ericsson street 

Irene Lannon Sun, Sep 24, 2017 at 6:26 AM
To: "tim.czerwienski@boston.gov" <tim.czerwienski@boston.gov>

Dear Mr. Czerwienski, 

As a resident of the Port Norfolk neighborhood in Dorchester, I am writing to voice my opposition to the Neponset Wharf
Project as currently proposed by City Point Realty. 

I have become aware of many issues regarding the Port Norfolk neighborhood, established regional plans, and
particularly, the environment. 

The project will create significant problems with: traffic-drastically changing the tempo, increase already existing
sewerage issues, height violations, congestion/density/use, and proposed dredging effects on wildlife. 

My sense from the developers is an overall disregard for the character of the Port Norfolk neighborhood, the Neponset
River ACEC, the Dorchester waterfront, the Zoning Code provisions for the Port Norfolk Waterfront Service District, and
the Port Norfolk BRA Plan. 

Port Norfolk is not South Boston. 

Thank you, 

Irene Lannon 
94 Walnut Street 
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Tim Czerwienski <tim.czerwienski@boston.gov>

24 ericsson street 

Irene Lannon Sat, Sep 30, 2017 at 2:34 PM
To: Tim Czerwienski <tim.czerwienski@boston.gov>

Hi Tim,

I would like to add comments on another issue related to this project.

At Thursday’s meeting Frank Kodzis spoke of something dear to my heart: accessibility of emergency equipment.

I bought my property in Port Norfolk two years ago after being displaced by a 1:30am fire in the condo building I was
living in in South Boston.  Fortunately there was only property loss.

Shortly after moving to the Port I was home and heard fire engines approaching close by. I went onto my front porch to
see where they were heading.  They were turning onto Walnut Street and to my amazement they could not pass.  I
watched the firemen get off the trucks and WALK carrying their equipment to get past cars parked on the sidewalk that
were blocking their access.  I believe the incident was a medical call and not a fire, but being a nurse I know the
importance even a few seconds can make in saving lives.
I reported this incident to the Boston Police and they sent out notifications re: parking on the sidewalk but neighbors
continue to park on sidewalks.

My point here is we are ALREADY compromised in terms of safety and access for emergency vehicles.  Adding any more
traffic or congestion to this area severely impacts our safety.

Thank you,  Irene Lannon
[Quoted text hidden]
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Tim Czerwienski <tim.czerwienski@boston.gov>

COMMENT LETTER (I just saw I typed email address incorrectly yesterday, please
add to your comment letter collection, if you still can) 

Maloney, Lauren E  Mon, Oct 2, 2017 at 5 31 PM
To: "tim.czerwienski@boston.gov" <tim.czerwienski@boston.gov>

Boston Planning & Development Agency

Attn: Tim Czerwienski 
One City Hall, Ninth Floor 
Boston, Massachusetts 02201

 

To Whom it May Concern,

 

                This letter is in response to the PNF filed by City Point Capital for 24 Ericsson St (Neponset Wharf). I am
strongly opposed to many components of the Neponset Wharf project. I understand the need for an increase of housing
units in the city of Boston, but I also believe this should happen through careful, proper planning. The size and location of
the site are not appropriate for such a large development and the developer is willing to sacrifice the quality of an entire
neighborhood to accommodate the project, which is quite telling. This development team is blatantly disregarding rules,
laws and codes that have been put in place to avoid such overdevelopment. This site sits on an Area of Critical
Environmental Concern, this designation should be taken into consideration with every step of the planning process. This
particular site is limited to marine-dependent business with residential as a conditional-use. Reasonably, a marina and
residential units should be built on the site. Port Norfolk does not need a hotel; as described by the development team,
the hotel would patronized by individuals using the marina. Why anyone would take his /her boat to a hotel, is totally
beyond me, you’d just stay on your boat. Port Norfolk does not need another restaurant/bar. At a meeting with the
development team; attendees were handed a list of over 30 amenities with instructions to rate amenities by what you’d
like to see in the development, it was quite insulting. The neighbors in Port Norfolk do not need or want any amenities, we
have plenty of open space. Providing access to the waterfront is more than enough for the Dorchester residents, Port
Norfolk should NOT be made into a destination. Logistically, the neighborhood would not be able to handle a drastic
increase in traffic. Neponset wharf would double daily traffic in the neighborhood. There are only 2 ways in and out, Port
Norfolk streets received a failing grade when a traffic study over 20 years ago, nothing has changed since then, except
traffic has increased. Please consider requesting the development team make significant changes (downscaling) this
project, utilizing the Port Norfolk Development Plan as a guide.

 

Sincerely,

Lauren Maloney

 

 

The information transmitted in his electronic communication is intended only for the person or entity to whom it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or
privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of or taking of any action in reliance upon this information by persons or entities other than the
intended recipient is prohibited. If you received this information in error, please contact the Partners HealthCare at Home Compliance Help Line at 800-856-1983 and
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October 1, 2017 

 

Brian Golden, Director 

Boston Planning & Development Agency 

9th Floor Boston City Hall 

One City Square 

Boston, MA 02201 

 

Re: 24 Ericsson Street, Dorchester  

 

 

Dear Director Golden: 

 

I am opposed to the proposed development, for 24 Ericsson Street, Dorchester.  

The current proposal is extremely excessive and is contrary to the Port Norfolk 

IPOD/BRA plan. 

 

My major concerns are traffic impacts and the scale of project as proposed – 

especially height & density. 

 

In my opinion, the development as proposed is an attempt to put twenty-five 

pounds of potatoes into a three-pound bag. 

 

Thank you for your attention to this most serious neighborhood concern. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Joseph P. McDermott 

158 Walnut Street 

unit 2 rear 

Dorchester, MA 02122 

 

 





September 19, 2017 

Maria Lyons       

176 Walnut Street 

Dorchester, Ma 02122 

 

Brian Golden                                                                                                          

Director                                                                                                                    

Boston Planning & Development Agency                                                             

City Hall, 9th Floor                                                                                                      

One City Hall Square 

Boston, Ma 02201 

  

Regarding:  24 Erickson Street, Dorchester, Neponset Wharf Project 

 

Dear Director Golden,  

This letter is in response to the proposed Plan for the Neponset Wharf Project by City Point Capital.  I am 

an IAG Member for the Neponset Wharf Project and I am strongly opposed to the Neponset Wharf 

Project.  I have been a science teacher for 37 years with a Biology Degree from Boston University and 

have lived in Dorchester my entire life, the last 36 years in Port Norfolk.  I am an active member of the 

Neponset Greenway Council and the Neponset Watershed Association and serve as the Environmental 

Chairperson for the Port Norfolk Civic Association.  I have enjoyed working with the DCR on projects 

along the Neponset River especially the completion of the Joseph P. Finnegan Park at Port Norfolk.  I 

believe that I am someone, along with many neighbors, who knows the area well and I am a strong 

supporter of the Neponset River ACEC.  For these reasons, my comments are lengthy, but necessary. 

Below is a summary of impacts to the Port Norfolk neighborhood, to the Neponset River Area of Critical 

Environmental Concern and the Dorchester Waterfront.  The Plan for the Neponset Wharf Project is 

extremely deficient of information and misleading.  The responses to the questions about possible 

impacts only refers to the actual site of the project and there is no regard to the surrounding 

neighborhoods or the ACEC.  They are ignoring much of the Massachusetts Wetlands Act, River Act and 

ACEC Regulations especially in regards to sensitive environmental areas surrounding the site.  The Plan 

also has no regard for the BRA Plan for Port Norfolk or the Port Norfolk Waterfront Service Zoning Code 

and is ignoring the character and history of the Port Norfolk neighborhood.  Many times I have read 

criticisms of the term “character of the neighborhood” as being vague and useless.  The Port Norfolk, 

historic seaside, Neponset River ACEC Character is real, unique to the city and needs to be protected and 

preserved by the BPDA. The plan shows little respect for the ACEC environment or the Port Norfolk 

Neighbors. 

In Regards To… 

Size, Scope and Use - Project will overwhelm the Port Norfolk Neighborhood and Dorchester 

Waterfront. Port Norfolk peninsula is all at one level, 2-3 stories and trees. An 86 ft. high project will 



stick up like a sore thumb, negatively changing the Dorchester Waterfront views from the hills of 

Dorchester and from the water looking in.  If you ride around U Mass, Boston, and look towards Port 

Norfolk and Neponset you will see a few small building but mostly a neighborhood of trees, wildlife and 

the beautiful Blue Hills in the background.  Travelling along Rte. 93 in the Port Norfolk area offers the 

best views of Dorchester Bay and Boston Harbor along this highway.  A massive building project in Port 

Norfolk will destroy these unique, historic views.  The project will destroy the character of the Port 

Norfolk Neighborhood. 150 condos and 25 room hotel will double population of entire Port Norfolk 

neighborhood. Restaurant, 75 boat marina, retail and other planned structures will change the character 

from quiet seaside neighborhood to an overhyped destination.  The developers themselves stated that 

they wanted to make this a huge destination at the very first meeting with Port Norfolk neighbors. There 

will be nothing to stop them from filing for liquor and entertainment licenses after project is built. The 

end of the Port Norfolk Peninsula, already is vibrant enough with a large restaurant, 4 function rooms, 

and 4 bars.  We already are negatively affected by the amount of incoming traffic, speeding in our 

streets and patrons who been drinking exiting. Doubling the existing population will strain infrastructure 

and utilities. Proposed projects will harm Neponset River Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) 

during construction and after.   

Design – Large box designs of steel are incompatible with historic Port Norfolk Neighborhood homes and 

buildings and natural ACEC area. Any reflective surfaces across from Tenean Beach will reflect the 

afternoon sunlight directly into the eyes of the public trying to enjoy beach. We are not a Downtown 

Seaport Waterfront. We are a small neighborhood within a critical environment.  Port Norfolk is a very 

special place and needs to have special considerations by the BPDA.  The Boston Design Commission has 

directed City Point Planners to listen to the neighborhood and to respect the story of Port Norfolk. 

Traffic and Parking- Port Norfolk is a small peninsula. Adding 1,500 cars a day through small 

neighborhood streets is unacceptable, only way in and out is through Morrissey Boulevard, already 

difficult to access. There is no plan offered because there is no possible solution. Ideas such as ride 

sharing in a rich condo development and ferries in a shallow river are not reasonable. Plan only 

providing 185 parking spots. 150+75+25+Restaurant+visitors+workers does not add up to 185. The plan 

does not add in cars from marina, 75 boats, or visitors.  The overflow parking from the site will compete 

for already scarce, neighborhood spaces with the local residents. 1,500 cars a day in and out will add air 

pollution to the area. 

Height, Sky Dome, and Shade – Plan only addresses sky dome from Erikson Street. Two 86ft high 

buildings and other massive buildings, will block view of sky dome and ocean from Tenean Beach, Rte. 

93, Dorchester Neighborhoods, Venezia Harborwalk and block ocean breeze onto Tenean Beach and 

into the neighborhood. The beautiful views of sunrises and sunsets across the end of the Port Norfolk 

Peninsula will be blocked. A visit to Marina Bay shows the results of blocking the sun and sky.  With the 

addition of their most recent building project, the public boardwalk is now in shade by mid-afternoon 

and the view of the sunset is gone. Large buildings in Port Norfolk will block birds moving back and forth 

to feed and nest between Squantum point Park and Pine Neck Creek and flights by Migratory Birds. 

Project will add shade to Pine Neck Creek and Tenean Beach, changing temperature of water, impacting 

wildlife and enjoyment by humans.  The residents of Port Norfolk witness the wildlife and birds all the 

time and respect the ACEC.  The developers do not. 



