BOSKOH Redevelgpmeni) Auth(}g\ity Bostory's Ploning & Economic  Thomos M. Menino, Mayor One City Hall Squve

Develapraent 0ffice Clrence §. Jones, Chairman Buston, MA 022011007
fohn . Polmien, Director Tel 617-722-4300
Fox 617-248-1937

November 19, 2009

John B. Hynes III, President & CEO
Gale International

One Post Office Square

Suite 3150

Boston, MA 02109

Dear Mr. Hynes:

Re:  Seaport Square, Boston, Massachusetts
Project Notification Form and Environmental Notification Form Phase 1
Waiver Reguest for the Proposed Seaport Square in South Boston
Project Consisting of Twentyv-Three (23) Acres of New Development on
the South Boston Waterfront ~ Revised Scoping Determination

Please find enclosed the Revised Scoping Determination for the Seaport Square
project with corrections made to comments on Urban Design.  The proposal
consists of twenty-three (23) acres of new development on the South Boston
Waterfront which include 6.5 million square feet of new development, six (6)
acres of open space and below grade parking for sixty-five hundred (6500)
vehicles. The Scoping Determination describes information required by the
Boston Redevelopment Authority in response to the Project Notification Form
and Environmental Notification Form, which was submitted under Article 80 of
the Boston Zoning Code on June 2, 2008 and noticed in the Boston Herald on the
same day. Additional information may be required during the course of review
of the proposal.

If you have any questions regarding the Scoping Determination or the review
process, please contact me at (617) 918.4317

enior Project Manager

Cc.  James M. Tierney
Brenda McKenzie
Heather Campisano

Equal Opportunity / Affirmative Action Employer / Equal Housing Opportunity



BOSTON REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
SCOPING DETERMINATION

FOR

SEAPORT SQUARE, SOUTH BOSTON, PROJECT NOTIFICATION FORM,
ENVIRONMENTAL NOTIFICATION FORM, PHASE 1 WAIVER REQUEST

PREAMBLE

Gale International, Morgan Stanley, W/S Development Associates, LLC,
collectively MS Boston Seaport, LLC (the “Developer”, “Proponent” or
“Development Team”) submitted to The Boston Redevelopment Authority
(“BRA”) a Project Notification Form / Environmental Notification Form / Phase
I Waiver Request (collectively, the “PNF”} under Article 80 of the Boston Zoning
Code (the “Code”) on June 2, 2008 and noticed in the Bosfon Herald on the same
day, to construct twenty (20) new city blocks with approximately six (6) acres of
open space, nineteen (19) buildings which will contain approximately 2.75
million square feet of residential use (approximately 2500 housing units), 1.4
million square feet of office and research space, 1.25 million square feet of retail
space, 600,000 square feet of educational, civic and cultural uses, 500,000 square
feet of hotel space (approximately 700 keys) as well as below-grade parking for
approximately 6,500 vehicles (the “Proposed Project” or “Seaport Square”).
These uses will be organized around two (2) major open spaces, Seaport Square
and Seaport Hill, while Seaport Boulevard itself will become and extensively
landscaped urban apace. All buildings with the exception of the proposed
chapel and educational institutions will have ground-floor retail and restaurant
uses to provide a safe, inviting, and animated pedestrian experience. Written
comments constitute an integral part of the Scoping Determination and should
be responded to in the Draft Project Impact Report (the “DPIR”).

Specific concerns below are highlighted for additional emphasis and
consideration:

e (areful planning and consideration must be the nucleus of the DPIR. When
a project of this scale and size is proposed, sensitivity to the surrounding area
is essential to the success of the planning and approval process. The
Development Team has extended itself throughout this initial phase of
review, meeting with local residents, abutters, and city agencies. These
conversations need to continue ensuring that what is presented in the DPIR is



not only a benefit to Seaport Square but to local resident, abutting interests
and the City of Boston as a whole.

It is clear in reading through the comment letters that the Proposed Project
has created excitement and also some concern. Many of the letters show a
desire to see the Proposed Project implemented immediately while others
request that more study be given to certain aspects or parcels slated for
development. The BRA encourages the Development Team to work with
those parties who have expressed concern so that any and all foreseen
impacts can be resolved or mitigated when the DPIR is filed.

A greater understanding of design and programming must be a part of the
DPIR filing. How will the transition from the Boston Wharf District blend
with the Proposed Project? When one crosses over the Evelyn Moakley
Bridge what will you see? How does old meet new? How does the
programming of the Proposed Project mesh with the existing neighborhood?
What will it feel like standing on Seaport Hill or walking down Autumn
Lane? How will view corridors to the sea, convention center and financial
district be enhanced by the architecture of the Proposed Project? These are
just a few of the questions to be answered and this thought process should be
evident in the DIPR.

The Proposed Project intends to provide approximately sixty-five hundred
(6500) parking spaces. How will these be allocated? In today’s world, less
dependency on automobiles is not only better for the environment but also
better for one’s health in general. Alternative modes of transportation
should be encouraged. Biking and walking are not only great forms of
exercise but they also alleviate traffic while creating a healthier neighborhood
and city. The Developer should work to encourage these modes of transit to
new occupants and visitors to the site,

“Where are the kids going to play?” This is a question that is asked
whenever a residential proposal is presented. Understanding that this is an
urban setting and should have an urban feel the uses stated in the PNF
suggest the number of children associated with this site will be high. Add to
that future retail customers and abutters and you have an area that requires
response to the question in the first sentence. Please do so in the DPIR.

A strong city is one that includes residents who have a balanced mix of
income levels in its neighborhoods. The Mayor’s Executive Order clearly
outlines the parameters of development and how a proposal can provide
affordable housing to those whose income levels might not allow them the
opportunity. The Development Team should be applauded for its



commitment to not only achieve the goals of providing fifteen percent (15%)
of the total units as affordable but also how it intends to provide another
fifteen percent (15%) of the total units as “work-force housing”. The BRA
requests that the DPIR show a detailed plan of how the Development Team
plans to implement the fifteen percent (15%) affordable units and a definition
and implementation of the fifteen percent (15%) “work-force housing” units.

Construction Impacts. If approvals are to be granted the Development Team
should take a pro-active approach to how the Proposed Project will be
constructed. As with any urban development there needs to be a balance of
construction related inconveniences and the day to day living, working,
commuting and sightseeing that encompass the site. A detailed approach to
the construction management needs to be included in the DPIR.

The Proponent needs to show how it intend to provide a high level of
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (“LEED”) standards.
Integrating green building components into the planning and design of new
projects improves energy efficiency and promotes responsible and
sustainable building practices.

Please pay special attention to the comment letters. They represent the active

residents, business leaders and elected officials of the community in which
you intend to develop.

SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS

FOR

SEAPORT SQUARE, SOUTH BOSTON, PROPOSAL FOR TWENTY-THREE

(23) ACRES OF NEW DEVELOPMENT ON THE SOUTH BOSTON
WATERFONT - DRAFT PROJECT IMPACT REPORT

The Boston Redevelopment Authority ("BRA") is issuing this Scoping
Determination (“Scope”) pursuant to Section 80B-5 of the Boston Zoning Code
{the "Code"), in response to a Project Notification Form / Environmental
Notification Form / Phase [ Waiver Request (collectively, the “PNE”) which Gale
International, Morgan Stanley, W/S Development Associates, LLC, collectively
MS Boston Seaport, LLC (the “Developer”, “Proponent” or “Development
Team”) submitted on June 2, 2008 to construct to construct twenty (20) new city



blocks with approximately six (6) acres of open space, nineteen (19) buildings
which will contain approximately 2.75 million square feet of residential uses
(approximately 2500 housing units), 1.4 million square feet of office and research
space, 1.25 million square feet of retail space, 600,000 square feet of educational,
civic and cultural uses, 500,000 square feet of hotel space (approximately 700
keys) as well as below-grade parking for approximately 6,500 vehicles (the
“Proposed Project” or “Seaport Square”). Notice of the receipt by the BRA of the
PNF was published in the Boston Herald on June 2, 2008 initiating the public
comment period that ended on July 31, 2008. Pursuant to Section 80A-2 of the
Code, the Notice and the PNF were sent to all public agencies of the City and
other interested individuals and parties. Written comments in response to the
Notice and the PNF that were received by the BRA prior to the end of the public
comment period are included in the Appendices of this Scope. The Scope
requests information that the BRA requires for its review of the Proposed Project
in connection with the following:

(a)  Certification of Compliance of the Proposed Project pursuant to Article 80,
Section 80B-6 of the Code; and

(b)  Preliminary Adequacy Determination pursuant to Article 80, Section 80B-
5.4(c) of the Code; and

The BRA is reviewing the Proposed Project pursuant to Article 80, Section 80B,
Large Project Review, which sets out comprehensive procedures for project
review and requires the BRA to examine the urban design, transportation,
environmental, and other impacts of proposed projects. The Developer is
required to prepare and submit to the BRA a Draft Project Impact Report
("DPIR") that meets the requirements of the Scope by detailing the Proposed
Project's expected impacts and proposing 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 Review; Content of Reports)
and Section 80B-4 (Standards for Large Project Review Approval) as required by
the Scope.

Subsequent to the end of the seventy-five (75) day public comment period for the
DPIR, the BRA will issue a Preliminary Adequacy Determination ("PAD"} that
indicates the additional steps necessary for the Proponent to complete in order to
satisfy the requirements of the Scope and all applicable sections of Article 80 of
the Code. If the BRA finds that the PNF/DPIR adequately describe the Proposed
Project's impacts and, if appropriate, proposes satisfactory measures to mitigate,
limit or minimize such impacts, the PAD will announce such a determination
and that the requirements for the filing and review of a Final Project Impact
Report are waived pursuant to Section 80B-5.4(c)(iv) of the Code. Before



reaching said findings, the BRA shall hold a public hearing pursuant to Article 80
of the Code. Section 80B-6 requires the Director of the BRA to issue a
Certification of Compliance before the Commissioner of Inspectional Services
can issue any building permit for the Proposed Project.

I. PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTON

The proposed Seaport Square project is located on an approximately twenty-
three (23) acre parcel of land that is generally bound by Northern Avenue the
Old Northern Avenue Bridge and the Moakley Federal Courthouse to the north,
Northern Avenue and the Fan Pier Development to the east, Summer Street and
the Boston Convention and Exposition Center to the south and existing buﬂdmgs
associated with the Fort Point District to the west (the “Project Site”).

The project is a mixed-use development over twenty (20) new city blocks with
approximately six (6) acres of open space, nineteen (19) buildings which will
contain approximately 2.75 million square feet of residential use (approximately
2500 housing units), 1.4 million square feet of office and research space, 1.25
million square feet of retail space, 600,000 square feet of educational, civic and
cultural uses, 500,000 square feet of hotel space (approximately 700 keys) as well
as below-grade parking for approximately 6,500 vehicles (the “Proposed Project”
or “Seaport Square”). These uses will be organized around two (2) major open
spaces, Seaport Square and Seaport Hill, while Seaport Boulevard itself will
become and extensively landscaped urban apace. All buildings with the
exception of the proposed chapel and educational institutions will have ground-
floor retail and restaurant uses to provide a safe, inviting, and animated
pedestrian experience.

1I. DEVELOPMENT REVIEW REQUIREMENTS - ARTICLE 80

SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS

In addition to full-size scale drawings, sixty-five (65) copies of a bound report
and one (1) digital PDF copy containing all submission materials reduced to size
8-1/2" x 11", except where otherwise specified, are required. The report should
be printed on both sides of the page. In addition, an adequate number of copies
must be available for community review. A copy of this Scope should be
included in the report submitted for review.

A. GENERAL INFORMATION




1. Applicant Information
a. Development Team

(1)  Names

(a)  Developer (including description of
development entity and type of corporation)

(b)  Attorney
(c)  Project consultants and architect

(2)  Business address and telephone number for each

(3)  Designated contact for each

b. Legal Information

(1)  Legal judgments or actions pending concerning the
Proposed Project

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

(3)  Evidence of site control over the project area,
including current ownership and purchase options of
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. Design Development Information (See Appendix 5 for required
design development and contract document submissions).

3. Project Area

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

4. Public Benefits

a. Anticipated employment levels including the following:
(1)  Estimated number of construction jobs
(2)  Estimated number of permanent jobs
The Proponent is expected to provide a workforce
development plan and needs assessment for the Proposed



Project. The Proponent should describe the efforts it will
undertake to ensure that an appropriate share of new jobs
and construction jobs will be filled by Boston residents.

b. Current activities and programs which benefit adjacent
neighborhoods of Boston and the city at large, such as: child
care programs, scholarships, internships, elderly services,
education and job training programs, etc.

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

5. Regulatory Controls and Permits

a. Existing zoning requirements, zoning computation forms,
and any anticipated requests for zoning relief should be
explained.

b. Anticipated permits required from other local, state, and
federal entities with a proposed application schedule should
be noted.

C. 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 BRA, including,
but not limited to, copies of the Environmental Notification
Form, decisions of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs;
and the proposed schedule for coordination with BRA

procedure.
6. Community Groups
a. 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. A list of meetings held and proposed with interested parties,
including public agencies, abutters, and community and
business groups.