Sewage – A 1,245 to 27,956 Gallons/day increase to an old, already problematic sewer system will cause 

more backup into homes.  Most of Port Norfolk is a flat sea level peninsula, hampering flow.  Who will 

pay for clean-up, new sewer system and individual hookups to homes if current system breaks down? 

Dredging and Larger Marina - They have not found a previous dredging permit.  What will be 

maintenance - what will be improvement? How will determination be made if no permit record is 

found?  Improvement dredging in an ACEC is forbidden. Port Norfolk Yacht Club members believe it has 

been approximately 30 years since last dredging. Much of the site has refilled with PCB contaminated 

mud up to the level of land in Pine Neck Creek.  The surrounding area is now an ACEC and has changed 

back into a natural area considerably. This need to be taken into consideration.  Resuming large amount 

of dredging in a now ACEC area will impact the adjoining shellfish beds at Buckley’s Bar ( off of 

Squantum Point Park), mudflats, marshes, Tenean Beach, Victory Road Park and the wildlife that feeds 

and nests there by covering them with mud and releasing PCBs into the water. There is no completely 

safe way to dredge contaminated mud. Deep dredging across from Tenean Beach could cause erosion of 

beach, creek, and harm marsh by changing current patterns and wave actions. More boats means more 

pollution such as from oil, gasoline, wastes leaks. Presently there is only about 15-20 boats on site.  New 

private wharfs in an ACEC are forbidden.  Are the proposed wharfs considered replacement or 

improvement?  Plan seems to be proposing much larger docks than those that are currently at the site.   

Fence Removal from dock in water across from Tenean Beach – Removing the fence could cause 

increased wave action that could cause erosion of Tenean Beach. Professional evaluation of existing 

conditions and modeling of proposed changes must be required. 

Runoff from Property – The Plan states that runoff will be reduced due to more of the site being 

unpaved.  The Plan does not take into account that adding cars, trucks, boats and dogs to the site will 

increase the pollutants in the runoff water into an ACEC area.  Also, the Planers have no knowledge of 

the weather conditions in the area.  When there is a heavy storm in Port Norfolk, the wind is most often 

coming from the Northeast.  The precipitation, rain or snow, comes sideways down our streets, not 

straight down to the ground.  Large building along the edge of Port Norfolk will catch the rain and snow 

and build up at the site.  This will increase the runoff from the site. 

Bridge – Building a bridge across Pine Neck Creek will destroy marshes at Pine Neck Creek, ACEC, and 

would facilitate the use of Tenean Beach parking as ancillary parking for a private development.  Visitors 

to Neponset Wharf, marina, restaurant patrons will take up spaces of the public using the beach, 

playground, courts and Neponset Greenway. The scenic view from the end of Pine Neck Creek, along the 

Neponset Greenway Trail, to downtown Boston, is also a popular artists’ spot that would be blocked by 

a bridge.  The bridge to Tenean would cut off only a minute of travel around Pine Neck Creek. Not worth 

the environmental problems it will cause.  A better plan would have the Harborwalk extend all the way 

from Venezia to Tenean along the edge of the waterfront. 

Biking and Walking– The Plan seems to be proposing the idea that the project will somehow promote 

the use of bicycles and walking in the area.  The Neponset Greenway Trail goes through the 

neighborhood via Taylor, to Water, to Conley Street. It connects Joseph Finnegan Park to Tenean Beach.  

Adding 1,500 cars a day will make riding through the area considerably more dangerous, especially at 

the ends of the streets going down to the project along Water Street. Walking in and out of the site will 

be through narrow openings where there is little or no room for sidewalks causing unsafe walking 

conditions.  



Open space, Public view - The developer’s report on open space and view is misleading.  They say they 

are providing 2 acres of open space but much of public open space is unusable, under buildings or 

alongside buildings.  It is not clear if they are also counting streets and sidewalks. 40% of Port Norfolk 

already is open space.  We value open space, but the open space offered is questionable and does not 

compensate for the height and size of the buildings that will diminish the quality of the open space we 

already have. The best view, next to Venezia, is reserved for private use. The plan is for a flat roof boat 

storage building, attached to a non-water dependent use building. This could easily be changed into an 

inappropriate, private, loud, open air bar/ entertainment spot after it is built. The music from an open 

air bar in Marina Bay used to travel into Port Norfolk, Neponset and all the way over to South Boston, 

disturbing residents and wildlife. The offered public view is of the Xway and LNG tank and they would be 

destroying the public view from Tenean Beach, Rte. 93, Dorchester Hills, Victory Road Park and 

Dorchester Bay.  A small additional space and degraded view does not justify the harmful impacts of this 

project.  Their Plan, construed to obtain a Chap 91 license is disingenuous.  

Construction – Noise and vibrations due to construction of a large project and trucks going by will 

impact neighborhood and ACEC wildlife. Will pile drivers be needed? There is a substantial threat that 

construction could cause damage to historic homes and buildings, old streets that are sinking, and water 

and sewer pipes especially since much of Port Norfolk is on filled land, known to increase impact of 

vibrations.  Noise will scare away birds in ACEC, nesting and feeding near site. Noise will disturb 

neighbors in Port Norfolk and Neponset. 

Hazardous Wastes - The Plan states that they have found hazardous wastes on the site but it does not 

elaborate sufficiently on where, amount or type.  Will they be removing hazardous wastes?  If so what is 

the procedure and how will they protect the ACEC environment and the neighborhood from 

contamination.   Have they tested entire site for Hazardous wastes?                       

Public Amenities – The offered public amenities are redundant in the area, inappropriate for area, or 

harmful to ACEC and neighborhood, and will increase traffic even more with no parking. They are being 

offered to obtain licenses with no thought of need or workability. Do not justify negative impacts 

regarding Chapter 91 Laws, Wetlands Act, neighborhood zoning or ACEC.  Neighborhood and greater 

Dorchester does not need them!                              

             Kayak launch – Will launch into a mudflat area, no water large parts of each day with tides.     

                                         Public will have to pay for kayak storage.         

                               A more useful and appropriate Kayak launch already exist in nearby Neponset 2 Park. 

            Fishing - Fish in Neponset River have high levels of PCBs, should not be eaten. 

                                                    Fishing Pier already exists next to Joseph Finnegan Port Norfolk Park. 

                                                    Fishing gear, lines, and hooks could entangle birds and children, wash up on   

                                                     Beach and marshes. 

            Beach Sand area -   Tenean Beach is right across Pine Neck Creek from project. If they remove                                        

                                               seawall to create a beach the project site will easily flood. 

            Playground and courts – Large playground, basketball and tennis courts are at Tenean Beach. 

            Dog Park – Adding a dog park beside Tenean beach will increase bacteria level at Tenean Beach  

                                beyond the unacceptable current levels.  This should not be allowed. 

 



Fire Safety- There are concerns about fire safety. Entrances into and through Port Norfolk are already 

difficult. Entrances into this site are narrow and multi- angled. Will large fire equipment be able to reach 

all sides of the buildings proposed on the site?  How many fire Vehicles can even fit down the streets of 

Port Norfolk and into the site.  If the parking lots at Venezia, the Winery and the Boston Distillery are 

filled and overflowing, the usual case, the situation becomes even more dangerous.  

Waterfront Development/Marina- The Neponset Wharf Plan proposes to retain the marina at the site. 

However, they only seem to be providing for docking and storage.  This site is one of the few sites left in 

Boston Harbor where there is a full marina capable of boat sales, service and repairs. It is not an 

underutilized property.  The unused space is necessary to move large boats.  Large buildings on the site 

will hamper the movement of boats in and out of the water, diminishing the use of the property as a 

working marina.  A full working marina should be preserved. 

Boston Zoning Code and Port Norfolk BRA Report– Project ignores Dorchester Port Norfolk 

Neighborhood Waterfront Service District Zoning- max height 35FT, no hotel, no restaurant, no retail. 

Housing is conditional but refers back to Port Norfolk Neighborhood Zoning which is 5,000 sq. ft. lots, 

single family.  The BRA and the Port Norfolk Neighborhood worked together for many years to develop 

the Port Norfolk Plan and Zoning.  Nothing has changed, they should not be ignored. Allowing this 

project will set a bad precedent for entire Dorchester Waterfront.  Many years ago, Dorchester lost its 

waterfront when the train tracks and Rte. 93 were built.  The DCR has been working for many years to 

restore the Dorchester Waterfront.  With the designation of the Neponset River ACEC and the creations 

of parks, they have been quite successful. This project would be the beginning of creating a wall of 

condos between Dorchester and its waterfront.  The Dorchester Waterfront Zoning Code and the BRA 

Plan for Port Norfolk is meant to protect Dorchester from projects such as the Neponset Wharf. Project 

needs to be cut down.  They should be offering a much smaller project in size, height and density or 

none at all, and keep it a complete working marina.  No hotel, restaurant or retail allowed. 

Plan is inconsistent with ACEC Management Plan- The Neponset Wharf Plan states that it is consistent 

with the Management Plan for the Neponset River ACEC.  They have taken one idea, that the site remain 

a waterfront use area.  They ignore the rest of the Management Plan.  There is no proposal in the ACEC 

for building large buildings, excessive dredging or oversized wharfs.  All Massachusetts Wetlands and 

River Acts need to be respected to the highest level. Harming wetlands by contamination, covering with 

mud, changing flow and tidal patterns, possible erosion, noise, shading, blocking of bird flight paths is 

not respecting these laws. The ACEC Management Plan also states that if there is a proposal at the site, 

that it should be consistent with the Local Zoning and character of the neighborhood. Clearly this plan 

does not abide by these directives. The very idea of this project goes against the spirit and intent of the 

ACED designation.   

Plan is inconsistent with Imagine Boston 2030 – The Neponset Wharf Plan states that its proposal is 

consistent with the Imagine Boston 2030 Plan.  First of all, the Imagine Boston 2030 Plan is not a legal 

document. It is a vision that some people have for the city.  The Imagine Boston 2030 Plan has no 

mention of the Port Norfolk neighborhood.  We are not designated as an area for future, possible 

development.  We are not a Transit-Oriented Neighborhood.  In fact we have very poor public service, 

an infrequent bus line that brings you backwards to the T, not towards Boston.  The imagine Boston 

2030 states that any development be consistent and respectful of the character of the neighborhood in 

which it is proposed. We are not a downtown waterfront. The Neponset Wharf Project will be a drastic, 



negative change to the look and quality of life within the Port Norfolk Neighborhood and detrimental to 

the ACEC and to the Dorchester Waterfront. 

Economic Injustice – Tenean Beach is the Poor Man’s Beach.  It would not be right if rich people get to 

sit in their condos and enjoy their view while the public at Tenean Beach, Dorchester neighborhoods and 

travelers on Rte. 93 have to look at 86ft high monstrous buildings. The quality of the experience when 

using Tenean Beach, the Neponset Greenway, Victory Road Park, and Dorchester Bay will be diminished. 

Environmental Injustice - The designation of an area as an ACEC raises it to the highest standards of 

protection from any project in or around it. The ACEC mandate for all private and public agencies is to 

“Do No Harm”.  The Neponset Wharf sits directly in the Neponset River ACEC. The BPDA needs to 

recognize the uniqueness of the area and its high need for protection. 

In the Neponset River ACEC the designation is working.  Much of the area is returning to the natural 

marshes, mudflats, shellfish, and buffer zones needed for the health of the Boston Harbor and the ocean 

wildlife. Some of the bird observations from this summer have included egrets, great blue herons, night 

herons, bitterns, cormorants, swans, swallows, red wing blackbirds, and various ducks, gulls and 

sandpipers.  This should not be jeopardized!  The area must be protected for the sake of the 

environment and its wildlife and for the children of Dorchester to experience and learn about valuable 

estuary ecology.  The quality of our existing parks and recreation areas should not be diminished. 