B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND ALTERNATIVES

1. Project Description




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 also shall present analysis of the development context of
the Proposed Project. Appropriate site and building plans to
illustrate clearly the Proposed Project shall be required.

2. Project Alternatives

A description of alternatives to the Proposed Project that were
considered shall be presented and the primary differences among
the alternatives, particularly as they may affect environmental
conditions, shall be discussed. In addition, any alternative
development studies requested by the Boston Landmarks
Commission should be discussed.

TRANSPORTATION COMPONENT

Please refer the comments and information requested by the Boston
Transportation Department (“BTD”) included in Appendix 1.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMPONENT

Please refer to the comments and information requested by the Boston
Environment Department (“BED”) included in Appendix 1. In addition,
the Proponent is requested to provide information on the following:

» The Proponent should consider and document how it would
use the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
(LEED) standards. Integrating green building components into
the planning and design of new projects improves energy
efficiency and promotes responsible and sustainable building
practices.



E. URBAN DESIGN COMPONENT

The Proposed Project consists of some 6.5 million ST and covers 27 acres of
essentially empty land in the South Boston Waterfront District. The Seaport
Square Project, while within the wide bounds of the Public Realm Plan for the
area, connects and quite literally fills in the blocks between areas of the District
that have had their own more specific planning: Fan Pier and the Courthouse,
Pier 4, the World Trade Center and Commonwealth Flats, the Convention
Center, the 100-Acre Plan PDA, and the now-official Fort Point Channel
Landmark District. It is critical, therefore, that the Seaport Square Project and
PDA complete with detail the planning for this interstitial zone that will spring
into existence, possibly in the phased blink of an eye. The Seaport Square Project
at its core is an urban renewal project. The key goals of such are to reinvent and
renew the socio-economic and physical fabric of the City for its ultimate
betterment...and to conform to the overall Plan for the District.

Gale International purchased the land in the South Boston Waterfront (‘Seaport’)
District assembled by the McCourt company and has initiated, working in pre-
Article 80 meetings required by the BRA, an Article 80 public process which
seeks approval of up to 6.5 million SF of mixed-use development spread
throughout the 27 acres (and about 17 parcels, depending on how they are
counted). Only Parcel A, proposed as part of the first phase, is fully and directly
subject to Chapter 91. A PNF was submitted June 2, 2008 and the Proponent is
maintaining a website with meeting and Project information.

Similarly to the Fan Pier Project, the BRA will require that the Seaport Square
Project Proponent apply for a Master Plan PDA designation, and Seaport Square
will face many of the same immense infrastructure issues and questions as did
Fan Pier - as well as the difficulties inherent in doing so. Gale International, per
the PNF, nevertheless intends to start Phase 1 (less than 200,000 SF) in 2009, and
may start Phase 2 as early as 2010, with continuous build-out until completion in
2015. Gale is basing this strategy on the success of Songdo City in Korea, and
preliminary marketing is reported to have indicated some interest in building
out a full context that a major tenant can be part of. Although possible, we feel it
prudent nevertheless to proceed with a PDA Master Plan, which can
accommodate either short or long time spans and variable phasings.

The Project as envisioned comprises a mixed-use project totaling approximately
6.5 million square feet of space, including about 1.5 MSF Office space, 2.65 MSF
Residential (~2500 units), 500,000 SF Hotel (~700 keys), 630,000 SF

cultural / education, and 1.25 MSF Retail/restaurant. The use distribution and
square footage may change somewhat as the Project is realized, but the initial



Phase proposed, consisting primarily of the smaller parcels fronting on Sleeper
Street and Seaport Boulevard, includes retail and residential. Parking for the
Project will primarily be placed underground, in large interconnected garages,
with surface parking along newly created streets. The Proposed Project will
ultimately define the heart of the South Boston Waterfront District, joining the
Fan Pier with the Boston Wharf Company buildings and Downtown, the World
Trade Center and Commonwealth Flats, and the BCEC. KPF and a host of other
consultants are working on the Master Plan and its aspects, including local firms
ADD Inc. and Reed Hildebrand on the overall Plan. A large park is planned to
augment the open space of Fan Pier’s Public Green; a new street will lead from
elevated Summer Street down through a new residential neighborhood,
spanning Congress Street in so doing.

DAYLIGHT COMPONENT

A daylight analysis for both build and no-build conditions shall be conducted by
measuring the percentage of skydome that is obstructed by the Proposed Project
building(s) and evaluating the net change in obstruction. If alternative massing
studies are requested or result as part of the Article 80 development review
process, daylight analysis of such alternatives shall also be conducted for
comparison. The study should treat three elements as controls for data
comparisons: existing conditions, the ‘as-of-right’ (the applicable general area
zoning), and context examples. The areas of interest include all new streets, and
the Project facades along Summer and Congress streets, Seaport Boulevard, Old
Northern Avenue, Boston Wharf Road, B Street, and East Service Road. Daylight
analyses should be taken for each major building facade fronting these public
ways. The midpoint of each public accessway or roadway should be taken as the
study point. The BRADA program must be used for this analysis.

If a Proponent wishes to substitute a more contemporary computer program for
the 1985 BRADA program, its equivalency must first be demonstrated to the
satisfaction of BRA staff before it is utilized for inclusion in the DPIR, and it must
be commonly available to Boston development team users.

URBAN DESIGN

The BCDC voted to review the Proposed Project on June 3, 2008 and saw a
preliminary presentation. The Commissioners present were supportive of the
Project; the Project was referred to Design Committee. On August 5, 2008, the
BCDC voted to recommend approval of Parcel A alone; the larger Project
remains in Design Committee status. When sufficient progress in preparation of
a Preferred Alternative in the DPIR in response to the Scoping Document has



been made on the design pursuant to preliminary BCDC, IAG, and BRA staff
comments, BCDC Design Committee meetings should be scheduled by
contacting David Carlson, Executive Director of the BCDC. Minutes from the
June 3, 2008 BCDC meeting are attached.

It should be noted that we will expect the evolution of design strategies, as well
as the compilation of your planning studies and conceptual diagrams conceived
as part of a logical procession arriving at an urban truth, or comprehensible
vision, for this significant area of Boston’s evolving new South Boston Waterfront
District; this will allow more in-depth comment at the DPIR stage. We reserve
the right to comment at that stage toward the submission of an FPIR. In general,
we will ask for studies related to all requested alternatives, with certain
modifications, as well as comparisons to both existing conditions and an “as-of-
right’ alternative. In a PDA Master Plan, we are expecting flexibility in massing
and details, yet with strong, expressed planning principles and urban design
guidelines which will determine the direction of future implementation -
equivalent to form-based zoning.

The following urban design objectives should be addressed in the DPIR

submission for all variations on your proposed scenarios.

1) Identify all federal, state, and local regulations that apply to the Project
both existing and as proposed.

2) The Project shall take into account as strict (absolute) height limits the
FAA limits as defined by the FAA and Massport, since the bounds impact this
Project site.

3) Include mitigations. Standard alternatives for study include no-build, and
an ‘as-of-right’ build-out...in this case FAR 3, with a height of 155, aithough
the case may be made for FAR of 4.25 and heights of 250" within the PDA
Height Zone. It should be recognized that a portion of the Project lies within
the Protection Area bounds of the Fort Point . We will expect that the
Proposed Project as represented in the DPIR will have taken into account any
necessary mitigating factors, for scenarios with densities and heights beyond
those alternatives, discovered as a result of environmental and other studies
by the Proponent.

4) Performance Standard concept. The Proposed Project should meet the
‘performance standard’ of generally having the same or a lesser degree of
environmental impacts than either the full “as-of-right” build-out or existing
conditions, whichever are most impactful. LE., criteria such as daylight,




shadows, and wind should be at least neutral or improved on average, recognizing
that some elements or points may be worse, but proving that the whole is better
as a Project. We will expect in fact that mitigations or positive urban benefits will
result from this Project and in balance far outweigh any negative impact.
Heights, tower locations and setbacks should be adjusted to minimize
environmental and visual impacts on the park areas in the vicinity (including the
Harbor) as well as park areas created by the Project itself. Another way of
stating this is that the Project should set its open spaces to advantage in terms of
strategic natural lighting and programming on a daily basis.

5) Sustainability. The DPIR design should bring a high degree of innovation
and conceptually be able to achieve LEED ND Gold. This Project should set the
bar very high for waterfront area projects in Boston, and incorporate bold
energy, recycling, daylight/ quality of environment, green roofs and plantings,
innovative connections to the water, and transportation initiatives. The nearby
Artists for Humanity building is Boston's first LEED platinum-rated building;
this site presents an opportunity to be bold as well.

6) Area Planning. DPIR submissions shall incorporate or consider the
planning principles included in the South Boston Waterfront Public Realm Plan,
the Commonwealth Flats Plan, and the Pier 4, Fan Pier and 100 Acre PDA plan
areas, as well as the Fort Point Channel Landmark District. The planning studies
and diagrams developed as part of the genesis of the Seaport Square Project
should be brought into the DPIR document as a rationally ordered background
planning exercise whose conclusions lead to the Proposed Project. Guidelines
should be developed equivalent to form-based zoning to set the stage for the
parameters in terms of building mass, treatment, uses, and open space strategies,
such that they in turn may begin to form the basis of a PDA Master Plan with a
presumed multi-phased, multi-designer strategy toward execution.

7) The highest building elements generally should be set back from the
primary adjacent streets to the extent possible, particularly in areas of high
pedestrian use or sensitivity. They should be separated from each other, within
the constraints of the site’s infrastructure and dimensions. They should be as
differentiated in height as possible, to break up the perceived skyline. The nature
of the current proposal deliberately tends to aggregate use-related massings,
making the perceived mass larger (i.e. along Old Northern Avenue); this notion
should be reconsidered. Where desirable to create an emphasis or entry, certain
high elements could come straight down to the ground...but only if wind
conditions permit such.

8) Enhance active ground floor program elements (local retail, hotels,
cultural uses, galleries, restaurants) as a positive element of the Project, with




entries possibly on all sides. Invite entry into and through the sites and through
the buildings, in both directions if possible. A hierarchy of such uses should be
clarified and considered further than demonstrated in the PNF, with most uses
augmenting strong pedestrian corridors, but some uses encouraging the use of
new transportation connections {(bicycle, boat, Silver Line) as well. We do not
necessarily believe in the even spreading of retail uses everywhere; this has not
been the experience of success in most areas. Build upon the intended and
beginning transformation of adjacent areas (such as Fan Pier Boulevard) in this
regard. Transparency and views into the uses must be maximized on each
frontage. Incorporate bicycle stations into the Project...both public and private
(see also BTD scoping likely regarding this).

9) Multiple upper story uses in different areas are accordingly encouraged to
be retained in the Proposed Project going forward to enliven the streets with a
diversity of activity throughout the day. Work to minimize the impacts of
necessary service and parking functions on adjacent sensitive interfaces,
particularly at strong public circulation nodes. Necessaty service and access
functions should not occur directly on the arterial streets.

10)  Parking and Garage elements. The parking in general must be minimized.
Submit information which justifies the scale and amount of parking proposed by
analyzing both current levels of use and projected future levels with an
expectation of expanded alternative modes of transit (also see the BTD scope).
Parking here currently serves both the local and area workers, Fort Point
residents and visitors to the area’s attractions. The BRA asks that the
infrastructure constraints (i.e. Silver Line, major conduits, etc.) be studied to
clarify any limitations for the proposed phasing, given that a certain amount of
the parking functions should continue unabated through all phases to serve the
current and future demands of the area. The BRA expects that all service,
parking, and transportation elements will be designed in harmony with the
architectural treatments and integrated into the design. Above-grade garage
floors should be avoided. MBTA entries should be incorporated into buildings
or specially treated as airy pavilions; the easterly entries to the Courthouse
station should be fully opened.

11)  Public Space(s). The Proposed Project contains public park elements
which both augment existing open spaces (Parcel E/Children’s Park, Sleeper
Street treatment/Harborwalk, Seaport Square/ Public Green) and create new
ones (Courthouse Square area, Seaport Hill). Such elements should continue in
the DPIR design; they must be viable proposals in terms of both execution,
maintenance, and programming elements. Such elements should enhance both
perceived and actual qualities of year-round usability, light and airiness,
plantings and greenery, and open invitation and sense of welcome to the public



as an essentially public space, and not act merely a forecourt for the building
lobbies. The Courthouse Square space should be better defined...it is only hinted
at in the PNF design. Connecting spaces must function as a public sidewalk 24
hours a day. More information on the public spaces and their function is
requested in the DPIR; they should be demonstrated to be part of a system which
connects to other parts of the neighborhood and the City. Higher public spaces -
including the notion of a public observatory at some height - could be explored.

12)  Street edges and new sidewalks created as a result of any version of the
Proposed Project must conform to all applicable standards, including the use of
wire-cut brick or other dimensionally stable concrete or stone pavers set and
maintained to South Boston Waterfront and ADA standards, and be
appropriately sized to bear pedestrian traffic peaks. Street trees and plantings
should be included in site plans. Pedestrian paths in general should be
reinforced, augmenting the multiple pathways around the site, and through the
Project itself where possible.