Once again, we are not a downtown waterfront district, the Seaport or Marina Bay.  We are a small, 

unique, historically planned, seaside neighborhood within an Area of Critical Environmental Concern.  

The BPDA might want to read a report from the Boston Landmarks Commission on Port Norfolk. 

http://www.dorchesteratheneum.org/page.php?id=636 

We deserve special considerations for protection and preservation from the BPDA concerning any 

proposal in Port Norfolk, the Neponset River ACEC or anywhere along the Dorchester Waterfront. 

Thank you for taking the time to read these comments 

Sincerely, 

Maria Lyons 

Port Norfolk Civic Association 

Environmental Chairperson 

Neponset Greenway Council Member 

Neponset Watershed Association Member 

                                   



 
 

    
   

   

  

       

  
            

            
         
          

            

          
          

           

 



 
 

    
   

   

  

       

  
            

            
         
          

            

          
          

           

 

  

 





 
 

    
   

   

  

       

  
            

            
         
          

            

          
          

           

 





 
 

    
   

   

  

       

  
            

            
         
          

            

          
          

           

      







  

 
     
       

    
  

  

             
              
             

             
               

              
                    
             

         

             
             

              
   

           
             

              
             

            
                

                
  

                 
               
             

             
               

             
               

                 
                 

 







 
    

    
  

 

  

             
             
             

             
               

              
                    
             

         

             
              

              
   

           
             

              
             

            
               

                
  

                 
               
             

             
                

             
               

                 
                 

   



   
   

     
   

           
             

           
           

              
            
               

                

              

    

             

             
              
   

           

             
              

             
            

                 
                

  

                 

               

             
             

               
             

               

                 
                 

  





September 22, 2017                                                                                                    

Brian Golden                                                                                                                            

Director 

Boston Planning & Development Agency 

City Hall, 9th Floor 

One City Hall Square 

Boston, Ma 02201 

  

Regarding:  24 Erickson Street, Dorchester, Neponset Wharf Project 

Dear Director Golden, 

This letter is from the Neponset Greenway Council in response to the proposed plan for the Neponset 

Wharf Project by City Point Capital.  Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on this project. 

The Neponset Greenway Council is opposed to the Neponset Wharf Project Plan.  

The Neponset Greenway Council is a volunteer organization that is dedicated to the development and 

stewardship of bike/walking paths and parks along the Neponset River and are strong advocates for 

environmental preservation within the Neponset River Reservation and Neponset River Area of Critical 

Environmental Concern.  For 27 years, the Neponset Greenway Council has been the lead community 

organization working closely with the Department of Conservation and Recreation on the planning and 

construction of the Neponset Greenway.  We have also been highly instrumental in the development 

and stewardship of the DCR Parks in Dorchester including St. John Paul II Park, Neponset Park, and 

Joseph Finnegan Park at Port Norfolk. Our membership includes volunteers from Dorchester, Mattapan, 

Hyde Park, Milton and beyond.  

We believe that the Neponset Wharf Project, as proposed, will have negative effects on the public using 

the Neponset Greenway and Tenean Beach and on the Neponset ACEC physical structure and wildlife.  

We are also concerned with the general effect of this project on the Dorchester waterfront. 

Below is a summary of impacts to the Neponset Greenway, Tenean Beach, the Neponset River ACEC and 

the Dorchester Waterfront.  The Neponset Wharf Plan is extremely deficient of information and 

misleading.  Possible impacts sited by the plan only refer to the actual site of the project and there is no 

regard to the surrounding neighborhoods or the ACEC.  They are ignoring much of the Massachusetts 

Wetlands Act, River Act and ACEC Regulations especially in regards to sensitive areas surrounding the 

site. 

In Regards To… 



View of project from Neponset Greenway and Tenean Beach - Project will overwhelm the Dorchester 

Waterfront. Port Norfolk peninsula is all at one level, 2-3 stories.  86 ft. high project will stick up like a 

sore thumb, negatively changing the Dorchester Waterfront views and character drastically.  

Design – Large box designs of steel are incompatible with the natural ACEC area. Any reflective surfaces 

across from Tenean Beach will reflect sunlight into the eyes of the public trying to enjoy beach.  

Traffic- The Neponset Greenway crosses through the Port Norfolk Neighborhood from Joseph Finnegan 

Park to Tenean Beach. 1,500 cars a day through small neighborhood streets will make unsafe conditions 

for walkers and cyclists.  1,500 cars a day in and out will add air pollution and increase pollutants in 

runoff from area, negating the increase in permeable areas reducing runoff. 

Height, Sky Dome, and Shade – Plan only addresses sky dome from Erikson Street. Two 86ft high 

buildings and other massive buildings, will block view of sky dome and ocean from Neponset Greenway, 

Tenean Beach, Rte. 93, Dorchester Neighborhoods, Venezia Harborwalk and block ocean breeze onto 

Tenean Beach.  The beautiful views of sunrises and sunsets across the end of the Port Norfolk Peninsula 

will be blocked. Large buildings will block birds moving back and forth to feed and nest between 

Squantum point Park and Pine Neck Creek and Migratory Birds. Project will add shade to Pine Neck 

Creek and Tenean Beach, changing temperature of water, impacting wildlife and enjoyment by humans. 

Dredging and Larger Marina - They have not found a previous dredging permit.  How will maintenance / 

improvement dredging be determined? Much of the site has refilled with PCB contaminated mud up to 

the level of land in Pine Neck Creek.  The surrounding area is now an ACEC and has changed back into a 

natural area considerably. Resuming large amount of dredging in a now ACEC area will impact the 

adjoining shellfish beds at Bucky’s Bar ( off of Squantum Point Park), mudflats, marshes, Tenean Beach 

and the wildlife that feeds and nests there by covering them with mud and releasing PCBs into the 

water.  Deep dredging across from Tenean Beach could cause erosion of beach, creek, and harm marsh 

by changing current patterns and wave actions.  There is no completely safe way to dredge 

contaminated mud.  More boats means more pollution such as from oil, gasoline, wastes leaks. 

Presently there is only about 15-20 boats on site.  Another issue not addressed by the Plan, is where will 

the hazardous waste conttaminated mud be deposited after it is dredged from the area?  You cannot 

just dump it in the ocean somewhere else. 

Fence Removal in water across from Tenean Beach – Increased wave action could cause erosion of 

Tenean  

Bridge – Building a bridge across Pine Neck Creek will destroy marshes at Pine Neck Creek, ACEC, and 

would facilitate the use of Tenean Beach parking as ancillary parking for a private development. The 

scenic view from the end of Pine Neck Creek, along the Neponset Greenway, to downtown Boston, is 

also a popular artists’ spot that would be blocked by a bridge. A preferred alternative would be a 

complete Harborwalk from Venezia to Tenean Beach around the Port Norfolk peninsular including the 

AIG and Sullivan McLaughlin properties. 

Open space - The developer’s report on open space is misleading. They say they are providing 2 acres of 

open space but much of public open space is unusable, under buildings or alongside buildings.  It is not 

clear if they are also counting streets and sidewalks.  A small additional space does not justify the 

harmful impacts of this project. 



Construction – Noise and vibrations due to construction of a large project and trucks will impact ACEC 

wildlife. Noise will scare away birds in ACEC, nesting and feeding next to site, in marshes, mudflats and 

shellfish beds. 

Public Amenities – The offered public amenities are redundant in the area, inappropriate for area, or 

harmful to ACEC, and will increase traffic even more.  Do not justify negative impacts regarding Chapter 

91 Laws, Wetlands Act, neighborhood or ACEC. Kayak launch, fishing pier, beach, playground, courts 

already exist in the neighboring area. There are tidal and contamination issues. Adding a dog park beside 

Tenean beach will increase bacteria level at Tenean Beach beyond the already unacceptable levels.  This 

should not be allowed. 

 Allowing this project will set a bad precedent for the entire Dorchester Waterfront.  Many years ago, 

Dorchester lost its waterfront when the train tracks and Rte. 93 were built.  The DCR has been working 

for many years to restore the Dorchester Waterfront.  With the designation of the Neponset River ACEC 

and the creation of the Neponset Greenway and parks, they have been quite successful. This project 

would be the beginning of creating a wall of condos between Dorchester and its waterfront. An 

alternative project, much smaller in size, height and density should be offered. 

The Neponset River ACEC designation is working.  Much of the area’s extremely important ecosystem is 

returning to the natural marshes, mudflats, shellfish, and buffer zones needed for the health of the 

Boston Harbor and the ocean wildlife. It is evident, with a ride or walk along the Neponset Greenway, 

that these positive changes are occurring and the wildlife is prospering along the Neponset River. The 

proposed Neponset Project would be a step in the wrong direction.  

The Neponset River ACEC Plan does encourage waterfront use at the site of the Neponset Wharf 

project, but it also states that any project at this site should be compatible with the surrounding ACEC 

and Port Norfolk Neighborhood. It should comply with the Port Norfolk Waterfront Zoning and all 

Wetlands Regulations. Clearly 150 condos, 85ft high, 1500 cars/day and extensive dredging do not fulfill 

the mandate of the Massachusetts ACEC Designation, “DO NO HARM”. 

Thank you for taking the time to read these comments.   

 

Neponset Greenway Council 

 

Barbara Baxter, Hyde Park                                                           Marjorie Jeffries, Milton 

John Lyons, Dorchester                                                                Maria Lyons, Dorchester 

Martha McDonough, Readville                                                   Jessica Mink, Roslindale 

Vivien Morris, Mattapan                                                              Paul Nutting, Dorchester 

Jeff Stone, Milton                                                                          Ellie Spring, Dorchester 

Lee Toma, Milton                                                                           Rita Walsh, Hyde Park 

Irene Walczak, Hyde Park                                                             Steve White, Dorchester 



 

 

 

 
 
August 15, 2017 
 
Mathew A. Beaton, Secretary 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs  
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 (9th Floor)  
Attn: MEPA Office  
Boston, MA 02114 
 
Brian Golden, Director 
Boston Planning and Redevelopment Agency 
One City Hall Square 
Boston, MA 02201 
 
Via email to Alexander.Strysky@ma.us.gov and Tim.Czerwienski@boston.gov 
 
RE: MEPA File No. 15728—ENF for Neponset Wharf, 24 Ericsson Street, 

Boston, MA 02122 and 
 Article 80 PNF 2017-6-30—24 Ericsson Street, Boston, MA 02122 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton and Mr. Golden: 
 
The Neponset River Watershed Association (NepRWA) submits the following 
comments on the environmental notification form under review for the proposed 
Neponset Wharf mixed use complex on Ericsson Street in Dorchester and on the 
Article 80 PNF 2017-6-30. NepRWA is a nonprofit conservation organization 
working to clean up and protect the Neponset River, its tributaries and surrounding 
watershed lands.  
 
We are generally supportive of redevelopment projects, such as Neponset Wharf and 
particularly those that will benefit the community and improve existing degraded 
environmental conditions without creating any adverse impacts to the local 
environment. However, due to the scale of the proposed project (construction of 150 
residential units, boutique hotel, restaurant and retail, and improved marina), we 
ask that the Proponent be required to submit a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR)/Draft Project Impact Report (DPIR) that will take into account the negative 
and positive impacts to the local environment and remaining wildlife habitat, 
wetlands and water resources, and public access to these resources. 
 
  







































 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

  

 

      
    

  
  

 

     

           

        

           

 

              

         

          
         

           

           

         

           

        

         

        

 

 
 

 



           
         

          

           

         

          
           

             
        

    

   

  

   

   







September 29, 2017 
 
Susan Roche 

158  Walnut Street 

Dorchester, Massachusetts 02122 

 

Hon. Brian Golden 

Executive Director Boston Planning and Development Agency 

City Hall, 9th Floor 

One City Hall 

Boston, MA 0221 

 

cc. Mayor Martin Walsh 

cc. City Councilor Frank Baker 

cc. City Councilor Annisa esabi George 

Sen. Linda Dorcena Forry  

Rep. Dan Hunt  

BPDA  proj manager Tim Czerwienski 

 

Re: Port Norfolk Proposed Development Neponset Wharf 

24 Erickson St.  Dorchester Waterfront 02122   

 

Dear Director Golden and elected officials representing Dorchester   

 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments regarding the Neponset Wharf project in the 

Port Norfolk neighborhood of Dorchester.  

 

First, I would like to say that I personally welcome development to the area in question.  It has 

long been neglected, and the opportunity to develop and enhance the property would be 

beneficial to the neighborhood.  However, this proposed  project is very,  very concerning for 

many reasons that I would like to state. 

1.  

Overall design of the project: The overall design of the property is completely out of 

context with the neighborhood and exhibits a gross lack of understanding of the present and 

past  design of  this peninsula . .  The proposed  buildings have nothing to do with the overall 

architecture of the neighborhood and appears to have been designed by someone who has 

never stepped foot in  original urban design layout of   Port Norfolk ! 

 

Quite frankly, the designer  does not understand  or sadly cares less abut  the aesthetics of our 

neighborhood.  We do not need a dog park, and we do not need a playground. This should 

not be a destination with the traffic that comes with that.  We have those at Tenean Beach; 



and the 36 % of the parks in the port ….these amenities are simply ploys to satisfy illegal 

development of the ch 91 protected shorefront , and honestly those so-called amenities were 

meant as appeasements for the neighborhood.  While I am not an architect, I do understand 

the importance of a cohesive neighborhood in relation to architecture.  If the project in 

question were redesigned to more appropriately fit into the neighborhood it would be 

welcomed. 

 

2. Traffic:  I understand this issue has been raised several times.  But I would like to 

reiterate that concern. Currently, we have an overabundance of traffic in the 

neighborhood, especially on the weekends.  I would like to express my deep concern 

about the excessive speed in which non-residents travel down these already jammed, 

narrow streets.  We have young children exiting Finnegan Park and drivers speeding 

down Walnut Street appear to have little regard for the safety of children or other 

residents of Port Norfolk.  With that in mind, having an addition of a 25-room hotel, 150 

new townhomes are extremely troubling and overwhelming. Marinas and Hotels are 24/7 

businesses, our neighborhood cannot possibly accommodate that kind of traffic.  You can 

see the effects of hotel traffic in downtown Boston, what kind of effect will that have on a 

small neighborhood with only three narrow streets? 

 

3. Public safety and construction: it is premature to address but to hopefully avoid the mess 

accomadating this project . We have enough nuisances around us that contribute to our 

right to privacy and the quiet enjoyment of the limited hours when we are undistbured by 

the Railways – 2, airplane nosie and traffic , commercial traffic from bus tours , restrarnt 

gatherings aoll entering primarily on the stret right outside my frong door….. my 

husband gets up at 5am to enjoy a short period of peace from these annoyances to enjoy 

our otherwise wonderful neighborhood.   How will the developers handle construction 

equipment?  During each meeting, I have asked that question, without receiving an 

answer.  Port Norfolk is comprised of three very narrow streets, which can be challenging 

to enter and egress on a good day let alone a day with snow or heavy traffic from the 

Venezia Restaurant, adjacent to the property in question. We really can’t face bulldozers 

and dump trucks every time we try to go to work in morning.  A question that has been 

asked several times is in regard to first responders.  What will happen when fire, police or 

ambulances are called during the construction process? 

 

I want, again, to express my appreciation for this opportunity to state concerns for this Project. 

Again, while I am not opposed to development; the present size and scope of the Neponset 

Wharf project and impact is not conducive to the Port Norfolk neighborhood. In any way , shape 

or manner ;  I would welcome a redesign that included more appropriate architecture, urban 

design,  absent a hotel, restaurant and destination type facilities such as dog parks. 

 



I feel this development is not realistically respectful of the site and the neighborhood and is 

overwhelming to our small streets and creates another barrier between the water and the 

residents. Never in its 167-year history has seen a project as overwhelming, out of scale, and has 

no architectural relationship or continuity with the surrounding and impacted neighborhood. It is 

very ugly !!!!!!!!!!!!! 

 

 These concerns have been raised several times with the developers, and each time, none of the 

very specific questions asked have been answered. 

 

I respectfully request your consideration to this matter. 

 

Thank you for your time, interest and attention to this project. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Susan Roche 

158 Walnut St. 

Dorchester, MA 02122  

 

Impacted family  property owner and resident  

 

 

cc. Mayor Martin Walsh 

cc. City Councilor Frank Baker 

cc. City Councilor Annisa esabi George 

Sen. Linda Dorcena Forry  

Rep. Dan Hunt  

BPDA  proj manager Tim Czerwienski 

 

 

 

 

    

 







 
 

 

September 29, 2017 
 
Tim Czerwienski 
Boston Planning and Development Agency 
One City Hall, Ninth Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 
 
RE: WalkBoston comments on 24 Ericsson Street development (Neponset Wharf) 
 
Dear Tim: 
 
WalkBoston appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed Neponset Wharf 
development at 24 Ericsson Street in the Port Norfolk neighborhood of Dorchester, Boston.  This 
project has the potential to advance walkable community goals by promoting active outdoor 
uses and enhancing pedestrian access to the waterfront.  At the same time the project site 
remains highly inaccessible without a motor vehicle, which raises broader concerns about 
pedestrian safety and connectivity.  Significant Transportation Demand Management (TDM) and 
mitigation measures would be necessary to address these issues.   
 
The project proponent’s goals of creating two acres of new landscaped outdoor space on the 
site, including 28,000 square feet of continuous publicly accessible Harborwalk, will significantly 
enhance the local public realm, while also promoting active living and outdoor recreation.  We 
are intrigued by the proponent’s consideration of a bicycle and pedestrian bridge to connect the 
project site with Tenean Beach.  While such a bridge would certainly improve public access to 
the Harborwalk, we have also heard resident concerns about the bridge’s potential impacts on 
the local ecology and its potential to put excess demand on the availability of parking for Tenean 
Beach if users of the new development use the public parking lot park at the Beach. 
 
Relatedly, the proponent has stated their intention to “provide pedestrian and bicycle 
transportation infrastructure that is consistent with Boston Transportation Department’s 
Complete Streets guidelines.”  Creating streets, sidewalks and paths that accommodate road 
users of all abilities and travel modes is critical to developing more livable and walkable 
communities, so WalkBoston is pleased to see a commitment to these issues reflected in the 
project’s Environmental Notification Form.  However actually implementing these concepts in a 
heavily car-dependent neighborhood and project site means that significant challenges must be 
addressed. 
 
High proportion and number of motor vehicle trips: Given poor transit access and limited street 
connectivity to the Port Norfolk neighborhood and the proposed Neponset Wharf site, the 
proponent estimates that only five percent of trips generated by the project will be bicycle and 
walking trips.  The remaining 95 percent of project-generated trips will be in motor vehicles, for 
a total of 1,440 new vehicular trips on an average weekday.  To accommodate this traffic, the 
proponent has proposed 185 parking spaces on the project site.  We are concerned that the 
number of trips and the number of parking spaces do not seem to be aligned, as these figures 

 



would suggest nearly eight trips per day per parking space.  This suggests a need to more fully 
explore appropriate transportation options for the development of this site. 
 
In addition, the increased volume of motor vehicles this project would generate in Port Norfolk 
will increase risks to people walking and biking on the neighborhood’s narrow streets and 
sidewalks.  The project proponent has stated their intention to develop a TDM plan for the 
project in the forthcoming Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  This plan should include a 
full accounting of how proposed TDM measures would reduce the overall number of motor 
vehicle trips and increase the overall percentage of trips using walking, biking and transit modes. 
 
Neighborhood access and pedestrian safety: Redfield Street, Tenean Street/Conley Street, and 
Woodworth Street/Walnut Street are the primary routes for motor vehicles to enter and exit 
the Port Norfolk neighborhood.  The proposed project will significantly increase the number of 
motor vehicles traveling these streets, so the proponent should explore ways to implement 
traffic calming and pedestrian safety measures along these streets as mitigation.  Given that 
much of this increased traffic will come from Neponset Circle/Morrissey Boulevard, the 
intersections of Redfield, Walnut, Conley and Tenean Streets at these locations should also be 
assessed for safety improvements in coordination with the Department of Conservation and 
Recreation (DCR). 
 
Site access and pedestrian safety: The project site abuts Ericsson Street, with a one-way entry to 
the site to be aligned with Port Norfolk Street and a one-way exit from the site to be aligned 
with Lawley Street.  The proposed project will significantly increase the number of motor 
vehicles traveling these streets as well, so the proponent should also explore ways to implement 
traffic calming and pedestrian safety measures along these streets as further mitigation.   
 
The proponent should also clarify how pedestrians will safely enter and exit the project site at 
Port Norfolk and Lawley Streets.  The current site access/egress points at these locations lack 
sidewalks and are relatively narrow for motor vehicles even in the absence of sidewalks.  These 
access/egress points also abut existing buildings, so while the proponent “envision[s] multiple 
accessible sidewalks along the entry points into the site,” it is unclear where the space for safe 
pedestrian accommodations will actually come from.  Increasing the number of motor vehicles 
traveling through this area will pose additional safety risks to pedestrians, so the proponent 
should explore plans for mitigation here as well. 
 
Thank you for considering these issues and please feel free to contact us with any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 

  
Wendy Landman 
Executive Director 



24​ ​Ericsson​ ​Street​ ​Public​ ​Comments​ ​via​ ​website​ ​form​ ​2017-10-06 
 

Date Name 
 

Organization Address Opinion Comments 

10/1/2017 
 

Freda
Manning 
 

 97​ ​Walnut​ ​St., 
Dorchester​ ​MA
02122 
 

Oppose September​ ​28,​ ​2017 
Brian​ ​Golden  
Director  
Boston​ ​Planning​ ​&​ ​Development​ ​Agency 
City​ ​Hall,​ ​9th​ ​Floor 
One​ ​City​ ​Hall​ ​Square 
Boston,​ ​MA​ ​02201 
 
Regarding:​ ​24​ ​Erickson​ ​St,​ ​Dorchester,​ ​Neponset​ ​Wharf 
Project 
 
Dear​ ​Director​ ​Golden, 
 
I​ ​have​ ​lived​ ​in​ ​Port​ ​Norfolk​ ​for​ ​over​ ​50​ ​years.​ ​I​ ​am​ ​opposed​ ​to 
this​ ​project​ ​for​ ​many​ ​reasons.​ ​​ ​We​ ​have​ ​always​ ​fought​ ​to​ ​make 
our​ ​section​ ​of​ ​Dorchester​ ​better.​ ​The​ ​Neponset​ ​Wharf​ ​project 
brings​ ​with​ ​it​ ​so​ ​many​ ​obstacles​ ​for​ ​the​ ​neighborhood​ ​to​ ​deal 
with​ ​not​ ​just​ ​for​ ​now​ ​but,​ ​forever​ ​should​ ​it​ ​go​ ​through. 
 