13) The architectural expression of the tower elements should begin to be
clarified. They should be sufficiently differentiated, and shaped as part of the
skyline, but not read as a single ‘complex’. They should respond to each other,
and to any shaping view lines from nearby streets. Consider the view studies
requested in the list of materials later to achieve a massing and orientation which
begins to break the scale of the towers and podium elements down to that of the
appropriate scale-giving datum elements in the immediate area. This effect will
be most noticeable from the intermediate range of direct views, including views
from nearby neighborhoods and from the Harbor.

14)  The architectural expression of the podium elements in general should
partake of the tower elements to connect the two vertically. Differentiation by
programming elements (office, residence, hotel, etc.) lends itself to this effort,
while possibly breaking up the podium wall. Again, it is anticipated that the
Seaport Square Project will develop guidelines but also defined rough massing
and use diagrams in these areas, for phased execution via the PDA.

15)  Public Art. Special attention should be paid to public art, both indoor and
outdoor. The Proposed Project presents an opportunity to connect multiple
interior and exterior spaces in many different ways, and it would be helpful if
the Proponent consulted with local artists during the design period to allow for
an integrated aesthetic effect. The Mayor’s Office of Arts, Tourism and Special
Bvents might also be consulted.

16)  Adhere to the spirit of the guidelines of the Fort Point Channel Landmark
District.



17)  The nature of Harbor Street must be considered along its length. The BRA
has consistently advocated for the street network in the Seaport area, whether
public or private, both as an extension of the local grid and as a key new
connector from elevated Summer Street down to Seaport Boulevard. Reinforce
the idea of adding rich urban complexity to connections, especially at Summer
Street and Autumn Lane. Consider the nature of the bridge over Congress Street
in the light of other such street bridges in the District - and celebrate the moment
appropriately, rather than just building an overpass.

18)  Pedestrian strategies. The Seaport Square plan as presented in the PNF is
reasonably cohesive, with sectional studies to show the different walking
environments, and this should be refined further in terms of hierarchy, shifts
between open space and sidewalks and other alternative passages (i.e. through-
building), and building strong connections to neighborhood and City walkways,
paths and destinations. The pedestrian network should provide a sense of
orientation and connection. This is also important from a vehicular point of
view, but even more so for pedestrians traveling to and from (and within) the
Seaport Square area. It is key that the Seaport Square project be subsumed
seamlessly into the greater character of the larger District to which it is key.
Pedestrian connection improvements should also be carefully considered in the
light of phasing the overall Plan.

19)  Connections to the neighborhood. Develop diagrams and concepts,
translatable into reinforcing action, that are clearly intended to animate and
connect the edges of the Seaport

Square project with the surrounding institutions and neighborhoods, and to
continue or enhance through-block pedestrian path connections such as the
connection continuing into Stillings Street opposite Autumn Lane. Connections
to MBTA services (Silver line, shuttles and ferries) should be clear, and space
must be provided for bicycles.

20) A PDA Master Plan implies area-wide thinking, regardless of the size of
the overall project which is triggering the application. This should extend to
ideas of transportation as well as water recharging and management, energy and
communication/data systems. The percentage of employees, residents and
visitors who bicvcle may be limited by the amount of bicycle racks and
reasonable storage facilities provided; this idea should be expanded as a strategy,
and possibly extended into ideas of bicycle rental if applicable.

21)  Areanetworks. Develop diagrams and plans that show connections
inside and outside of buildings. Develop a plan for the open space networks
which might connect through blocks, along edges and along the major pathways,




and will play a significant role in defining the nature of the overall Seaport
neighborhood. Show how open spaces, including the spaces which are active,
hidden, or which may serve as ad hoc places of relaxation and refuge, may be
defined further in the future, even if not currently a part of the intended PDA
entitlement.

Among others, the refined Seaport Square Master Plan design included in the
DPIR must satisfactorily address all the above parameters. An accurate sense of
scale of the Proposed Project in its context must be achieved. Focus on key
distanced views, as well as key intermediate/user viewpoints, to guide the
design composition of the revised Proposed Project. Reinforce all pedestrian
pathways; develop a plan which shows the potential building programs and how
they support such activity within the future pedestrian/public access network.
Active programming that will engage the public and ideally spill seasonally (at a
minimum) into the public realm at the ground floor should remain (and should
be maximized). Take note of the fundamental contextual strengths of the site,
including its connections to Harborwalk and ferry and shuttle connections and
the MBTA, Fort Point Channel, the Boston Wharf Company area, and the
Convention Center, and incorporate that sense into the overall design
approach...tempered by the proposed uses. To the maximum extent possible,
provide publicly accessible interior or rooftop spaces.

We reserve the right to add additional concerns during the course of the process
of combined BRA staff, IAG, and BCDC review which may affect the responses
detailed in the DPIR. The following urban design materials for the Proposed
Project’s schematic design must be submitted for the DPIR. It is recognized that
some of the below items may be too specific for a PDA Masterplan, but such will
eventually be required as the overall Project moves forward.

1. Written description of program elements and space allocation (in square
feet) for each element, as well as Project totals.
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10.

Neighborhood plan, elevations and sections at an appropriate scale (1'=100" or
larger as determined by the BRA) showing relationships of the proposed project
to the neighborhood context:

massing

building height

scaling elements

open space

major topographic features

pedestrian and vehicular circulation

: land use

Color, or black and white 8"x10" photographs of the site and neighborhood.
Sketches and diagrams to clarify design issues and massing options.

Eye-level perspective (reproducible line or other approved drawings) showing
the proposal (including main entries and public areas) in the context of the
surrounding area. Views should display a particular emphasis on important
viewing areas such as key intersections, pathways, or public parks/attractions. A
few of these viewpoints have already been used in presentations to the public;
others should include views along major streets and open spaces, possibly
sequenced to give a sense of experiential space, views from nearby residential
neighborhoods (South Boston, Fort Point, East Boston), from BCEC, from the
Harbor, et al. Long-ranged (distanced) views of the proposed project must also be
studied to assess the impact on the skyline or other view. At least one bird's-eye
perspective should also be included. All perspectives should show (in separate
comparative sketches) at least both the build and no-build conditions; any
alternatives proposed should be compared as well. The BRA should approve the
view locations before analysis is begun. View studies should be cognizant of light
and shadow, massing and bulk.

Additional aerial or skyline views of the project, if and as requested.

Site sections at 1"=20' or larger (or other scale approved by the BRA) showing
relationships to adjacent buildings and spaces.

Site plan(s) at an appropriate scale (17=20" or larger, or as approved by the BRA)
showing:
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a. general relationships of proposed and existing adjacent buildings and open
spaces
open spaces defined by buildings on adjacent parcels and across streets

C. general location of pedestrian ways, driveways, parking, service areas,
streets, and major landscape features

d. pedestrian, handicapped, vehicular and service access and flow through
the parcel and to adjacent areas

e. survey information, such as existing elevations, benchmarks, and utilities

f. phasing possibilities

g. construction limits

Massing model (ultimately in basswood) at 1":40'0" for use in the Authority’s
Downtown Model

Study model at 1" = 16' or 1" = 20' showing preliminary concepts of setbacks,
cornice lines, fenestration, facade composition, efc.



11.  Drawings at an appropriate scale (e.g,, 1':16'0", or as determined by BRA)
describing architectural massing, facade design and proposed materials

including:
a. building and site improvement plans
b. neighborhood elevations, sections, and/or plans showing the
development in the context of the surrounding area
. sections showing organization of functions and spaces, and relationships to

adjacent spaces and structures

d. preliminary building plans showing ground floor and typical upper
tflooz(s).

e. phasing, if any, of the Proposed Project

12. A written and/or graphic description of the building materials and its texture,
color, and general fenestration patterns is required for the proposed development,

13.  Electronic files describing the site and Proposed Project at Representation Levels
one and two ("Streetscape” and "Massing") as described in the document Boston
“Smart Model”: CAD & 3D Model Standard Guidelines.

14.  Full responses, which may be in the formats listed above, to any urban design-
related issues raised in preliminary reviews or specifically included in the BRA
scoping determination, preliminary adequacy determination, or other document
requesting additional information leading up to BRA Board action, inclusive of
material required for Boston Civic Design Commission review.

15.  Proposed schedule for submission of all design or development-related materials.

16.  Diagrammatic sections through the neighborhood (to the extent not covered in
item #2 above) cutting north-south and east-west at the scale and distance
indicated above.

17.  True-scale three-dimensional graphic representations of the area indicated above
either as aerial perspective or isometric views showing all buildings, streets,
parks, and natural features.

SHADOW AND WIND COMMENTS

In addition to the comments and scoping by others, the Proponent is directed to consider
the use of color as an alternative to dark tonality to indicate new shadows; these should
be clearly shown to their full plan extent, whether on street, park, or rooftop. The
Proponent is additionally requested to provide continuous dawn-to-dusk digital shadow
animations. Do NOT duplicate studies for months in which the information is identical
(i.e., a single animation for November/January, or May/July).

Regarding wind, all wind tunnel test points shall be approved by BRA staff before
conduction of testing. Wind analysis may be requested at points within several blocks of
the properties in question; where contiguous to open space, analysis may extend to
likely bounds of no impact. Analysis of results and effective mitigation may need to be
presented in the DPIR using diagram methodology so that the delta or changes



manifested by the project relative to existing or as-of-right conditions...again, whichever
provides the higher base impacts...are clearly understood.

INFRASTRUCTURE SYSTEMS COMPONENT

An infrastructure impact analysis must be performed.

The discussion of Proposed Project impacts on infrastructure systems should be
organized system-by-system as suggested below. The applicant's submission must
include an evaluation of the Proposed Project's impact on the capacity and adequacy of
existing water, sewerage, energy (including gas and steam), and electrical
communications (including telephone, fire alarm, computer, cable, etc.) utility systems,
and the need reasonably attributable to the Proposed Project for additional systems
facilities. Clarify sewage tributary flows and constraints as well as possible energy
choices. The location of transformer and other vaults required for electrical distribution
or ventilation must be chosen to minimize disruption to pedestrian paths and public
improvements both when operating normally and when being serviced, and must be
described. Storm drain and sewage systems should be separated or separations
provided for in the design of connections.

Any system upgrading or connection requiring a significant public or utility investment,
creating a significant disruption in vehicular or pedestrian circulation, or affecting any
public or neighborhood park or streetscape improvements, comprises an impact which
must be mitigated. The DPIR must describe anticipated impacts in this regard, including
specific mitigation measures, and must include nearby Proposed Project (i.e. Fan Pier,
Russia Wharf, 316-322 Summer, 49-55-63 Melcher, Waterside Place, Pier 4, Congress
Street Hotel, 100 Acre Plan, fimmy’s, et al.) build-out figures in the analysis. The
standard scope for infrastructure analysis is given below:

1. Utility Systems and Water Quality

a. Estimated water consumption and sewage generation from the Proposed
Project and the basis for each estimate. Include separate calculations for air
conditioning system make-up water

b. Description of the capacity and adequacy of water and sewer systems and an
evaluation of the impacts of the Proposed Project on those systems; sewer and
storm drain systems should include a tributary flow analysis as part of this
description

c. Identification of measures to conserve resources, including any provisions for
recycling or ‘green’ strategies, including green roofs

d. Description of the Proposed Project's impacts on the water quality of Boston
Harbor or other water bodies that could be affected by the Project, if applicable



e. Description of mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate impacts on water
quality

f. Description of impact of on-site storm drainage on water quality

g. Information on how the Proposed Project will conform to requirements of the
Ground Water Trust under Article 32, if applicable, by providing additional
recharge opportunities or by describing any special provisions in a landfill area
with presumed tidal groundwater levels

h. Detail methods of protection proposed for infrastructure conduits and other
artifacts, including the Turnpike tunnels and siructures, and BSWC sewer lines

and water mains, during construction

i. Detail the energy source of the interior space heating; how obtained, and, if
applicable, plans for reuse of condensate.

Thorough consultation with the planners and engineers of the utilities will be
required, and should be referenced in the Infrastructure Component section.

2. Energy Systems

a. Description of energy requirements of the project and evaluation of
project impacts on resources and supply

b. Description of measures to conserve energy usage and consideration of
the feasibility of including solar energy provisions or other on-site energy
provisions, including wind, geothermal, and cogeneration.

Additional constraints or information required are described below. Any other system
(emergency systems, gas, steam, optic fiber, cable, etc.) impacted by this development
should also be described in brief.

The location of transformer and other vaults required for electrical distribution or
ventilation must be chosen to minimize disruption to pedestrian paths and public
improvements both when operating normally and when being serviced, and must be
described. Storm drain and sewage systems should be separated or separations
provided for in the design of connections.

This proposal calls for the radical transformation of a District. The Proponent should
investigate energy source strategies that take advantage of this scale of construction,
including those that incorporate green roof strategies as well as solar orientation and
materials/systems that maximize efficiencies, daylighting, wind, tidal, and geothermal
systems, and cogeneration.