I​ ​do​ ​not​ ​understand​ ​how​ ​monstrosities​ ​of​ ​this​ ​size​ ​allowed​ ​to 
be​ ​built​ ​all​ ​over​ ​the​ ​city.​ ​The​ ​size​ ​of​ ​this​ ​project​ ​is​ ​too​ ​grand​ ​in 
many​ ​ways.​ ​I​ ​worry​ ​about​ ​the​ ​height​ ​and​ ​design​ ​not 
conforming​ ​to​ ​the​ ​neighborhood.​ ​The​ ​parking​ ​spaces​ ​for​ ​the 
150​ ​units​ ​and​ ​25​ ​hotel​ ​rooms​ ​are​ ​not​ ​adequate.​ ​Lack​ ​of 
parking​ ​already​ ​exists​ ​on​ ​this​ ​peninsula.​ ​The​ ​excess​ ​cars​ ​will 
burden​ ​are​ ​streets​ ​even​ ​more.​ ​Crowded​ ​streets​ ​are​ ​not​ ​very 
accommodating​ ​to​ ​emergency​ ​apparatus​ ​trying​ ​to​ ​get​ ​to​ ​us, 
this​ ​is​ ​a​ ​major​ ​concern,​ ​especially​ ​with​ ​the​ ​new​ ​construction 
fires​ ​which​ ​have​ ​been​ ​too​ ​frequent​ ​recently. 
 
Will​ ​our​ ​streets​ ​hold​ ​up​ ​to​ ​the​ ​additional​ ​traffic?​ ​Will​ ​our 
utilities,​ ​water,​ ​sewer,​ ​electric,​ ​gas​ ​be​ ​able​ ​to​ ​support​ ​such​ ​a 

 



structure.​ ​We​ ​are​ ​one​ ​of​ ​the​ ​oldest​ ​areas​ ​in​ ​Boston​ ​and​ ​I​ ​am 
sure​ ​are​ ​utilities​ ​structures​ ​are​ ​too.  
 
This​ ​size​ ​this​ ​project​ ​almost​ ​doubles​ ​our​ ​current​ ​homes​ ​in​ ​Port 
Norfolk.​ ​It​ ​will​ ​no​ ​longer​ ​be​ ​our​ ​little​ ​neighborhood.​ ​I​ ​cannot​ ​see 
how​ ​doubling​ ​our​ ​population​ ​with​ ​just​ ​one​ ​project​ ​is​ ​a​ ​good 
thing.​ ​We​ ​are​ ​a​ ​peninsula.​ ​We​ ​only​ ​have​ ​2​ ​ways​ ​to​ ​exit.​ ​One​ ​is 
onto​ ​Morrisey​ ​Blvd.​ ​at​ ​Walnut​ ​Street​ ​and​ ​Neponset​ ​Circle​ ​the 
other​ ​is​ ​by​ ​Tenean​ ​Beach​ ​and​ ​during​ ​peak​ ​travel​ ​times​ ​we 
struggle​ ​already​ ​to​ ​exit.​ ​​ ​Traffic​ ​is​ ​backed​ ​up​ ​to​ ​the​ ​lights​ ​on 
the​ ​Quincy​ ​bridge​ ​from​ ​the​ ​on​ ​ramp​ ​of​ ​the​ ​expressway​ ​every 
weekday​ ​morning​ ​from​ ​about​ ​7​ ​to​ ​about​ ​10​ ​a.m..​ ​We​ ​fought​ ​for 
delayed​ ​lights​ ​at​ ​the​ ​circle​ ​so​ ​both​ ​red​ ​lights​ ​to​ ​be​ ​longer​ ​at​ ​the 
same​ ​time​ ​to​ ​allow​ ​us​ ​to​ ​escape​ ​but,​ ​now​ ​traffic​ ​is​ ​so​ ​bad​ ​that 
it​ ​is​ ​only​ ​useful​ ​at​ ​off​ ​peak​ ​times.​ ​We​ ​should​ ​have​ ​asked 
already​ ​to​ ​have​ ​a​ ​painted​ ​road​ ​in​ ​front​ ​of​ ​Walnut​ ​St.​ ​at 
Neponset​ ​Circle​ ​stating​ ​not​ ​to​ ​block​ ​Walnut​ ​street.​ ​At​ ​off​ ​peak 
times​ ​people​ ​fly​ ​down​ ​the​ ​bridge​ ​and​ ​boulevard​ ​and​ ​we​ ​usually 
have​ ​to​ ​wait​ ​for​ ​that​ ​delayed​ ​light​ ​to​ ​get​ ​out.​ ​Now​ ​add​ ​in​ ​the 
fact​ ​that​ ​Morrissey​ ​Blvd.​ ​design​ ​change​ ​and​ ​loss​ ​of​ ​lanes​ ​on 
both​ ​sides​ ​we​ ​will​ ​have​ ​cars​ ​backed​ ​up​ ​to​ ​the​ ​beach.​ ​We​ ​will 
be​ ​struggling​ ​to​ ​get​ ​out​ ​our​ ​only​ ​2​ ​exits.​ ​The​ ​MBTA​ ​bus​ ​drivers 
already​ ​hate​ ​us​ ​because​ ​of​ ​our​ ​stop​ ​and​ ​how​ ​difficult​ ​it​ ​is​ ​to​ ​get 
in​ ​and​ ​out​ ​at​ ​Neponset​ ​Circle​ ​for​ ​them.  
 
With​ ​the​ ​completion​ ​of​ ​the​ ​park​ ​in​ ​our​ ​back​ ​yards​ ​we​ ​can​ ​see 
birds​ ​that​ ​we​ ​rarely​ ​saw​ ​before.​ ​I​ ​fear​ ​the​ ​height​ ​of​ ​these 
buildings​ ​will​ ​change​ ​this​ ​because​ ​it​ ​is​ ​and​ ​obstruction​ ​for​ ​the 
birds. 
 
The​ ​even​ ​greater​ ​fear​ ​I​ ​have​ ​is​ ​if​ ​this​ ​is​ ​allowed​ ​it​ ​will​ ​open​ ​the 
door​ ​and​ ​everyone​ ​feeling​ ​they​ ​can​ ​build​ ​oversized​ ​buildings 
on​ ​every​ ​lot​ ​in​ ​Port​ ​Norfolk. 
 
The​ ​Project​ ​says​ ​it​ ​will​ ​offer​ ​all​ ​sorts​ ​of​ ​amenities​ ​for​ ​the​ ​area. 
This​ ​again​ ​makes​ ​it​ ​a​ ​destination​ ​and​ ​more​ ​traffic​ ​no​ ​parking. 
Mention​ ​of​ ​a​ ​restaurant​ ​is​ ​a​ ​concern​ ​too​ ​again​ ​making​ ​it​ ​a 
destination​ ​more​ ​traffic​ ​and​ ​no​ ​parking.  

 



We​ ​have​ ​enough​ ​green​ ​space​ ​in​ ​our​ ​little​ ​piece​ ​of​ ​Dorchester. 
The​ ​beach​ ​and​ ​new​ ​park​ ​are​ ​more​ ​than​ ​enough​ ​for​ ​us.​ ​I​ ​heard 
that​ ​we​ ​are​ ​almost​ ​40%​ ​open​ ​space.​ ​I​ ​know​ ​that​ ​if​ ​projects​ ​put 
in​ ​open​ ​space​ ​it​ ​often​ ​allows​ ​them​ ​to​ ​have​ ​taller​ ​buildings.​ ​Give 
us​ ​the​ ​air​ ​space​ ​not​ ​green​ ​space.​ ​Stay​ ​within​ ​the​ ​code​ ​set​ ​forth 
for​ ​our​ ​area​ ​of​ ​35​ ​feet.  
 
We​ ​do​ ​not​ ​need​ ​another​ ​Marina​ ​Bay.​ ​We​ ​do​ ​not​ ​need​ ​to​ ​look 
like​ ​downtown.​ ​We​ ​can​ ​easily​ ​access​ ​these​ ​areas​ ​if​ ​we​ ​choose 
so​ ​we​ ​do​ ​not​ ​need​ ​it​ ​at​ ​the​ ​end​ ​of​ ​our​ ​street. 
 
Looking​ ​forward​ ​and​ ​hope​ ​the​ ​project​ ​is​ ​downsized​ ​to​ ​meet 
current​ ​code. 
 
Thank​ ​you, 
 
Freda​ ​Manning  
97​ ​Walnut​ ​St. 
Dorchester,​ ​​ ​MA​ ​​ ​02122" 

10/1/2017 
 

James
Manning 

 
 

97​ ​Walnut​ ​St., 
Dorchester​ ​MA
02122 

Oppose I​ ​have​ ​lived​ ​in​ ​Port​ ​Norfolk​ ​for​ ​since​ ​1989.​ ​I​ ​am​ ​opposed​ ​to​ ​this 
project.​ ​​ ​My​ ​concerns​ ​are​ ​traffic,​ ​inadequate​ ​parking,​ ​size​ ​of 
project,​ ​age​ ​of​ ​our​ ​infrastructure​ ​able​ ​to​ ​support​ ​such​ ​a​ ​project 
and​ ​emergency​ ​vehicles​ ​access​ ​on​ ​already​ ​congested​ ​streets. 
The​ ​Neponset​ ​Wharf​ ​project​ ​brings​ ​too​ ​many​ ​challenges​ ​for 
our​ ​neighborhood. 
 
The​ ​number​ ​of​ ​units​ ​being​ ​requested​ ​is​ ​almost​ ​equal​ ​to​ ​the 
amount​ ​of​ ​structures​ ​that​ ​exist​ ​here.​ ​​ ​If​ ​this​ ​is​ ​allowed​ ​then 
every​ ​piece​ ​of​ ​undeveloped​ ​property​ ​will​ ​be​ ​requesting 
oversized​ ​building​ ​on​ ​undersized​ ​lots.  
 
We​ ​have​ ​adequate​ ​green​ ​space​ ​in​ ​Port​ ​Norfolk.​ ​The​ ​beach, 
the​ ​center​ ​common​ ​and​ ​new​ ​park​ ​are​ ​more​ ​than​ ​enough​ ​for 
us.​ ​We​ ​do​ ​not​ ​need​ ​more​ ​green​ ​space​ ​or​ ​amenities​ ​that​ ​will 
attract​ ​more​ ​traffic​ ​and​ ​parking​ ​problems​ ​on​ ​our​ ​already 
strained​ ​streets.  
The​ ​size​ ​of​ ​this​ ​project​ ​must​ ​be​ ​reduced​ ​considerably. 

 



Please​ ​do​ ​not​ ​allow​ ​this​ ​oversized​ ​project. 
 
Thank​ ​you, 
 
James​ ​Manning  
97​ ​Walnut​ ​St. 
Dorchester,​ ​MA​ ​​ ​02122 

9/30/2017 
 

Edward
McCarthy 

 157​ ​Walnut​ ​St, 
Boston​ ​MA
02122 
 
 

Oppose To​ ​Whom​ ​it​ ​May​ ​Concern: 
 
I​ ​am​ ​writing​ ​today​ ​to​ ​voice​ ​my​ ​opposition​ ​to​ ​the​ ​proposed 
“Neponset​ ​Wharf”​ ​project.​ ​The​ ​project​ ​as​ ​proposed​ ​would​ ​be 
detrimental​ ​to​ ​this​ ​neighborhood​ ​and​ ​the​ ​greater​ ​community​ ​at 
large.​ ​As​ ​a​ ​resident​ ​of​ ​the​ ​City​ ​and​ ​this​ ​neighborhood,​ ​I​ ​have​ ​a 
vested​ ​interest​ ​in​ ​the​ ​long​ ​term​ ​viability​ ​of​ ​the​ ​City​ ​and 
particularly​ ​this​ ​neighborhood.​ ​​ ​It​ ​is​ ​my​ ​home;​ ​it​ ​is​ ​where​ ​I​ ​am 
raising​ ​my​ ​family.​ ​This​ ​community​ ​is​ ​where​ ​I​ ​work​ ​and​ ​where 
my​ ​child​ ​goes​ ​to​ ​school.​ ​It​ ​is​ ​where​ ​my​ ​wife’s​ ​family​ ​has​ ​lived 
for​ ​well​ ​over​ ​a​ ​century.​ ​​ ​In​ ​short,​ ​this​ ​community​ ​is​ ​part​ ​of​ ​me 
as​ ​sure​ ​as​ ​I​ ​am​ ​part​ ​of​ ​it.  
 