Excerpted from the minutes of the BCDC of [une 3, 2008:

The next item was a presentation of the Seaport Square Project in the South Boston
Waterfront District. John Hynes (JH) handed out postcards and introduced his team,
including Jamie Von Klemperer (JVK) of Kohn Pedersen Fox, the lead for Songdo City,
with 50 buildings under construction at a cost of six billion dollars - who led us to new
ideas about how to approach the development of a site. This has the makings of a decent
location, but it’s not there yet; there are synergies created by the volume of our
construction. We are going from 3600 to 6500 parking spaces, all below grade. All the
loading is below grade. JH continues: Our intent is to do buildings up front: Phase 1, to
build connections to the City, and then do the entirety of the rest. There is a school, an
International School, pre-K through 12, and also a Pilot School. And a cultural center
with an auditorium that doubles duty for the school, and works as a performing arts
center other times. Morgan Stanley is our financial partner in Songdo, at One Lincoln -
and here. JH noted other members of their design team.

AL: What is the concept for the entire arca? JH: We view it as a neighborhood (points
out all the elements). We see it with larger units, families, a workforce housing mix, and
a mix of rentals and condos - 2500 total. DS: What is the role of the BCDC? Reviewing
the overall Plan, Phase 1, more? JH: The Article 80 process overall, and individual
buildings. DC: The BCDC review will parallel those approvals asked of the BRA. DS:
Massing, setbacks, parcels, etc.? JH: We are hoping that what you see will BE the plan.
DC: Tonight is intended as an introduction; we will go into more depth in Committee.

JVK presented the Plan. The conceptual framework is that there is an existing array of
abutting plans and zones; our intent is to mesh with those as fabric. It's an amalgam of
pieces; they all relate. (Goes through Powerpoint show, showing diagrams of connecting
streets, open spaces, framing views, and more.) JVK: There is an FAA datum line, and
lower datum lines have been set to retail and the context. Street improvements and the
public realm include Seaport Boulevard, with already established guidelines. The
connection from Summer Street creates a new District topography; we are being mindful
of how this is experienced both internally and from the outside. (Points out grid-to-grid
alignments.) Tn the residential area, we are looking at comparable residential squares,
including those in the South End and Beacon Hill (Worcester and Louisberg squares).
It's not Gramercy Park, but a more public experience. We will have an Arts program. It
will be a District, not a neighborhood; it brings together a number of elements. Seaport
Square itself will be the most public. The spaces in the buildings around it are also
thought of as public; how we think about the space is helped by comparisons (shows).
There are larger district connections, to the City, to the Waterfront District overall. All
the buildings, as in Songdo, will be LEED certifiable. If all green areas are counted, they
become considerable.



Gary Hildebrand (GH2): The (public) realm may outlast the buildings we are creating,.
And it's ALL ‘made’ land. We're building a slope, and everything has to allow for
exposure, built to last. We are building in a palette that progresses, and are mindful of
the infrastructure below. JVK: Bryant Park is a good example, a civic space surrounded
by private uses - about the same size. It's passive much of the year, but there are also
events. JVK then thanked the other team members (notes BK, Tamara, and Larry of
ADD Inc.)....And the international, wider-flung members - the team fits the aspiration of
the District that it’s not only local, Boston, but also international in its interest. JH: The
idea is to attract corporate users not here now, to a location that’s unique - to reverse the
trend seen, and not just to take from Cambridge or Route 128. We will be doing
international marketing; as in Korea, with government support.

LW: Are the parcels lettered in order of construction? JH: No, first are A, H, and J, the
smallest and easiest. They are an introduction to the district (points out on model, and
notes the land swap with the Chapel property). The masses are not yet designed; they
will not connect to the existing buildings. LW: I agree with Gary on the scope of the
undertaking. Isaw the ground plane plan; I want to know more about the sense of the
District, being there. JH (pointing to the commercial blocks): It should feel like a
financial district, was the thought.

AL: There was a lot said about the green space, which is appreciated. What is the
strategy about the massing? I get it to here (the 'L’ blocks). JVK: Thought was given to
standard approaches, at one scale or another. But we considered instead a transition in
scales, with different architects, not a superblock. JH: At one time, we thought of this as
another South End, but changed that scheme, and we now have Libeskind and HO+K
on two blocks. AL: What are the rules which govern the massing, is my question. JVK:
We haven’t written the guidelines, but have started. We acknowledge the sun, to allow
sunlight into spaces. We hope the buildings support the overall diagram, and that there
is some similarity in heights. AL:Tam thinking SE Washington, with an Urban Renewal
mix of low and high rises, which was pretty successful. But your intentions should be
stated specifically. JH: That was the intent of the team and the BRA. But also
marketing...about 90% of the units have ‘good’ views. AL: One of the things that’s
being suggested is a massing system, which is emerging, but has inconsistencies. JVK:
Maybe that’s where we go next. We acknowledge the concern. (JH brings out the
Daniel Libeskind model, with three curved, sculptural forms.) JH: This is just to give
you an idea. The composition starts to work differently.

DS: The street grid is a question (in the residential neighborhood). Also, how do the
parks work together? (Notes Monument Square and Winthrop Training Ground.) MD:
This is the biggest project we're likely ever to see. Really, it’s not how there’s a there
there, but how this fits into a new 215t century City, what it does for Boston. Its energy,
the moves made. JH: It's a huge thing; we are competing in the international arena.

(He then goes through the comprehensive thinking.) There’s a need, say, for 500K SF of



office space. But, where do the execs live? We'll give you 200 residential units as part
of the deal. But, where do the kids go to school? We'll give 200 seats. Like that.
Interconnections. Synergy. There is 32 million SF under construction in Korea; a model
for our thinking, and happening clsewhere. AL: Consider decking over Congress Street
at the school. Also, I question the adjacency of the parks, and next toa boulevard. Each
is justified, but together? GH2: We have worked hard to get an asymmetrical
boulevard, and the nature of Seaport Square is different than the Public Green (on Fan
Pier). We have tilted the lawn to a skating rink, with a level traversal. JVK: And
pavilions. AL:1was wondering if...it's defined on three sides, but larger than above,
and wide open on one side. Then the Harbor...Is it a park? A park with a road? JVK: It
needs definition and engagement. (JH shifts the building around on the model.) Two
conversations began around the model, with AL and JVK talking about the residential
neighborhood and JH talking with DS and MD about open space and programming.

DC suggested the time was appropriate, and with that, the Seaport Square Project was duly
sent to Design Committee by the Commissioners.

[Note; Parcel A alone was recommended for approval on August 5, 2008, without otherwise
modifying the above action. The BRA Board acted on Parcel A in November, 2008.]

F. PLANNING COMPONENT

The proposed Seaport Square project (Project) involves the construction of a vibrant,
mixed use neighborhood on what is now 23 acres of surface parking lots on the South
Boston Waterfront. The project is generally located between Northern Avenue, Seaport
Boulevard, Congress Street and Summer Street, and includes a mix of residential, office
and research, retail, hotel, educational, civic and cultural uses.

The Project lies within the Fort Point Waterfront Harborpark Zoning District {Article
42F), except for Parcel Q, which is located in the M4 District. The entire project lies
within the South Boston Interim Planning Overlay District (Article 27P) and the
Restricted Parking District. Portions of the project are located in the Groundwater
Conservation Overlay District and the Fort Point Channel Landmark District Protection
Area. Planned Development Areas (PDAs) are permitted in the Project area.

Planning Context

The Seaport Public Realm Plan (1999)
The Seaport Public Realm Plan provides a planning framework for the development of
the South Boston Waterfront. The Seaport Square project fits into the planning




framework provided by the Seaport Public Realm Plan by meeting basic objectives
outlined in the Plan.

e To connect the Seaport with Boston Harbor and to encourage people to
experience the water as well as the land.

The construction of new streets and the activation of existing streets, such as Seaport
Boulevard and Northern Avenue will provide active pedestrian experiences and
connections from the neighborhood to the water. The open space and vehicular
connection from Summer Street to Seaport Square Park and Fan Pier Green will provide
a necessary visual and physical connection to the water’s edge.

e To create a vibrant, mixed-use neighborhood in the Seaport, with substantial
residential and civic uses that will attract people to the area even after the end of
the workday.

The Project provides a mix of uses which includes more than 1 /3 residential, greater
than the 1/4 that the Public Realm Plan required. The Seaport Public Realm Plan is
exemplarily in its introduction of civic and cultural destinations as future uses in
projects. The Proponent should be commended for providing ample civic and cultural
uses in the Project program. While the PNF suggests that much of this space will be
located along Summer Strect, we believe these uses should be strategically located to
activate the gateways to the South Boston waterfront including Seaport Boulevard and
Northern Avenue, and the Project’s open space system particularly Seaport Square.
Additionally, the proponent should assist the City with coordinating the existing
cultural anchors of the neighborhood including the Boston Children’s Museum, the Fort
Point Arts community and the ICA, and the civic and cultural spaces proposed in the
Fan Pier and Pier Four developments.

e To develop the Seaport within the economic context of the rest of Boston, adding
to our City’s commercial, office, hotel, retail, and tourist industries and
enhancing our position as the economic engine of the region.

The Project provides a mix of uses including commercial, office, hotel and retail.
Currently the mix includes only 8% hotel use. The proponent may want to consider
increasing the amount of hotel space because of the project area’s proximity to
downtown Boston, nearby civic and cultural destinations and the BCEC.

The Project will provide additional units of affordable housing and provide both
construction and permanent jobs in South Boston.



The Public Realm Plan directs appreciable density and height to areas around Silver
Line stations and the area between Summer Street and Northern Avenue, making the
Seaport Square project area appropriate for density.

The Public Realm Plan aims to design a compact, walkable environment with small-
scaled streets, blocks, and neighborhood parks all with localized connections to the
waterfront. The Plan provides a street grid for improved access to and around the
waterfront area, which was adopted by the Project.

The Project has the opportunity to activate the three main Fast to West Streets
recognized in the Public Realm Plan: Seaport Boulevard, Summer Street, and Congress
Street. Likewise, the Project can potentially activate West Service Road, an important
North to South connection to the waterfront. The Project’s proposed grade change from
Summer Street to the waterfront by providing a new street and a series of open spaces
leading; to the water is commendable. The proponent should provide more detail
regarding pedestrian connections and the activation of the proposed street and open
space.

South Boston Waterfront District Municipal Harbor Plan (2000)

The South Boston Waterfront District Municipal Harbor Plan (MHP) builds on the
Seaport Public Realm Plan by providing additional guidance for the development of the
South Boston Waterfront. In order to create a lively, urban waterfront, the MHF calls
for a balanced mix of uses including at least 1/3 residential and no more than 1/3 office.
These parameters help to ensure that there will be a critical mass of housing and a
critical mass of neighborhood uses such as retail, civic /cultural, restaurants, and hotel.

The Seaport Square project provides a mix of uses which meets the specific parameters
of the South Boston MHP, providing over 1/3 residential use and less than 1/3 office
use. Other uses such as hotel, retail, civic/cultural, and open space are provided in the
Project.

In order to create a vibrant, urban waterfront, the MHP provides relief from the
Waterways Regulations (Chapter 91) to allow for increased height and lot coverage in
certain locations within Chapter 91 jurisdiction.

QOpen Space and Lot Coverage

In order to create a neighborhood that reflects the urban form of Boston’s other
neighborhoods, the MHP provides relief from the Waterway’s restriction of 50% lot
coverage. The MHP allows for additional lot coverage as long as the required open
space is provided elsewhere. The Secretary’s Decision on the MHP provided very
specific guidance regarding the amount and location of open space provided as an
offset to additional lot coverage:




o McCourt/Broderick Parcel “E” (8,100+ SF), located immediately adjacent to the
MBTA Mitigation Park (approximately three-quarters of an acre) off Sleeper
Street, should be designated as public open space.

¢ The off-site open space area requirements for McCourt/Broderick Parcels “A”,
“B”,“C”, D", and “F” shall be aggregated off-site on Parcel “E” within the Fort
Point Historic North District, at a ratio of 1.1, until such time as the total area of
Parcel “E” has been developed as public open space.

¢ Remaining open space requirements for McCourt/Broderick Parcels “A”, “B”,
“C” “D”, and “F” shall be aggregated off-site on the McCourt Fan Pier Gateway
Project property (as it is referred to in the MEPA ENF filing) at the ratio of 1.25:1.
(In other words, when open space is aggregated out of jurisdiction, the resulting
area shall be 25% greater than that required under the Waterways Regulations.)

e All open space aggregated outside the harbor planning area shall be located
adjacent to lands subject to Chapter 91 jurisdiction and establish a visual
connection to the waterfront. I would encourage strongly that the open space
provided outside the harbor planning area be located adjacent to the Fan Pier
Public Green, or at the Courthouse Square location. Should Parcel C be
developed after the completion of the McCourt Gateway project, open space may
be aggregated outside of jurisdiction on Parcel C, subject to the same conditions
set forth above.

¢ All open space provided must meet the standards for open space on
Commonwealth Tidelands.

e All open space must be provided concurrent with the impacts associated with
individual projects.

The Seaport Square project is proposing 25% of the total project to be open space. The
Proponent should provide detailed calculations of open space required by the MHP and
where those requirements will be met. Additionally, the Proponent should supply a
calculation of the amount of open space provided that is not associated with Chapter 91
requirements.

As directed by the Secretary’s Decision on the MHP, the Project provides a significant
amount of open space adjacent to Fan Pier Green. The Project also provides open space
across Northern Avenue from the Moakley Courthouse. This open space should
provide ample public open space as it is across from a civic use, and a pedestrian
connection from Seaport Boulevard to the Moakley Courthouse.



The Secretary’s Decision required that open space be provided concurrently with new
construction. The Proponent should provide a detailed phasing plan for public
benefits.

The transformation of Sleeper Street adjacent to the Project’s parcel A to a public
promenade and IHarborwalk link is a good early-on project benefit and we support its
consideration as an open space offset.

Near-term public realm enhancements are critical to the existing neighborhood and the
evolution of new development in the South Boston Waterfront District. The Proponent
is considering a walkway/open space corridor connecting Seaport Boulevard and
Northern Avenue in alighment with the Fan Pier development’s Pier Street. We
strongly encourage the Proponent to continue the design and implementation of this
element.

The dedication of Parcel E to the Boston Children’s Museum (“BCM”) also provides an
opportunity for the Project to offer open space enhancements ahead of new
development. Parcel E is intended to be consolidated with the MBTA’s open space and
other publicly owned parcels into Children Wharf Park. The BCM and the City have
worked on a conceptual design for this new park. The Proponent should consider
supporting the implementation of this new neighborhood park.

The Project will provide over 40% residential use in the project area. The Proponent
should consider varied types of open spaces both active and passive to support the
growing neighborhood.

Court House Square is identified as a pedestrian way in the PNF. Earlier planning for
this site anticipated not only a pedestrian link but also an open space along Northern
Avenue. A more generous connection and set back will produce more usable open
space and also address some of the concerns of building massing along Northern
Avenue.

Height

The MHP provides guidance for height and massing to ensure that the ground-level
environment remains pedestrian friendly. Building podiums should be scaled to
provide a pleasant pedestrian experience, and tower elements should be designed with

the massing of Fan Pier in mind.

The MHP provided height substitutions for several of the Seaport Square parcels, which
were approved in the Secretary’s Decision. The Secretary’s Decision approved a height
of 200 for Parcel A (Seaport Square Block B) and a height of 250" for Parcel B (Block G)
and Parcel C (Block M1). The Secretary strongly suggests that the lower podium



elements (75') be located in Chapter 91 jurisdiction and the tower elements be set back
from Chapter 91 jurisdiction.

Any shadow impacts resulting from the increased height are to be offset with additional
open space. The quantity and location of the open space to offset any net new shadow
impacts should be provided in a detailed chart that includes all open space (Chapter
91/MHP required, non jurisdictional requirements, offsets) and what it is counting
towards.

Seaport Boulevard was designed and completed in anticipation of the density and
height proposed in the various planning documents. The Public Realm Plan directs
appreciable density and height to areas around Silver Line stations and the area
between Summer Street and Northern Avenue. However tower elements along
Northern Avenue should be positioned to avoid overpowering its pedestrian scale.

Inner Harbor Water Transportation Plan (2000)

The Boston Inner Harbor Passenger Water Transportation Plan provides a framework
for a harbor-wide water transportation network and providing locations for water
transportation facilities. The Project area will benefit from future water transportation
infrastructure and services. There are water transportation terminals permitted for
Russia Wharf and Fan Pier and a major terminal in design for Massport’s World Trade
Center. Since significant portions of the project area are within a ten minute walk to
water transit services, the Proponent should consider support for water transit
including subsidies as part of the Project’s transportation analysis and also as a
requirement for any extended Chapter 91 license terms.

Fort Point Channel Watersheet Activation Plan (2002)

The Fort Point Channel Watersheet Activation Plan (FPCWAP) provides a vision of the
Fort Point Channel as a year-round, active, defining public space that connects
neighborhoods to the water. Access to and around the Channel, and the activation of
the Channel’s watersheet are detailed in the plan, with uses such as floating art, public
landings, kayaks, water taxis, floating parks, etc.

The implementation of the FPCWAP relies on support and active participation from the
surrounding neighborhoods. Projects in the proximity of the Fort Point Channel, such
as Seaport Square, can contribute to the implementation of the Plan by providing public
benefits that are required of landlocked tidelands. Implementation of watersheet
infrastructure and support for on-going programming should be required for any
extended Chapter 91 license terms.

Public Infrastructure
The proposed Project will benefit from the significant public infrastructure investments
completed in the South Boston Waterfront District, including the Silver Line, Central




Artery Project and I-90 extension, Logan Airport modernization project and the Boston
Harbor Clean-up. Additional public infrastructure projects are pending, including the
rehabilitation of the old Northern Avenue Bridge, the realignment of Northern Avenue
and the completion of Children’s Wharf Park.

The Proponent has proposed funding the Northern Avenue Bridge project as a project
commitment. This project is currently proceeding with construction design and
permitting and has over $9 million in federal earmarks.

The Proponent should continue discussions with the City regarding implementation
priorities for nearby infrastructure projects in order to determine appropriate project
commitments.

The Proponent should coordinate with the BRA, Public Work Department, Fan Pier and
Pier Four development teams and the Executive Office of Transportation on the
realignment of Northern Avenue.

The Proponent should also provide more details on their coordination with the MBTA

and commitments for elevators and a new Court House Station entrance on the Silver
line.

G. HISTORIC RESOURCES COMPONENT

It is clear that the Proposed Project is adjacent to historic properties listed in the
National and State Registers of Historic Places. The DPIR shall identify, map,
and describe these historic resources and any other historic properties in the
vicinity of the Proposed Project’s site and shall evaluate the anticipated effects of
the Proposed Project on these resources. Particular attention shall be given to the
design, scale, height, massing, materials, and other architectural elements of the
proposed buildings as these relate to the significant architectural and historic
resources in the proposed project's vicinity. The DPIR must also include an
assessment of the potential presence of archaeological resources that may be
disturbed by the Proposed Project. The Proponents should also respond to the
comments of the Boston Environment Department outlined in Appendix 1.

H. INFRASTRUCTURE SYSTEMS COMPONENT

The standard scope for infrastructure analysis is given below:

1. Utility Systems and Water Quality




Estimated water consumption and sewage generation from the
Proposed Project and the basis for each estimate. Include separate
calculations for air conditioning system make-up water;

Description of the capacity and adequacy of water, storm drain and
sewer systems and an evaluation of the impacts of the Proposed
Project on those systems;

Identification of measures to conserve resources, including any
provisions for recycling;

Description of the Proposed Project's impacts on the water quality
of Boston Harbor and the Fort Point Channel or other water bodies
that could be affected by the project, if applicable;

Description of mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate impacts
on water quality;

Description of impact of on-site storm drainage on water quality;
Detail methods of protection proposed for infrastructure conduits
and other artifacts, including BSWC sewer lines and water mains,

during construction; and

Detail the energy source of the interior space heating; how
obtained, and, if applicable, plans for reuse of condensate.

Thorough consultation with the planners and engineers of the utilities will be
required, and should be referenced in the Infrastructure Component section.

2. Energy Systems

a.

Description of energy requirements of the Proposed Project and
evaluation of the Proposed Project’s impacts on resources and
supply; and

Description of measures to conserve energy usage and
consideration of the feasibility of including solar energy provisions
or other on-site energy provisions.

Additional constraints or information required are described below. Any other
system (emergency systems, gas, steam, optic fiber, cable, etc.) impacted by this
development should also be described in brief.



= The location of transformer and other vaults required for electrical
distribution or ventilation must be chosen to minimize disruption to
pedestrian paths and public improvements both when operating
normally and when being serviced, and must be described.

= Sewer systems and storm water systems must be separated if possible;
utilization of combined systems should be avoided. Thorough
analysis and continuing discussions with BWSC are required.

= Water supply systems adjacent to the Proposed Project and servicing
the Proposed Project should be looped so as to minimize public hazard
or inconvenience in the event of a main break.
In addition, the Proponent should respond to the comments by the Boston Water

and Sewer Commission found in Appendix 1.

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 Draft Project Impact Report (DPIR) to the BRA as required by
Section 80A-2. This Notice shall be published within five (5) days after the
receipt of the DPIR by the BRA. Therefore, public comments shall be transmitted
to the BRA within seventy-five (75) days of the publication of this Notice.

Sample forms of the Public Notices are attached as Appendix 4.

Following publication of the Public Notice, the Proponent shall submit to the
BRA a copy of the published Notice together with the date of publication.



APPENDIX 1
COMMENTS FROM CITY PUBLIC AGENCIES



Boston Water and _
Sewer Commission

980 Harrison Avenue
Boston, MA 02118-2540

617-989-7000 August 1, 2008

Secretary lan A, Bowles, Jr., Secretary
Execulive Office of Environmental Affairs
Attn: Briony Angus, MEPA Reviewer
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900

Boston, MA 02114

and

Mr. Jay Rourke

Roston Redevelopment Authority
One City Hall Square

Boston, MA 02201-1007

Re:  Seaport Square, ENE/PNF, EOEA No. 14255
Dear Secretary Bowles and Mr. Rourke:

The Boston Water and Sewer Commission (Commission) has reviewed the Environmental
Notification Form /Project Notification Form (ENF/PNF) for Phase 1 Waiver Request of the
Seaport Square Project. " Seaport Square is a large development project which proposes to
construct 19 buildings over about 23 acres in South Boston. The project site is generally
bounded to the north by Northern Avenue, o the east by B Street, to the south by Congress
Street and to the west by Sleeper Street. The Phase | proposal contains three of these

buildings along the westermn portion of the site.

Two of the Phase 1 buildings will be used for retail/commercial on the lower stories and
residential on the upper stories. The third building will become the relocated Our Lady of
Good Voyage Chapel. Block A of Phase 1 is Tocated on New Sleeper Street, where the
proponent proposes to construct a 6-story, 81,600 square foot building with betow grade
parking for 43 vehicles. Rlock H, on Seaport Boulevard, is the proposed Jocation for a
92,100 square foot building; the tower two stories allocated for retail with residential use on
the floors above. Block J also on Seaport Boulevard is the proposed relocation of Our Lady
of Good Voyage Chapel, a 25,000 square foot building,

Wastewater and Stormwater

The proponent estimates that Seapott Square will generate about 988,000 gallons per day of
wastewater, Phase 1’s flow will be approximately 27,000 gallons per day of this total. The
Commission’s Northern Avenue sewer serves the Seaport Square site. Sanitary flows in this
sewer are lifted into the South Boston Interceptor - North Branch at the Commission’s



Trilling Way Pumping Station. The Comumission would like the proponent to investigate
other routes for the sanitary flows from Seaport Square to avoid pumping at Trilling Way.
‘The proponent proposcs in the ENF/PNF to route about 36 percent of the wastewater (about
850,000 gallons per day) to the South Boston Interceptor — North Branch (SBI-NB) via A
Strect, avoiding Trilling Way. Routing this amount of flow via A Street may be adequate {0
the Commission’s concerns. However, it appears that the proponent has not taken info
consideration future developments and recent improvements when this plan was developed.

The Seaport Square site is served by storm drains that discharge into Boston Harbor and Fort
Poirit Channel. The Commission will require the proponent (0 route the stormwater from this
project to these drains. ‘

The realignment of Northern Avenue will require the proponent 0 relocate the 15-inch
sanitary sewer and related structures, [Fnecessary the proponent will also be responsible for
installing storm sewers in the realigned Northern Avenue. '

- Project Study .

The proponent needs to take into consideration the information on other projects that will be

developed in future near Seaport Square along with recent jmprovements. The Commission
requests that the proponent conduct a study that includes the following:

1. A review of information on the existing conditions and the plans for future
developments in South Boston, Some of these notable projects are the Fan Pier
Project and Commonwealth Flats. ,

Flows measurements in the collection system and a comparison to the pumping
records at the Commission’s Trilling Way Pumping Station.

An estimate of stormwater contributions to the existing drains.

An evaluation of the capacity of fhe sanitary and stormwater systems.

A plan to route sanitary and stormwater flows for the entire Seaport Square project.
Recommendations for improvements.

e

oy on s e

The study must identify the extent of the improvements for conveying flows from this area
and their costs.

Water
The proponent estimates that the project will demand about 1,087,000 gallons per day,

30,000 gallons per day for Phase 1. The realignment of the Northern Avenue will require the
proponent to relocate two water mains; a 16-inch main and a 30-inch transmission line.

Mitigating Impacts

The proponent is advised that the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
(DEP) routinely requires proponents to assist the agency in its program for reducing
infiltration and inflow (I/T). In cooperation with this effort, the Massachuseits Water



Resources Authority (MWRA) and its member communities are implementing a coordinated
approach to control extraneous flows such as /1 into the wastewater system, In this regard,
the DEP has routinely required projecis that add a significant amount of new wasiewater
flows to offset the increase with a reduction in /L. Typically, the DEP uses a minimum ratio
of 4 to 1; 4 gallons of I removed for each gallon of proposed wastewater. As a member
community, the Commission supports the DEP and the MWRA, and will require the
proponent to develop an [/] reduction plan that is consistent with their pelicy.