I​ ​believe​ ​that​ ​as​ ​a​ ​resident​ ​of​ ​this​ ​neighborhood​ ​I​ ​also​ ​have 
some​ ​responsibility​ ​in​ ​ensuring​ ​that​ ​this​ ​neighborhood​ ​survives 
for​ ​my​ ​son​ ​and​ ​others​ ​who​ ​will​ ​no​ ​doubt​ ​take​ ​my​ ​place​ ​in​ ​the 
future.​ ​​ ​This​ ​project,​ ​if​ ​built​ ​as​ ​proposed,​ ​would​ ​cause 
irreparable​ ​harm​ ​to​ ​this​ ​neighborhood.​ ​It​ ​would​ ​forever​ ​alter​ ​the 
neighborhood​ ​and​ ​destroy​ ​the​ ​fabric​ ​with​ ​which​ ​our​ ​community 
is​ ​built.​ ​​ ​In​ ​short,​ ​it​ ​is​ ​something​ ​I​ ​cannot​ ​in​ ​good​ ​conscience 
stand​ ​ideally​ ​by​ ​and​ ​allow​ ​to​ ​happen.​ ​​ ​There​ ​are​ ​many​ ​reasons 
why​ ​I​ ​believe​ ​this​ ​to​ ​be​ ​the​ ​case. 
 
First,​ ​the​ ​scale​ ​of​ ​the​ ​project​ ​is​ ​so​ ​overwhelming​ ​and​ ​so​ ​utterly 
preposterous.​ ​We​ ​are​ ​a​ ​small,​ ​mostly​ ​residential 
neighborhood,​ ​made​ ​up​ ​of​ ​single​ ​and​ ​two​ ​family​ ​dwellings. 
This​ ​project​ ​would​ ​overnight​ ​more​ ​than​ ​double​ ​the​ ​population 
of​ ​this​ ​small​ ​peninsula​ ​and​ ​subjugate​ ​current​ ​residents​ ​to​ ​the 
will​ ​of​ ​new.​ ​It​ ​short,​ ​as​ ​residents​ ​our​ ​voices​ ​would​ ​be​ ​silenced 
and​ ​our​ ​ability​ ​to​ ​control​ ​our​ ​own​ ​destiny​ ​severely​ ​diminished.  

 



Secondly,​ ​this​ ​project​ ​would​ ​create​ ​an​ ​unfair​ ​burden​ ​on​ ​the 
residents​ ​of​ ​this​ ​community.​ ​​ ​As​ ​a​ ​neighborhood​ ​on​ ​a 
peninsula,​ ​the​ ​means​ ​of​ ​ingress​ ​and​ ​egress​ ​are​ ​already 
limited.​ ​Neponset​ ​Circle​ ​is​ ​already​ ​well​ ​past​ ​capacity​ ​and​ ​is 
extremely​ ​challenging​ ​to​ ​navigate,​ ​even​ ​during​ ​non-peak 
times.​ ​This​ ​project​ ​seeks​ ​to,​ ​based​ ​on​ ​the​ ​limited​ ​information 
put​ ​forth​ ​by​ ​the​ ​developer,​ ​to​ ​increase​ ​the​ ​number​ ​of​ ​daily​ ​trip 
on​ ​our​ ​neighborhood​ ​streets​ ​in​ ​the​ ​order​ ​of​ ​multiple​ ​hundreds​ ​a 
day.​ ​They​ ​literally​ ​have​ ​no​ ​realistic​ ​plan​ ​to​ ​mitigate​ ​this.​ ​None. 
The​ ​only​ ​suggestion​ ​they​ ​have​ ​thus​ ​far​ ​have​ ​put​ ​forth​ ​is​ ​to 
bulldoze​ ​our​ ​neighborhood​ ​beach​ ​and​ ​build​ ​a​ ​bridge​ ​across​ ​it. 
Their​ ​planning​ ​is,​ ​in​ ​a​ ​word,​ ​underwhelming.  
 
​ ​Third,​ ​we​ ​are​ ​not,​ ​never​ ​have​ ​been,​ ​and​ ​should​ ​never​ ​be​ ​an 
exclusive​ ​enclave​ ​for​ ​the​ ​rich​ ​and​ ​powerful.​ ​We​ ​are​ ​generally 
middle​ ​class​ ​people,​ ​who​ ​work​ ​extremely​ ​hard​ ​for​ ​what​ ​little 
satisfaction​ ​we​ ​can​ ​gain​ ​from​ ​living​ ​in​ ​the​ ​community​ ​of​ ​our 
choice.​ ​​ ​This​ ​project​ ​is​ ​not​ ​being​ ​developed​ ​for​ ​the​ ​betterment 
of​ ​this​ ​neighborhood​ ​or​ ​this​ ​City,​ ​rather,​ ​it​ ​is​ ​an​ ​attempt​ ​to 
inject​ ​what​ ​a​ ​marginally​ ​successful​ ​development​ ​company 
believes​ ​to​ ​be​ ​profitable​ ​for​ ​themselves.​ ​The​ ​city​ ​need​ ​housing, 
however,​ ​it​ ​does​ ​not​ ​need​ ​any​ ​more​ ​luxury​ ​mid-rise 
condominiums​ ​or​ ​five​ ​star​ ​marinas.​ ​It​ ​needs​ ​affordable​ ​housing 
for​ ​working​ ​families.​ ​A​ ​city​ ​future​ ​and​ ​prosperity​ ​is​ ​based​ ​on 
people​ ​residing​ ​here,​ ​raising​ ​families,​ ​working​ ​here,​ ​and 
becoming​ ​part​ ​of​ ​the​ ​community​ ​here.​ ​It​ ​does​ ​not​ ​need 
development​ ​companies​ ​deciding​ ​who​ ​should​ ​live​ ​in​ ​a 
community​ ​through​ ​economic​ ​exclusion.  
 
In​ ​closing,​ ​this​ ​project​ ​would​ ​be​ ​a​ ​detriment​ ​to​ ​this​ ​community. 
It​ ​would​ ​forever​ ​alter​ ​the​ ​resident’s​ ​lives​ ​and​ ​impact​ ​negatively 
their​ ​quality​ ​of​ ​life.​ ​It​ ​is​ ​not​ ​the​ ​community’s​ ​role​ ​to​ ​make 
developers​ ​successful​ ​or​ ​profitable;​ ​rather,​ ​it​ ​is​ ​our​ ​obligation 
to​ ​ensure​ ​that​ ​our​ ​communities​ ​remain​ ​viable,​ ​safe,​ ​and 
vibrant.​ ​We,​ ​as​ ​community​ ​members,​ ​must​ ​ensure​ ​that 
development​ ​is​ ​in​ ​line​ ​with​ ​building​ ​a​ ​stronger​ ​community. 
This​ ​project​ ​falls​ ​well​ ​short​ ​of​ ​that​ ​goal​ ​and​ ​for​ ​that​ ​reason​ ​I 
strongly​ ​disagree​ ​with​ ​this,​ ​or​ ​any​ ​project​ ​being​ ​built​ ​in​ ​any 

 



manner​ ​that​ ​is​ ​inconsistent​ ​with​ ​that​ ​goal. 

9/29/2017 
 

Daniel
Roche 

student 158​ ​Walnut​ ​St., 
Dorchester​ ​MA
02122 
 

Oppose Hello, 
 
I​ ​am​ ​a​ ​24​ ​yr.​ ​old​ ​architecture​ ​student​ ​from​ ​the​ ​Port.​ ​I​ ​grew​ ​up 
on​ ​Walnut​ ​St.​ ​and​ ​have​ ​called​ ​it​ ​home​ ​my​ ​entire​ ​life. 
 
I​ ​understand​ ​that​ ​the​ ​city​ ​is​ ​under​ ​pressure​ ​at​ ​the​ ​moment​ ​to 
build​ ​housing,​ ​however​ ​the​ ​proposal​ ​for​ ​Ericsson​ ​Street​ ​in​ ​my 
opinion​ ​is​ ​overtly​ ​out​ ​of​ ​scale,​ ​insensitive​ ​to​ ​my​ ​neighbors,​ ​and 
could​ ​pose​ ​pragmatic​ ​issues​ ​for​ ​the​ ​peninsula​ ​in​ ​the​ ​years​ ​to 
follow​ ​if​ ​the​ ​development​ ​is​ ​built.  
 
First​ ​of​ ​all,​ ​the​ ​architects​ ​of​ ​the​ ​project​ ​have​ ​not​ ​done​ ​their​ ​due 
diligence​ ​to​ ​meet​ ​with​ ​my​ ​neighbors​ ​in​ ​order​ ​to​ ​hear​ ​their 
concerns​ ​and​ ​come​ ​to​ ​a​ ​compromise.​ ​I​ ​visited​ ​a​ ​presentation 
of​ ​theirs​ ​at​ ​City​ ​Hall​ ​in​ ​August​ ​2017-​ ​I​ ​found​ ​their​ ​work​ ​and 
overall​ ​attitude​ ​to​ ​be​ ​unprofessional​ ​and​ ​ignorant​ ​to​ ​existing 
site​ ​conditions.  
 
Second,​ ​the​ ​Port​ ​has​ ​one​ ​means​ ​of​ ​egress.​ ​If​ ​the​ ​Port​ ​were​ ​to 
double​ ​its​ ​residency​ ​count,​ ​it​ ​would​ ​pose​ ​severe​ ​traffic 
congestion.​ ​Growing​ ​up​ ​on​ ​Walnut​ ​St.,​ ​I​ ​was​ ​never​ ​able​ ​to 
walk​ ​or​ ​play​ ​safely​ ​on​ ​the​ ​street​ ​due​ ​to​ ​traffic​ ​entering​ ​and 
exiting​ ​the​ ​Venezia​ ​Restaurant.​ ​Adding​ ​this​ ​new​ ​development 
would​ ​only​ ​further​ ​decrease​ ​pedestrian​ ​enjoyment​ ​of​ ​the 
neighborhood.  
 
Thirdly,​ ​and​ ​perhaps​ ​the​ ​issue​ ​I​ ​am​ ​most​ ​concerned​ ​about: 
gentrification.​ ​I​ ​am​ ​not​ ​against​ ​development,​ ​however​ ​many​ ​of 
the​ ​people​ ​from​ ​my​ ​community​ ​have​ ​lived​ ​there​ ​for​ ​generations 
upon​ ​generations​ ​and​ ​I​ ​believe​ ​its​ ​important​ ​that​ ​they​ ​can 
continue​ ​to​ ​live​ ​there​ ​in​ ​the​ ​future.​ ​As​ ​a​ ​young​ ​person​ ​in 
school,​ ​someday​ ​I​ ​would​ ​like​ ​to​ ​move​ ​back​ ​to 
Dorchester-which​ ​will​ ​hopefully​ ​be​ ​a​ ​place​ ​where​ ​my​ ​current 
neighbors​ ​and​ ​friends​ ​can​ ​still​ ​afford​ ​to​ ​call​ ​home.​ ​Port​ ​Norfolk 
is​ ​a​ ​very​ ​special​ ​place​ ​to​ ​me,​ ​and​ ​I​ ​hope​ ​it​ ​remains​ ​an​ ​inclusive 
neighborhood​ ​for​ ​everyone-​ ​a​ ​place​ ​where​ ​everyone​ ​can​ ​afford 

 



to​ ​live-​ ​not​ ​just​ ​a​ ​privileged​ ​few.  
 