The Commission has the following general comments regarding the proposed Seaport
Square:

General Commments

i. All new or relocated water mains, Sewers and storm drains must be designed and
constructed at the proponent’s expense. They must be designed and constructed in
conformance with the Commission’s design standards, Water Distributicn 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 &
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 is 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.

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

3. The proponent is advised that the discharge of any dewatering drainage to the
Commission’s drainage system, whether it is temperary or on a permanent basis,
requires a Drainage Discharge Permit issued by the Commission. An NPDES Permit
issued by the EPA and/or DEF does not relieve the proponent of the responsibility to
obtain authorization from the Commission. Failure to obtain a Drainage Discharge

Permit from the Commission for any dewatering discharge may resulf in a fine of up
to $ 1,000 per day per violation.

4. Seaport Square should be aware that the US Environmental Protection Agency issued
a draft Remediation Genera! Permit (RGP) for Groundwater Remediation,
Contaminated Construction Dewatering, and Miscellaneous Surface Water
Discharges. If groundwater contaminated with petroleum products, for example, is
encountered, Seaport Square will be required to apply for a RGP to cover these
discharges.



5.

10.

Seaport Square must submit a General Service Application and site plan to the
Commission for review and approval. The site plan should show the location of all
existing and proposed water lines, sewers and storm drains that serve the site.
Separate service conmections for sanitary flow and storm water will be required.

To assure compliance with the Commission’s requirements, site plans and General
Service Applications should be submitled to the Commission for review when project
design is 50 percent complete.

With the site plan, the proponent must provide detailed and updated estimates for
water demand, sanitary sewer flows and stormwater runoff generation for the
proposed project. The amount of potable water required for landscape irrigation must
be quantified. The proponent must also provide an analysis of the impacts of the
proposed project on the Comunission’s water, sSEwer and storm drainage systems.

The proponent is required to obtain a Hydrant Dermit for use of any hydrant during
the construction phase of this project. ‘The water used from the hydrant must be. .

metered. The proponent should contact the Commission’s Operations Division for
information on and to obtain a Hydrant Permit.

The proponent should explore opportunities for implementing water conservaticn
measures in addition to those required by the State Plumbing Code. In particular the
proponent should consider outdoor landscaping which requires minimal water. ifthe
proponent plans to install in-ground 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 also be
considered.

The Commission utilizes a Fixed Radio Meter Reading System {o obtain water meter
readings. If a new water meter is needed for the proposed project, the Commisgion
will provide a Meter Transmitter Unit (MTU) and connect the device to the meter.
For information regarding the installation of MTUs, the proponent should contact the
Commission’s Meter Installation Department.

Sewer and Drains

1l.

The proponent must fully investigate meihods for retaining stormwater on-site before
the Clommission 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.

The site plan must show in detail how drainage {rom building roofs and from other
irpervious areas will be managed. Roof runoff and other stormwater runoff must be
conveyed separately from sanitary waste at el times.



13.

14,

15.

10,

17.

18,

In conjunction with the site plan and General Service Application, the proponent will
be required to submif a Stormwater Poltution Prevention Plan. The plan must:

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

s Tnclude a site map which shows, ata minimurm, existing drainage patierns and
areas used for storage or freatment of contaminated soils, groundwater or
stormwater, and the location of major contrel or treatment structures to be utilized
during construction.

o Specifically idehtify 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.

The Commission requires oil traps on drains within an enclosed parking garage.
Discharges from oil traps must be directed o the sanitary sewer and not to a storm

drain. The requirements for oil traps are provided in the Commission's Requirements
for Site Plans.

In accordance with the Coramission’s Sewer Use Regulations, grease traps will be
required in any restaurant or commercial kitchen. The proponent is advised to consult
with Mr. Richard Fowler, Supervisor for the Commission’s Grease Trap Program,
prior to preparing plans for a restaurant or commercial kitchen..

The project proponent will be required to obtain cOVeTage under the EPA’s NPDES
General Permit for Construction. A copy of the Notice of Intent and the pollution

. prevention plan prepared pursuant to the Permit should be provided to the

Commission, prior to the commencement of construction.

The Commission requests that the proponent install a permanent “Don’t Dump,
Drains to Boston Harbor” castings next to any new caich basin installed as part of the
projects.

The proponent shouid be aware ihat the US Environmental Protection Agency issued
a draft 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, the propenent will be required to apply for a RGP to cover these
discharges.



 John P. Sullivan, P.E.
Chief Engineer

IPS/pwk

c.
' Jjohn P, Hynes, III, Gale Intemational

M. Zlody, Boston Environment Department
Katie Pederson, BRA

P. Laroque, BWSC



MEMORANDUM

Date:

To:

From.

Re:

July 1, 2008

Kristin Kara, Project Manager
Jay Rourke, Project Manager

Jim Fitzgerald, Senior Manager for Transportation and Infrastructure

Comments on the Project Notification Eorm for the proposed
Seaport Square project

The following are comments related to the Project Notification Form (PNF) for the
proposed Seaport Square project:

Phase 1

Block A Access: As proposed, the location of the driveway fo access the
parking and loading for Block A conflicts with the future plan to open the
Old Northern Avenue Bridge to general vehicular traffic. The current plan
for the bridge would open the south lane (nearest the Barking Crab) for
vehicles and the planned access apron and a portion of the residential
lobby would be in the same alignment of this lane of traffic. Having the
vehicular access at this location also raises concerns with potential
conflicts with the high volume of pedestrians that utilize the Old Northemn
Avenue Bridge. Alternatives for relocating this access will need to be
considered during the design review process and in joint consultation with
the Boston Transportation Departmerit (BTD).

Full-Build Analysis

L]

Traffic Study Area Intersections: The following three intersections that had
been previously requested to be included in the study area need to be
added:

o Summer Street/Dry Dock Avenue/Pappas Way

o L Street/1* Street

o L Street/Day Boulevard

Transit: The PNF proposes using @ more generous transit mode splif for
its analysis based on changes to the transportation system and in
particutar the competed Silver Line Phase 1l and the anticipated Silver
Line Phase !Il. While Phase 1l certainly had a significant positive impact on
transit capacity to the area, the completion of the Silver Line with Phase Il
may actually resuit in less capacity than currently is enjoyed, when a
mostly exclusive service switches fo a through connected service with



co

Roxbury. Therefore, the proponent must conduci a thorough and detailed
analysis of future transit capacity versus the full build transit demand from
the South Boston Waterfront neighborhood.

Parking: The proposed parking ratios for most of the uses are acceptable
and should be commended. The exception are the proposed 2,500 retail
spaces that results in a 2.0 ratio that is over double the BTD propesed
ratio of 0.7. Keeping this high ratio will make it doubftful that the future
proposed aggressive transit mode share could ever be met, and the 2,500
spaces is over two times the PM peak vehicular trip generation rate of
1,176 trips (with only 578 entering and 598 exiting). The management,
public accessibility and potential rate structure for these spaces needs to
also be clearly articulated by the proponent.

Bicycfing: The proposal to incorporate bike lanes on Seaport Boulevard
will be a welcome addition to the emerging and proposed bike facility
system in the area. Bike planning for the South Boston Waterfront
envisions 5' bike lanes for West Service Road in the 100 Acres area 10
provide a connection to the off-road South Bay Harber Trail. To this end,
the Seaport Square project must continue this connection on West Service
Road (Boston Wharf Road) out to Seaport Boulevard, and then aiong Pier
Street to connect out to Fan Pler.

Kairos Shen
Richard Garver
Richard McGuiness
Valerie Gingrich



BRA MEMORANDUM

TO: Kristin Kara

FROM: Katie Pedersen

DATE: August 4, 2008

RE: Reaport Square in South Boston

Comments on Project Notification Form/Environmental Notification Form
Phase 1 Waiver Request

T have reviewed the Project Notification Form/Environmenial Notification Form
(PNF/ENF) Phase 1 Waiver Request dated June 2, 2008 and submit the following
comments for the Environmental Protection Component. Gale International, Morgan
Stanley and WS Development Associates, LLC (the Proponent) proposes the
development of more than 23 acres of land, devoting approximately 36% (approximately
8 acres) of the total land area to streels, sidewalks and public open space, and
constructing 19 new buildings (the Proposed Project).

The Proponent is requesting that the BRA Scoping Determination waive further review of
Phase 1(approximately 200, 000 square feet or roughly 1% of the Proposed Project) of
the Proposed Project based on the analysis in the PNF/ENF of the impacts of this phase,
while providing a Scope for the Draft PIR/EIR for the entire project.

Wind

As described by the Proponent, the buildings to be built in Phase 1 of (Blocks A, Hand )
the Proposed Preject are designed in heights ranging from 75 to 85 feet and thus not
anticipated to create adverse wind impacts. The Proponent has also stated that the Phase
1 buildings will be similar in height to the surrounding buildings, consequently limiting
impacts on pedestrian level winds. For this reason, it is estimated that the overall impact
of the Phase 1 development will be negligible on the pedestrian level winds.

Shadow

Phase 1 of the Proposed Project will create a net new shadow, as the existing site is
primarily vacant; but as the Proponent has demonstrated, shadows are likely to resultina
significant adverse impact. Due to the sufficient distance between Building H and the
identified sensitive areas, the water and existing oper space at the Children’s Museun,
shadow impacts will be substantially reduced.

Noise

The Proponent will comply with the City of Boston Noise Ordinance during the
canstruction of Phase 1 of the Proposed Project. No significant impacts due to increased



noise from the construction activities are anticipated as a resuli of the mitigation
measures described in Section 3.3.11.2 of the PNE/ENF.

Solar Glare

The Proponent has stated that the Proposed Project design will not include the use of
reflective glass or other reflective materials that would result in adverse impacts.

Alir Quality

The Proponent has identified potential long-term air quality impacts are being limited to.
emissions from Proposed Project-related mechanical equipment and pollutant emissions
from vehicular traffic generated by the development of the Proposed Project. Impacts to
air quality during Phase 1 would potentially occur due to the operation of construction
equipment on site and vehicular traffic going to and from the site. The main air pollutant
of concern from construction-related activities is particulate matter due to fugitive dust
and from the exhaust from diesel-powered construction equipment, trucks, and wotker
vehicles. In addition, carbon monoxide from mobile source emissions is also a pollutant
of concern. Possible impacts could include sedimentation of surface water resources, as -
well as construction activities that would increase {raffic and decrease air quality.
However, the Proponent has identified mitigation measures in Section 3.3.11.1 of the
PNF/ENE to be incorporated in the Proposed Project that will offset these potential
impacts.

Stormwater Management
The Proponent has stated that the existing stromwater infrastructure will support Phase 1
of the Proposed Project. As ‘ustrated in the PNEF/ENF, the Proposed Project will be
designed to meet Department of Environmental Protection’s (DEF) Stermwater
Menagement Policy and Boston Water and Sewer Commission (BWSC) standards and
practices. In order to reduce stormwater-induced impacts from the Proposed Project
during construction, it is essential fo design and implement adequate erosion and
sedimentation control measures fo mitigate potential impacts. The Proponent has
indicated in the PNF/ENF that such measures will be employed during the construction
of Phase 1.

Gectechnical Tmpact

The Proponent has provided en analysis of existing sub-soil conditions at the Proposed
Project site, potential for ground movement and settlement duting excavation and
foundation construction, and potential impact o1l adjacent siructures, vfility lines and
roadways. :



Groundwater

Parcels H, J, K and Q are within the Growndwater Conservation Overlay District,
however within this section of the GCOD there is no requirement for groundwater
recharge, but there is a requirement to demonstrate that the Proposed Project does not
cause a reduction of groundwater levels on the site or on abutting lots. The areas of
concern are those that immediately abut the Fort Point Channel area of South Bosten,
where the majority of the buildings are supparted on vulnerable wood foundations.

The Proponent has stated that groundwater menitoring wells will be instatled during
planned future subsurface explorations. The Proponent is encouraged, if possible, to
‘nstall in locations that will be accessible in the future and should be made available to
the Boston Groundwater Trust (the Trust) to incerporate into its® observation well
network when no longer needed for construction, Groundwater levels should be
monitored before construction to establish a baseline and then during construction to
agsure that they are not being drawn down. Results should be made available to the BRA

and to the Trust shortly after they are gatherad.

Rodent Control

The Proponent has stated that a rodent extermination certificate will be filed with the City
of Boston as well on-going monitoring and treatment, in compliance with the City’s
requirements.

Sustainable Design/Green Buildings

The purpose of Article 37 of the Boston Zoning Code is to ensure that major buildings
projects are planned, designed, construeted and managed to minimize adverse
environmental impacts; fo conssrve natural resources; to promote sustainable
development; and to enhance the quality of life in Boston. Any proposed project subject
to the provisions of Article 37 shall be LEED Certifiable (1J.8. Green Buildings Council)
under the LEED rating system. Proponents are encouraged to integrate sustainable
building practices at the inception of the design process.

“ The Proponent has provided a completed LEED for Nei ghborhood Development Pilot
checklist for which the Proposed Project purporting to achieve 55 points. The Proponent
has also provided three separate LEED-NC checklists for Parcel A, Parcel H and Percel J,
each indicating 26 points which are “strongly pursuing.” The Propenent shall be required
to provide three updated LEED-NC checklists and narrative and indicate which points ate
fail into the yes, no and maybe categories.