Thank​ ​you​ ​for​ ​your​ ​time.​ ​I​ ​am​ ​currently​ ​studying​ ​urban​ ​design 
as​ ​well​ ​as​ ​architecture​ ​at​ ​the​ ​moment,​ ​so​ ​if​ ​I​ ​can​ ​be​ ​of​ ​any​ ​help 
to​ ​the​ ​design​ ​process​ ​of​ ​this​ ​project​ ​in​ ​order​ ​to​ ​come​ ​to​ ​a 
compromise,​ ​I​ ​would​ ​be​ ​more​ ​than​ ​happy​ ​to​ ​assist. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Daniel​ ​Roche 

9/28/2017 
 

Stephen 
White 

Port​ ​Norfolk 
Yacht​ ​Club 
 

179-181​ ​Walnut 
street,  
Dorchester​ ​MA 
02122 
 

Oppose We​ ​are​ ​writing​ ​to​ ​express​ ​our​ ​support​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Port​ ​Norfolk​ ​Civic 
Association,​ ​and​ ​their​ ​concerns​ ​regarding​ ​the​ ​proposed 
development​ ​of​ ​the​ ​area​ ​formally​ ​known​ ​as​ ​Russo's​ ​Marina 
located​ ​at​ ​24​ ​Erickson​ ​Street​ ​Dorchester. 
 
This​ ​area​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Neponset​ ​River​ ​is​ ​in​ ​an​ ​estuary​ ​and​ ​an​ ​area​ ​of 
critical​ ​and​ ​environmental​ ​concern.​ ​​ ​It​ ​is​ ​the​ ​transition​ ​area 
between​ ​the​ ​land​ ​and​ ​the​ ​sea​ ​and​ ​between​ ​freshwater​ ​and​ ​salt 
water,​ ​the​ ​environment​ ​within​ ​the​ ​estuary​ ​can​ ​be​ ​seriously 
impacted​ ​by​ ​human​ ​activities. 
 
Estuaries​ ​are​ ​the​ ​breeding​ ​grounds​ ​for​ ​species​ ​of​ ​migrating 
fish​ ​and​ ​are​ ​an​ ​important​ ​habitat​ ​for​ ​a​ ​diverse​ ​number​ ​of 
wildlife​ ​that​ ​rely​ ​on​ ​the​ ​marshland.​ ​Increased​ ​boat​ ​traffic​ ​and 
automobile​ ​traffic​ ​will​ ​greatly​ ​impact​ ​all​ ​native​ ​life​ ​forms 
(aquatic,​ ​avian​ ​and​ ​human).​ ​Other​ ​government​ ​agencies​ ​and 
organizations​ ​share​ ​these​ ​concerns​ ​for​ ​the​ ​Neponset​ ​River.for 
example​ ​the​ ​MWRA​ ​and​ ​the​ ​Neponset​ ​Watershed​ ​Association 
,​ ​the​ ​Neponset​ ​Greenway​ ​Council​ ​and​ ​the​ ​Army​ ​corps​ ​of 
Engineers  
 
A​ ​project​ ​of​ ​this​ ​magnitude​ ​will​ ​have​ ​a​ ​tremendous​ ​impact​ ​on 
this​ ​neighborhood.​ ​There​ ​will​ ​be​ ​a​ ​marked​ ​​ ​​ ​increase​ ​in​ ​traffic 
by​ ​both​ ​construction​ ​and​ ​personal​ ​vehicles.​ ​And​ ​even​ ​after​ ​the 
construction​ ​has​ ​finished​ ​traffic​ ​will​ ​be​ ​affected​ ​by​ ​the​ ​number 
of​ ​apartments,​ ​the​ ​hotel,​ ​​ ​the​ ​restaurant​ ​and​ ​public​ ​access. 
As​ ​residents​ ​of​ ​the​ ​neighborhood​ ​since​ ​1923​ ​we​ ​have​ ​been 

 



very​ ​involved​ ​in​ ​the​ ​development​ ​of​ ​the​ ​area​ ​(i.e.​ ​Finnegan 
Park​ ​and​ ​the​ ​bike​ ​tail)​ ​​ ​we​ ​share​ ​the​ ​same​ ​concerns​ ​for​ ​the 
development​ ​of​ ​the​ ​area​ ​as​ ​the​ ​Port​ ​Norfolk​ ​Civic​ ​Association 

9/25/2017 
 
 

Christopher 
Schill 

 34​ ​Port​ ​Norfolk​ ​St,​ ​2 
Dorchester,​ ​MA
02122 
 

Oppose I​ ​strongly​ ​oppose​ ​the​ ​current​ ​proposal​ ​for​ ​the​ ​Neponset​ ​Wharf 
project.​ ​​ ​It's​ ​completely​ ​out​ ​of​ ​scale​ ​for​ ​the​ ​neighborhood.​ ​​ ​I've 
seen​ ​nothing​ ​to​ ​address​ ​traffic,​ ​parking​ ​or​ ​utility​ ​concerns,​ ​all​ ​of 
which​ ​are​ ​already​ ​challenges​ ​in​ ​Port​ ​Norfolk.​ ​​ ​The​ ​proponents 
own​ ​traffic​ ​team​ ​admitted​ ​mass​ ​transit​ ​as​ ​current​ ​is​ ​not 
adequate​ ​for​ ​supporting​ ​any​ ​such​ ​proposal.​ ​​ ​Boston​ ​seems​ ​to 
be​ ​in​ ​a​ ​pattern​ ​of​ ​overdevelopment​ ​when​ ​it​ ​comes​ ​to​ ​harbor 
sites​ ​which​ ​is​ ​incredibly​ ​disheartening​ ​and​ ​disrespectful​ ​to 
communities​ ​who​ ​have​ ​lived​ ​here​ ​generations.​ ​​ ​Given​ ​the 
recent​ ​hurricanes​ ​I​ ​would​ ​think​ ​proposals​ ​and​ ​scale​ ​would​ ​be 
re-evaluated. 

8/24/2017 
 
 

Karen
Russo 

Port​ ​Norfolk​ ​St 
-Resident 

55​ ​Port​ ​Norfolk​ ​St,​ ​2 
Boston,​ ​MA
02122 
 

Oppose Tim, 
This​ ​project​ ​is​ ​too​ ​large​ ​for​ ​this​ ​small​ ​residential​ ​neighborhood. 
It​ ​would​ ​greatly​ ​diminishes​ ​the​ ​integrity​ ​of​ ​our​ ​already​ ​fragile 
infrastructure,​ ​our​ ​public​ ​services,​ ​the​ ​light​ ​of​ ​the​ ​sunshine​ ​on 
our​ ​beach​ ​(exactly​ ​why​ ​you​ ​go​ ​to​ ​the​ ​beach)​ ​and​ ​takes​ ​away 
the​ ​neighborhood​ ​views​ ​of​ ​the​ ​water.​ ​Venezia​ ​restaurant 
located​ ​next​ ​door​ ​to​ ​this​ ​project​ ​will​ ​also​ ​have​ ​their​ ​sites​ ​on 
developing​ ​land​ ​they​ ​are​ ​currently​ ​using​ ​as​ ​parking​ ​space.​ ​We 
cannot​ ​sustain​ ​this​ ​growth,​ ​it's​ ​bad​ ​for​ ​us. 
I​ ​don't​ ​trust​ ​this​ ​developer​ ​as​ ​he​ ​has​ ​proven​ ​over​ ​and​ ​over 
again​ ​he's​ ​not​ ​interested​ ​in​ ​doing​ ​the​ ​right​ ​thing.  
 
Sincerely, 
Karen 

8/5/2017 
 
 

Beliza​ ​Veras- 
Moriarty 
 

 55​ ​Pleasant​ ​Hill 
Avenue
Mattapan,​ ​MA
02126 

Oppose There​ ​is​ ​no​ ​need​ ​for​ ​this​ ​in​ ​this​ ​quiet​ ​family​ ​centered​ ​street. 
This​ ​will​ ​negatively​ ​impact​ ​this​ ​neighborhood.​ ​​ ​People​ ​bought 
their​ ​homes​ ​here​ ​for​ ​exactly​ ​the​ ​way​ ​it​ ​is.​ ​​ ​It​ ​is​ ​not​ ​fair​ ​to​ ​that 
neighborhood. 

8/2/2017 
 

Stewart
Roach 

Norwood​ ​Yacht 
Sales,​ ​Inc. 

308​ ​VICTORY​ ​RD, 
SUITE​ ​#5  

Oppose I​ ​strongly​ ​oppose​ ​this​ ​proposed​ ​development.​ ​​ ​I​ ​fear​ ​that​ ​more 
and​ ​more​ ​properties​ ​originally​ ​zoned​ ​for​ ​Marine​ ​Use​ ​are​ ​being 

 



 North​ ​Quincy,​ ​MA 
02171 
 

rezoned​ ​to​ ​build​ ​condominiums.​ ​​ ​​ ​The​ ​City​ ​has​ ​done​ ​nothing​ ​to 
assure​ ​the​ ​boaters​ ​that​ ​there​ ​will​ ​be​ ​sufficient​ ​boat​ ​hauling​ ​and 
storage​ ​facilities​ ​in​ ​the​ ​future.​ ​​ ​There​ ​needs​ ​to​ ​be​ ​some​ ​strictly 
Marine​ ​use​ ​facility​ ​in​ ​the​ ​Boston​ ​Area​ ​that​ ​can​ ​haul​ ​big​ ​and 
small​ ​boats​ ​and​ ​store​ ​them.​ ​​ ​Too,​ ​many​ ​boat​ ​yards​ ​have 
become​ ​parks​ ​and​ ​restaurants​ ​without​ ​any​ ​respect​ ​for​ ​the 
sales​ ​tax​ ​boat​ ​sales​ ​generate​ ​and​ ​the​ ​good​ ​maritime​ ​jobs​ ​that 
boat​ ​yards​ ​provide.​ ​​ ​Stop​ ​gobbling​ ​up​ ​water​ ​dependent​ ​use 
facilities.​ ​​ ​The​ ​land​ ​should​ ​be​ ​left​ ​zone​ ​for​ ​Marine​ ​Use​ ​only​ ​and 
developers​ ​promising​ ​some​ ​Marine​ ​facility​ ​is​ ​only​ ​using​ ​that​ ​to 
get​ ​the​ ​property​ ​rezoned.​ ​​ ​In​ ​the​ ​event​ ​of​ ​a​ ​hurricane​ ​or​ ​need 
for​ ​water​ ​access,​ ​the​ ​City​ ​needs​ ​to​ ​take​ ​a​ ​long​ ​hard​ ​look​ ​at 
providing​ ​more​ ​Marine​ ​Use​ ​property​ ​. 

8/1/2017 
 

JoAnn
Innello 

PNC​ ​Assoc 
 

6​ ​Port​ ​Norfolk​ ​St 
Dorchester,​ ​MA
02122 
 

Oppose I​ ​am​ ​not​ ​in​ ​favor​ ​of​ ​this​ ​project.​ ​This​ ​project​ ​is​ ​too​ ​big​ ​for​ ​this 
area,​ ​I​ ​can't​ ​believe​ ​anyone​ ​who​ ​has​ ​been​ ​in​ ​the​ ​Port​ ​Norfolk 
area​ ​could​ ​support​ ​a​ ​project​ ​of​ ​this​ ​size.​ ​We​ ​simple​ ​can​ ​not 
handle​ ​the​ ​amount​ ​of​ ​traffic​ ​it​ ​will​ ​bring.​ ​I​ ​take​ ​care​ ​of​ ​a 
handicapped​ ​family​ ​member​ ​who​ ​constantly​ ​requires​ ​medical 
attention​ ​how​ ​am​ ​I​ ​suppose​ ​to​ ​get​ ​out​ ​if​ ​I​ ​have​ ​an​ ​emergency 
especially​ ​at​ ​rush​ ​hour.​ ​Has​ ​any​ ​first​ ​responders​ ​police,​ ​fire, 
ems​ ​been​ ​notified?​ ​What​ ​happens​ ​if​ ​we​ ​have​ ​a​ ​fire​ ​how​ ​would 
the​ ​fire​ ​dept​ ​get​ ​here​ ​intraffic?​ ​When​ ​our​ ​bridge​ ​was​ ​under 
construction​ ​we​ ​had​ ​a​ ​death​ ​in​ ​the​ ​port​ ​because​ ​the​ ​first 
responders​ ​could​ ​not​ ​get​ ​through​ ​in​ ​traffic.​ ​We​ ​have​ ​a​ ​very 
small​ ​area​ ​to​ ​leave​ ​the​ ​port,​ ​on​ ​a​ ​normal​ ​day​ ​it​ ​is​ ​hard​ ​to​ ​get 
out​ ​of​ ​the​ ​port​ ​I​ ​can't​ ​imagine​ ​what​ ​would​ ​happen​ ​with​ ​300 
more​ ​cars.​ ​Please​ ​stop​ ​this​ ​project​ ​NOW. 