BOSTON
TRANSPORTATION
DEPARTMENT

ONE CITY HALL PLAZA/ROOM 721
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02201
(617) 635-4680/TAXK (617) 635-42935

August 11th, 2008
Attn:  Krstin Kama

Roston Redevelopment Authority
Roston City Hall
Boston, MA 02201

RE:  Seaport Sguare PNF/ENF Phase One

Dear Ms. Kara,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.on the PNF/ENF Article 80 Large Project
Review for the Seaport Square Phase [ development. The Phase 1 Project consists of three
prominent parcels located along the entranceway to the emerging South Boston Waterfront.
Parcels A, I, and J will consist of Tess than 200,000 square feet of the overall proposed 6 miliion
square foot Seaport Square Project but will begin to lay the foundation for the overall
development. Phase I includes three new buildings with approximately 110 residential units,
46,600 square feet of retail space and a 25,000 square foot Chapel.

~ The Boston Transportation Department has reviewed the proponent’s PNF submittal for

the Parcel A, H, and J Phase T development and has conchuded that the projectis a beneticial ons
for the City’s emerging South Boston Waterfront. There are however certain {ransportation
related issues o address before moving forward. The following is a summary of comments and
guestions pertaining to the submittal:

Existing Conditions & Fuiure Build

e Tn the near term, as part of an Access Plan Agreement, the intersection of Seaport Boulevard
and Sleeper Street will have signal znalysis and design recommendations provided to BTD by
others. As mitigation for the Seapori Square Project, the proponent has clearly stated its
commitment (Section 4.2.1) to providing the necessary hardware (signal equipment,
pavement markings, signage) to improve the same intersection’s LOS. Following BTD
acceptance of the new design by others, the proponent must work closely with BTD to
coordinate implementation of new design and hardware items.

»  Similarly, the intersection of A Siveet and West Broadway is also in the process of being
redesigned by others and agreements are in place for signal upgrades. The Seaport Square
proponent must collaborate with BTD and the developers fo ensure Phase [ and Full build
analysis is incorporated into the new design.

«  Additional No Build projects were omitted from the existing conditions report. Namely, the
Cargo Terminal redevelopment, the Chammel Center Phase Il mixed use project, the 49, 51, 63
Melcher Stréet redevelopment, the Cruise Port Terminal and the USES relocation.

eefiElen
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s The following intersections must be added to the Full Build Study Area list that was
presented in the PNF: Summer Street/Pappas Way, L Street/} St Street and T. Street/Day
Bouievard.

Mode Share and Trip Generation

e The proponent has presented an adjusted mode share allocation in the PNF which concludes
daily trips for Phase I will fotal just 708 trips as opposed to en unadjusted 1TE figure of
2,888, The Full Build comparison between adjusted and imadjusted ITE caleulations also
presents a sharp contrast between the estirnated 24,660 vehicles as opposed to 59,116, Even
when taking into consideration the excellent public transit proximity and possible Phase 111
Silver line connection, these adjustments appear to be extremely optimistic. The proponent
must clearly explain in detail how it arrived at fhe generous transit and walk share splits,

s No Build and Full Build Intersection conditions must be presented in the context of an
accurate mode split assumption. Build Condition level of service calculations require accurate
data assessments in order to determine adequate mitigation proposals.

Parking

e The Parcel A parking space allocation is forty three (43) spaces. The per unit ratio (.81) is
well within BTD waterfront residential guidelines. The retail component of the Parcel A 13
also expected to be served by nearby surface lots until commpletion of future underground
garage space.

e The proposed Parcel H structure includes approximately fifty seven (57) units of housing and
approximately 20,000 sf retail space with no built in parking component. Parcel J proposes a
25,000 sf Chapel. Do the existing surface Tots adjacent to blocks H and J have the capacity to
support the needs of the new buildings until construction of the underground garage?

o The overall full build proposal (6,500 spaces) for the residential, hotel and office space
allocations are all within the BTD guidelines for parking ratio with the exception of the retail.
The proponent needs to clarify how this is reduced “over time” as stated in the PNE.

Service & Ioading Operations

e The Parcel A confinement presents a sexvice/loading and parking garage enfrance challenge.
The pedestrian only aspect of the Northern Avenue Bridge and the travel lane uses of Sleeper
Street and Seaport Boulevard limit acoess. The proponent will need to provide a scaled site
plan inchiding tuming templates for applicable vehicles,

s The proponent must submit a scaled site plan depicting the truck access operations for Parcel
H via Parnsworth Street for review by BTD.

e There is no ground floor connection between the east and west wings of the structure. Will
vehicular access be permitted on any of the pedestrian plaza ereas of Parcel 117 '

Public Transii

o The MBTA Silver Line Courthouse Station is ideally situated alonggside Parcel J adjacent to
the proposed Chapel, The MBTA Red line and Commuier Rail service located 2t the South
Station fransportation hub is with in a short walking distance from both the Phase Tand Full
Build Parcels. The proponent must work through aggressive TDM measures and coordinaticn
with the MBTA. and transit authorities to take full advantage of the access.

Pedestrian Issues/ Improvements
» The Seaport Square Project has significant public benefits in terms of {mproved pedestrian
access, comnections, new strests and fmprovernents to cxisting roadways.
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Wallway widths range from 12” to 70° in some instances. BTD is particularly pleased that
the proponent has included an expansion of the Harborwalk connection between the
Children’s Museum and the new Federal Courthouse.

e BTD also supports the proponent’s commnitment to funding infrastructure improvements for
+he Old Northern Avenue Bridge and promoting the bridge as a pedestrian friendly gateway.

e Parcels A, H and J also integrate significant sidewalk with and pedestrian plaza area into their
respective designs. Conflicts between the service and loading activities and pedestrian
pathways muet be avoided. _

e In the Full Build Scenario it is not clear what scale and function the new Harbor street
commection to Seaport Hill bas as an urban street. Is it predominanily a pedestrian cormection
with minimal one way vehicular fravel and curbside parking? The roadway i8 also sloped and
then sbruptly ends af the square. Harbor Street will have to undergo extensive design review
with in BTD and BPWD.

Bicyeles

e The Seaport Boulevard cross section inchudes a 5° bike lane as well as full ravel lane
capacity and parking lanes, BTD supports the possibility of including bike lanes along the
Boulevard and elsewhere with in the project area. BTD encourages the proponent to work.
with the City’s Bike coordinator, BTD, RBPWD and the BRA to determine precisely where
other opportunities exist to incorporate bicyele accommodations. (see attached puidelines)

e The proposed two bicycle space per residential unit is consistent with BTD guidelines and
should be applauded. It is not clear however what bicycle amenities are agsociated with the
Phase I program aside from bike storage within the Parcel A building. The proponent must
provide more detailed information relative to a Phase I bike strategy.

s  BTD is encouraged by the proponent’s commitment to including substantial numbers of
‘bieycle parking and storage facilities within the context of the Fuil Build 25 well as expanding
its existing bike rental program.

Transportation Demand Management

o BTD suggests that all developers implement TDM measures {0 encourage alternative modes
of trensportation. This is especially important in the case of the Seaport Square Phase Tand
Full Build scenarios. BTD wishes to emphasize and endorse the following items related to
ntixed use development referenced in the PNF:

Amn on site Transportation Coordinator.

Participation in a Transportation Management Association. (Seaport TMA)
Car/Vanpool Parking

Encourage Tenants to offer Transit Pass subsidies for refail and office employees.
Distribution of transit information in orientation packets, building lobbies and on a
project Web site.

Marketrate public parking asa disincentive to use single occupant vehicles (80V)
Car-Sharing Program (as proposed in the PNF but distributed not centralized)
Secure indoor storage for resident’s bicycles.

Bicyele racks for visitors.

Post information regarding public and private transit routes, schedules and rafes In
prominent cOMMON ATEAS and on any project Web sites,

Provide transit pass subsidies for al employees.

Offer pra-tax payroil deduction for transit pass purchase.

Maintain database of employee information for ride-matching purposes.

0O CGCO0OQ
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o Offer Guaranteed Ride Home Program
o Flextime/Telecommmuting
o Sell MBTA link passes on site.

Construction Management Plans
¢ The City requires the proponent cubmit a Construction Management Plan to BTD. The CMP
will detail the schedule, staging, parking and other 1mpacts of the construction activities.

Transportation Access Plan Agreement

»  Asrequired by the Article 80 process, the proponent will prepare and submit a Transportation
Access Plan Agreement (TAPA) for revisw by BTD. The TAPA is 2 legally binding
agreement between the developer and the Boston Transporiation Deparfment.

s The TAPA will specifically address the assessment of overall traffic impacts and mitigation
adequacy, assessment of construction impacts and mitigation, monitoring of iraffic 1mpacts
and management of loading and deliveries.

Thenk you again for the opporhunity to comment on the Large Project Review/Article 80 FINF
submittal for Seaport Square Phase 1 Development. If you have any questions please feel free to
contact me at 617-635-2454

Sincerel O
o

Patrick E. Hoey
Transportation Planner
BTD Policy and Planning

Co: Vineet Gupta, Director, BTD Plamning
John DeBenedictus, Director, BTD Engineering
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Space Guidelines
Residential Development:
s Two bicycle parking spaces per unit
o  50% Indoor/Secure facilities (primarily for residents), 50% Outdoor/Covered or
Outdoor/Open facilities (primarily for visitors)

Retail Development:
e Spaces for 5% of the planned occupancy
e  25% Indoor/Secure facilities {for employees), 75% Outdoor/Covered or Qutdoor/Open
facilities (for patrons)

Commercial Office Development:
o Spaces for 5% of the plarmed occupancy, with a minimum of 2 bicycle parking spaces
o  75% Indoor/Secure facilities (for employees), 25% Outdoor/Covered or Qutdoor/Open
facilities (for visitors and/or customers)

Tndustrial Development:
e Spaces for 5% of the planned occupancy, with a minimum of 2 bicycle parking spaces
e 75% Mdoor/Secure facilities (for employees), 25% Outdoor/Covered or Outdoor/Open
facilities (for visitors and/or customers)

Transit Facility:
e Spaces for 10% of the planned occupancy, with a minimum of 4 bicycle parking spaces
o  50% Indoor/Secure facilities, 50% Class Outdoor/Covered or Outdoor/Open

Enforcement
¢ Bicyele parking guidelines will be enforced by the City of Boston.
o TfBoston Bikes finds a violation of the requirements, he ox she will provide written
notice to the responsible party offering thirty days to cure the violation.
e Ifthe violation has not been cured within the thirty days, apenalty of $350/day will be
assessed by the City of Boston, commengcing with the first date of the violation.
o All fines collected for vinlations will be deposited for expenditare by Boston Bikes,

Technieal Information
e ‘When calculating average patron and employee lo ad as well as number of bicycle parking
spaces, round down to the nearest whole number.

BOSTON TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
ONE CITY HALL PLAZA/ROOM 721, BOSTON, MaA 02201 © {617) 635-45680
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Bicycle Parking Guidelines

Bicycle parking should be provided fo encourage and facilitate bicycling. Bicycle parking
requirements will vary depending on the type of development, as described below. Failure to
comply with these requirements will result in a fine.

Definitions

s Indoor/Secure facilities are defined as bicycle parking areas that protect the entire
bicycle, its components and acoessories against theft and against inclement weather,
including wind-driven rain. Examples include lockers, checlk-in facilities, monitored
parking, restricted access parking, and personal storage.

e  Outdoor/Covered facilities are defined as bicycle parking areas that provide some
protection against the elements, such as an awning or tented roof, as well as access to
bicycle racks to which the user can lock the bicycle frame and one wheel while the
bicycle is supported i a stable position.

e QOutdoor/Open facililies are defined as bicyele parking areas that permit the locking of the
bicyele frame and one wheel to a bicycle rack and which supports the bicycle in a stable
position without damage o wheels, frame or components.

» Bicycle parking spaces refers to the number of bicycles that can be accommodated by the
bicyele racks or facility, as defined by the users manual for the rack or facility referenced.
For the remainder of this document, guidelines refer to spaces, ot rmmber of bicycles for
whicl the facility is designed to accommodate.

General Guidelines _
e  Afl racks and other fixtures must be securely affixed to the ground or a building.
s Areas used for bicyele parking should be secure, well-maintained, well-ighted and easily
accessible to bicyele riders.
e No bicycle parking areas should impede sidewalk or pedestrian traffic.

Location Guidelines

» No bicycle parking shall be located farther from the entrance of a building than the
closest automobile parking space.

o Retail establishments shall have Outdoor/Covered or Outdoor/Open facilities within 50
ft. of the primary enfrance.

All bicycle parking shall be separated by a physical barrier or sufficient distance from car
parking and vehicular traffic to protect parked bicycles from damage.

s Prominently placed signs should direct users to all Class 1 facilities that are not
immediately visible from the sirect.