7/28/2017 
 

Marion​ ​Bok 
 

 Bok​ ​Unit​ ​6
Dorchester,​ ​MA
02122 
 

Oppose I​ ​oppose​ ​the​ ​current​ ​design.​ ​​ ​I​ ​am​ ​not​ ​against​ ​any​ ​development 
of​ ​the​ ​parcel​ ​but​ ​the​ ​current​ ​design​ ​is​ ​not​ ​in​ ​keeping​ ​with​ ​the 
character​ ​of​ ​the​ ​neighborhood​ ​and​ ​posses​ ​signifiant​ ​safety 
concerns​ ​to​ ​the​ ​people​ ​residing​ ​and​ ​working​ ​in​ ​Port​ ​Norfolk.​ ​As 
designed,​ ​the​ ​number​ ​of​ ​proposed​ ​condominium​ ​units​ ​and 
hotel​ ​space​ ​is​ ​in​ ​excess​ ​of​ ​what​ ​the​ ​neighborhood's​ ​current 
infrastructure​ ​can​ ​handle.​ ​​ ​The​ ​neighborhood​ ​does​ ​not​ ​have 
adequate​ ​public​ ​transportation.​ ​As​ ​a​ ​result,​ ​the​ ​fast​ ​majority​ ​of 
all​ ​unit​ ​owners,​ ​boat​ ​owners/users,​ ​hotel​ ​guest,​ ​and 

 



employees/service​ ​providers​ ​will​ ​need​ ​to​ ​use​ ​private​ ​cars.​ ​​ ​The 
existing​ ​sewer​ ​and​ ​water​ ​pipes​ ​have​ ​ongoing​ ​problems 
handling​ ​the​ ​current​ ​load​ ​much​ ​less​ ​the​ ​addition​ ​of​ ​such​ ​a 
large​ ​project.​ ​​ ​The​ ​developers​ ​are​ ​proposing​ ​an​ ​8​ ​story 
building.​ ​​ ​Does​ ​the​ ​local​ ​fire​ ​station​ ​have​ ​the​ ​equipment​ ​to 
respond​ ​to​ ​a​ ​fire?​ ​​ ​Will​ ​the​ ​fire​ ​trucks​ ​and​ ​other​ ​emergency 
vehicles​ ​be​ ​able​ ​to​ ​respond​ ​in​ ​a​ ​timely​ ​manner​ ​given​ ​the 
increased​ ​traffic​ ​on​ ​the​ ​small​ ​streets? 

7/17/2017 
 
 

Frank
Kodzis 
 

Resident 
 

157​ ​Walnut​ ​Street 
Dorchester,​ ​MA
02122 
 

Oppose Deeply​ ​concerned​ ​with​ ​the​ ​current​ ​congested​ ​streets​ ​and 
traffic.​ ​The​ ​magnitude​ ​of​ ​this​ ​project​ ​will​ ​be​ ​a​ ​further 
degradation​ ​of​ ​traffic​ ​in​ ​the​ ​neighborhood. 
Strongly​ ​opposed​ ​to​ ​the​ ​construction​ ​of​ ​the​ ​hotel.​ ​The​ ​hotel​ ​is 
not​ ​part​ ​of​ ​the​ ​water​ ​front​ ​zoning​ ​of​ ​the​ ​neighborhood.​ ​The 
neighborhood​ ​is​ ​90​ ​percent​ ​residential​ ​and​ ​the​ ​hotel​ ​would 
bring​ ​a​ ​24​ ​hour​ ​operation​ ​. 

7/13/2017 
 
 

Jeanne
DuBois 

JADuBois 
Associates 

15​ ​Heathcote​ ​St. 
Roslindale,​ ​MA
02131 

Neutral 
 

As​ ​former​ ​20​ ​year​ ​Executive​ ​Director​ ​of​ ​Dorchester​ ​Bay​ ​EDC, 
I'm​ ​concerned​ ​about​ ​the​ ​speed​ ​of​ ​gentrification.​ ​Any​ ​mixed 
income​ ​here?​ ​What​ ​about​ ​the​ ​required​ ​13%​ ​affordables? 

7/13/2017 
 

Stewart
Roach 

Norwood​ ​Yacht 
Sales,​ ​Inc. 

308​ ​Victory​ ​Road 
North​ ​Quincy,​ ​MA 
02171 
 

Oppose To​ ​whom​ ​it​ ​may​ ​concern, 
I​ ​am​ ​deeply​ ​concerned​ ​with​ ​the​ ​proposed​ ​development​ ​at​ ​24 
Ericsson​ ​st​ ​and​ ​how​ ​it​ ​will​ ​impact​ ​the​ ​marine​ ​industry​ ​in​ ​the 
long​ ​run.​ ​​ ​The​ ​property​ ​should​ ​be​ ​protected​ ​under​ ​Chapter​ ​91 
for​ ​water​ ​dependent​ ​use.​ ​​ ​​ ​Throughout​ ​the​ ​city​ ​and​ ​surrounding 
areas​ ​we​ ​have​ ​seen​ ​a​ ​shrinkage​ ​of​ ​boat​ ​yards​ ​(Places​ ​that​ ​can 
actually​ ​store​ ​boats​ ​on​ ​land​ ​and​ ​service​ ​boats​ ​and​ ​provide​ ​jobs 
in​ ​the​ ​marine​ ​field).​ ​​ ​Every​ ​time​ ​a​ ​boat​ ​changes​ ​ownership​ ​​ ​the 
state​ ​receives​ ​6.25%​ ​of​ ​the​ ​sale​ ​price.​ ​​ ​I​ ​think​ ​the​ ​city​ ​has​ ​to 
look​ ​into​ ​what​ ​happened​ ​in​ ​Ft.​ ​Lauderdale​ ​and​ ​Miami​ ​as​ ​boat 
yards​ ​got​ ​turned​ ​into​ ​condo's​ ​and​ ​one​ ​day​ ​realized​ ​they​ ​were 
destroying​ ​an​ ​industry​ ​that​ ​supports​ ​jobs​ ​and​ ​makes​ ​up​ ​a​ ​5 
billion​ ​business​ ​in​ ​South​ ​Florida.​ ​​ ​​ ​We​ ​have​ ​watched​ ​yards 
such​ ​as​ ​Hingham​ ​Ship​ ​Yard,​ ​Admirals​ ​Hill​ ​Marine/Chelsea, 
Scituate​ ​boat​ ​yards,​ ​all​ ​go​ ​the​ ​way​ ​of​ ​condo's​ ​and​ ​the​ ​pleasure 
and​ ​commercial​ ​boats​ ​simply​ ​become​ ​eye​ ​candy​ ​for​ ​the​ ​condo 
owners.​ ​​ ​There​ ​are​ ​very​ ​few​ ​places​ ​that​ ​can​ ​store​ ​boats​ ​and 

 



service​ ​boats​ ​in​ ​the​ ​Boston​ ​Area.​ ​​ ​If​ ​the​ ​City​ ​does​ ​permit​ ​this 
development​ ​to​ ​go​ ​through​ ​they​ ​need​ ​to​ ​dedicate​ ​water​ ​front 
space​ ​somewhere​ ​for​ ​boat​ ​storage​ ​in​ ​the​ ​near​ ​future​ ​with​ ​Big 
Boat​ ​hoist​ ​capabilities.​ ​​ ​If​ ​the​ ​city​ ​wants​ ​to​ ​see​ ​a​ ​mess,​ ​I 
encourage​ ​them​ ​to​ ​visit​ ​Marina​ ​Bay​ ​in​ ​Quincy​ ​on​ ​a​ ​weekend 
when​ ​the​ ​marina​ ​is​ ​full​ ​and​ ​condo​ ​owners​ ​have​ ​visitors.​ ​​ ​There 
is​ ​NO​ ​PARKING.​ ​​ ​Please​ ​keep​ ​in​ ​mind​ ​there​ ​are​ ​plenty​ ​of 
marinas.​ ​​ ​THERE​ ​ARE​ ​FEWER​ ​AND​ ​FEWER​ ​BOAT 
STORAGE​ ​AND​ ​SERVICE​ ​YARDS​ ​IN​ ​THE​ ​CITY.​ ​24​ ​Ericcson 
st​ ​is​ ​the​ ​last​ ​place​ ​that​ ​offers​ ​a​ ​70​ ​ton​ ​hoist​ ​and​ ​storage. 
Please​ ​don't​ ​let​ ​go​ ​the​ ​way​ ​of​ ​condominiums.​ ​​ ​Boston​ ​Police 
boats,​ ​U​ ​Mass​ ​boats​ ​all​ ​get​ ​serviced​ ​at​ ​24​ ​Ericsson​ ​st.​ ​We 
really​ ​don't​ ​need​ ​another​ ​condo​ ​development​ ​taking​ ​another 
boat​ ​yard​ ​away.​ ​​ ​Once​ ​it​ ​is​ ​gone​ ​you​ ​can't​ ​get​ ​it​ ​back. 
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APPENDIX C 

EXAMPLE OF DPIR PUBLIC NOTICE 
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SAMPLE 

 

PUBLIC NOTICE 

 

 The Boston Redevelopment Authority (“BRA”) d/b/a the Boston Planning & 

Development Agency (“BPDA”), acting pursuant to Article 80 of the Boston Zoning Code, 

hereby gives notice that a Draft Project Impact Report (“DPIR”) for Large Project Review has 

been received from 

_____________________________________________________________________ on _____________________ 

(Name of Applicant)      (Date) 

for __________________________________________________________________ 

(Brief Description of Project) 

proposed at ___________________________________________________________.  

(Location of Project) 

 

The Proponent is seeking the issuance of a Preliminary Adequacy Determination by the 

Director of the BRA pursuant to Section 80B-5 of the Code.  The BRA, in the Preliminary 

Adequacy Determination regarding the DPIR, may waive further review requirements 

pursuant to Section 80B-5.4(c)(iv) of the Code, if after reviewing public comments, the BRA 

finds that such DPIR adequately described the Proposed Project’s impacts.    

 

The DPIR may be reviewed on the BRA website- www.bostonplans.org or at the office of the 

Secretary of the BRA, Room 910, Boston City Hall, 9th Floor, Boston, MA. 02201 between 

9:00 AM and 5:00 PM, Monday through Friday, except legal holidays.  Public comments on 

the DPIR, including the comments of public agencies, should be submitted in writing to Tim 

Czerwienski, Project Manager, BPDA, at the address stated above or via email at 

Tim.Czerwienski@Boston.gov, within seventy five (75) days of this notice or 

by______________________________.     

 

BOSTON REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 

d/b/a BOSTON PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

 

Teresa Polhemus  

Executive Director/Secretary 
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APPENDIX D 

ACCESSIBILITY CHECKLIST 