BOSTON TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
ONE CITY HALL PLAZA/ROOM 721, BOSTON, MA 02201 ¢ (617} 635-4680
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August B8, 2008

lan A. Bowles, Secrstary

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street, Sth Floor

Boston, MA 02114

Attention: Briony Angus, MEPA Office

John Palmieri, Director
Boston Redevelopment Authority
Boston City Hall, Room 925
Boston, MA 02201
. Attention: Kristin Kara, Project Manager/Planner

Re: Seaport Square — Environmental Notification Form/Project Notification Form/Phase | Waiver
Request - EEA #14285

Dear Secretary Bowles and Director Palmieri:

The City of Boston Environment Department has reviewed the Environmental Noiification Form/Project
Notification Form/Phase | Waiver Request (ENF/PNF) and offers the following comments.

The Proponent is a partnership of Gale International, Morgan Staniey and W/S Development Assaciates,
LLC. The proposed project is a 23-acre davelopment on land on the South Boston Waterfront now
primarily cccupied by surface parking. The project is to consist of 20 newly constructed blocks roughly
hounded by Northern Avenue, Summer Street, Congress Street, B Street, East Service Road, Boston
Wharf Road, Stilllings Street, improved properties and the Fort Point Channel. it will include eight acres
of streets, sidewalks, pedestrian ways and open space; 19 buildings and 6,500 parking spaces. Parking
will be located under Blocks A, B,C, D, F, G, K, Q, L1 through L6, M1, M2 and N, Building zoning
heights are expected to range from 35 feet to 240 feet, Uses are fo include 2.75 million square feet (sf)
of residential (2,500 units}; 1.25 mitlion sf of retail; 1.4 million sf of office and research; 500,000 of hotel
(about 700 uniis); and 800,000 sf of educational, civic and cultural. Retail uses will occupy the ground
foor of all buildings except the Chapel and schools. Acres of new non-water dependant use of tidelands
or waterways will be 0.44 for Phase | and 1.64 at full build.

The project site is in the Fort Point Wateriront Subdistrict of the Harborpark District, the South Boston
Inner Harbor Subdistrict of the South Boston Interim Planning Overlay District and the Restricted Parking
Distict. An exception is Block Q which, rather than being in the Fort Point Waterfront Subdistrict of the
Harborpark District, is in the M-4 Restricted Manufacturing Subdistrict. Blocks H, J, K, and Q are in the
Groundwater Conservation Overfay District (GCOD). Zoning relief may be required for some blocks for
uses, including parking, and for dimension (such as maximum height and Floor Area Ratio [FAR],
minimum parapet setback, minimum lot size and lot width, minimum yard and parking and loading
requirements).
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Ssaport Square is within close proximity to the pending Fort Point Channel Landmark District (FPCLD),
and Blocks H, J, K, and Q fall within the boundaries of the Seaport Boulevard/ Boston Wharf Road
Protection Area abutting the FPCLD. The proposals for Blocks H, J, K, and Q will require Bosten
Landmarks Commission (BLC) staff review in accordance with the process established by the BLC and
the BRA for review of projects within the disirict and protection areas, in advance of designation and
activation of the FPCLD. Once the FPCLD is activated, review will ba conducted by the Commission.

The Proponent is requesting a waiver of further review for Phase |, three percent of the project's total
floor area (one acre). In additicn, the Proponent will seek for Blocks A, H and J, at a minimum, an
interim Planning Permit, conditional use permit and Planned Development Area (PDA) designation,

WAIVER BLOCK DESCRIPTIONS AND BLG COMMENTS

BLC Staff have reviewed the proposed development with the project team in advance of this ENF/PNF
filing; the project team has heen very receptive to working with BLC staff, and understands the need for
sensitive design development for parcels within the Seaport Boulevard/ Boston Wharf Road Protection
Area.

BLC staff is pleased to see the continuation of historic Sleeper, Farnsworth, and Thompson Strests
across Seaport Boulevard, (Farnsworth as a pedestrian way). The confinuation of these sireets wil
encourage physical and visual connections o and from the EPCLD. The BLC encourages proposed naw
construction to maintain open view corridors on Sleeper, Farnsworth and Thompson Streets, as well as
the alleys that run perpendicular to Congress Street and Seaport Boulevard. BLC siaff finds the overall
development to be generally appropriate in layout, scale and density and is pleased to see the
incorporation of generous public open space. Staff is especially pleased to see improved vehicular and
pedestrian access to and from the project site, cannecting fo the FPCLD, Convention Center, and
adjacent proposed developments. BLG staff suggests that connections to the FPCLD could be
strengthened near Blocks N and L3, as well as along the eastern edge of the District and Block Q. The
proposed connection to the new Autumn Lane at Block Q may be rafined through the design
development of a future specific propesal for Blocks K and Q, which wili require BLC staff or Commissien
review.

It has come fo this depariment’s aitention that Block A will now contain 34 residential units and 31
parking spaces. We do not know if these changes have resulied in modifications to the proposed
structure. The number of residential units in Blocks A and H combined will be about 93 if the number in
A has been reduced,

Block A — The site is bounded by New Sleeper Street, Seaport Boulevard, Northern Avenue and the Fort
Point Channel. It is in C. 81 jurisdiction.

The ENE/PNF indicates that this project is construction of a six-story, 75-foot high (zoning height; 87 fect
to top of mechanicals) building with 43 parking spaces in one halow-grade leval, two stories of retail
space, four stories (51 units) of residential condominiums and a public plaza, landscaped with paving,
trees, benches, planters and lighting, where Old Sleeper Street Is now located.

The plaza is described as a link with the linear space 1o the centinuous Harborwalk at the water's edge.
It must be clear in the description of this parcel that it is not directly along the water and doss not add
Harborwalk: it is not a Harborwalk link. What is shown as Old Sleeper Strest (Padesirian) in Figure 2.3~
34 appears o have a set of steps up to the Harborwalk that runs southwest of the Barking Crab; no
ramps are evident. A lack of universal access would diminish the benefit of this area.

Bicycle parking for residents will be nrovided in the paiking garage with the location to be provided to
BTD with the Transportation Access Plan Agreement (TAPA).
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“Block A is outside of the Seaport Boulevard/ Boston Wharf Road Protection Area but oscupies a

* prominent site that will be seen in context with the FPCLD. BLC staff generally finds the site and buiiding
design appropriate in articulaticn of detail and suitable in scale and massing; staff appreciates modern
design that is refined in proportion and detail. Howsver, staff undsrstands that environmental issues
remain for BED staff as wind and shadow analyses have not been conducted for this and other waiver

parcels.

BLC staff is pleased with the idea that the second floor retall space has some flexible outdoor space that
visually connects to the public plaza below. Staff would encourage the expansion of this idea with a
physical connection to the second floor retail space from the southeastern correr of the project to provide
even more opportunity for pedestrian flow.

Block H - Construction of a building with two floors of retail and residences on the upper five floors on
the Slespar Street side and upper eight floors on the Farnsworth Street sids. Zoning heights are
identified in the ENF/PNF as B5 feet on Sleeper Sireet side and 116 fest on Famsworth. It appears that
there may be mechanical pentholses oh the roof of sach element. The site is bounded by Seaport
Boulavard; Sleeper Street, Farnsworth Street and a parking lot. Part of the building is in Chapter 91
jurisdiction.

Block J - Construction of a new Our Lady of Good Voyage Chapel from Block D. Pians and Elevations
in the ENF/PNF show three stories with a zoning helght of 45 feet and a 65 foof element. The design
has not vet been finalized.

The proposed plans for the new chape! will require ongoing design review with BLC and BRA staff in
advance of designation of the FPCLD. The proposed demolition of the existing chapel at 85 Northern
Ave requires Article 85 Demolition Delay review by the Boston Landmarks Commission. The Article 85
Dermoiition Delay application can be found online at Wiww. cityofboston, gov/environment.downlgads.asp.
. Contact Gary Russell at 617-635-3850 if you have questions about the application.

Blocks H and J are within the boundaries of the Seaport Roulevard/ Boston Whaif Road Protection Area
and will require ongoing BLC staff or Commission review. BLC staff has met with the project team
and BRA design review staff in advance of this ENF/PNF filing and understand that the development
team may be exploring options for the parcels that are significantly different from those seen in the
ENF/PNE. Currently the propesal for Block His a building that is generally appropriate in scale and
articulation. However, the proposed building spans across the alley on the upper floors. While the
pedesirian access remains a two-story open space and the volume above is somewhat articulated as
distinct from the main volumes of the building, the building massing clearly cuts off the alley yiew corridor
into and out of the district, a viclation of the standards and criteria for projects within the Seaport
Boulevard/ Boston Whaif Road Protection Area. Siaff notes thal the standards and criteria, Histed helow,
apply equally to public streets and alleys and private ways open to public travel,

The goals of the Seaport Boulevard/Boston Wharf Road Profection Area are fo:

1. Protect view corridors into and out of the adjacent Fort Point Channel Landmark District along
streets and alleys that run perpendicularly from Seaport Boulevard into the Landmark District,
including Slesper, Farnsworth, and Pittsburg (Thompson Place) Streets.

2 Tp ensure that massing, land coverage, and height of new development is compatible with the

adjacent Landmark Distric.

BLC staff notes that there has been some discussion about building the new chapel ors Block H, rather
than J. Locating the chapel on Block H could be beneficial in many ways and the site is an appropriate
iocation for a building of the chapel's scalel; the unique corner site would be highly visible and have a
direct connection to the park across the strest. BLC staff would be open to discussing the Idea of the
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chapel at Block H as the revised proposal would require chgoing design review of & design specific to
that parcel.

Locating a retailiresidential huilding at Block J would require a new, specific proposal for review. The
same concern about protecting the alley view corridor will apply to Block J as well. BLC staff would also
note that any potential future development that may connect of integrate with adjacent properties within
the FPCLD will require detailed ongoing design review. The project team should refer to the draft
standards and criteria for guidance in design propesed changes, aiterations or additions to historic
buildings within the FPCLD. The draft standards and criteria can be found at:
httn:l/www.citvofboston.qovleanronmentifpchuidelines.asp

The BLC requssts that dated cornerstones be incorporated into all new construction. This element will
allow those who are attantive to and value the architecture of the City to appreciate the historical context
in which structures were conceived.

BLC staff looks forward fo a continued ceoperative relationship with the project team as design review of
revised and refined specific proposals moves forward.

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMENTS
\We note that there was no mention in meetings with the Proponent at which we were present that the
uses on Blocks H and J might be reversed. Such a change would require additional review.

The ENE/PNF states that Blocks A, H and J generally range in height from 75 to 85 feet and, *...future
shadow impacts are anticipated fo be similar o other dense urban areas.” It notes that the South Boston
. Municipal Harbor Plan (SBMHP) “contemplated” that, “ . buildings ranging from in height from 7510 85
feet would not result in significant shadow impacts” and that regarding Chapter 91 jurisdiction, “...the
Secretary’s Decision on the SBMHP states that for projects ranging in height from 75 to 85 feet, ‘it would

appear that ground level conditions will be conducive to pedestrian level activities’.” Any impacts will be
inciuded in the Draft PIR/EIR.

The references from the SBMHF and the Secretary's Certificate are qualified and do not seem to
represent conclusions based upen analyses of shadow and ground level conditions.

Shadow studies are an essential part of project review and should be conducted for Parcels A, H and J.
Shadow diagrams should include:

e anorih arow,

o sirest names,

e the identification of doorways, bus stops, cpen space. areas where pedestrians are likely
to walk or congregate (in front of historic resources or other tourist destinations, for
example) and watersheet;

« clear delineation of shadow on both rooftops and facades;

o clear distinctions betwaen existing shadow and new shadow; and

s analyses for 6:00 p.m. for the Summer Solstice and Autumnal Equinox.

Diagrams should be oriented and scaled consistent with diagrams depicting wind moritoring locations,
for both the Build and No Build gonditions.

Regarding wind, the ENF/PNF notes that 14 of the planned 18 buildings will be greater than 150 feet in
height — in the 200-to 250-foot range, similar to existing and proposed buildings in the vicinity. The
Proponent suggests a quantitative wind analysis for bulldings in excess of 150 feet.

Based uponh the proposed heights and designs of Blocks A and H, gualitative wind studies should be
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conducted so that the affect on the pedestria'n realm, open space and sidewalks, are identified.
Information about expected conditions will be necessary as part of the baseline upon which wind data will
bhe used to confirm at full build and then uiilized fo progressively evaluate and respond fo project wind
levels.

Attention of shadow and wind will continue to be imporiant elements of review with mitigation clearly
identified, as necessary. \We ask that information be provided so that their combined affects on open
space and the general pedestrian realm can be undersiood.

The sole reference to sound, other than that generated by construction, is that levels are expected to
increase. Potential noise impacts of A, H and J are to be included in the Draft EIR/PIR.

it is standard that ambient sound conditions be assessed during large project review. They provide
information about the levels of sound thai may be experienced by occupants of new projects and can
help to inform decisions about envelope and window choices. Where existing levels exceed those
allowad under the Regulations for the Gontrol of Noise in the City of Boston, ambient sound becomes the
cap for projects. In addition, expected levels generated by Blocks A, H and J can be compared with
actuzl levels in measuring ambient for Blocks B, C, D and K, allowing for adjusiments as necessary.

In the ENF/PNF and in severa) meetings with Gity agencies that included this depariment, the
Proponent’s strong commitment to developing a sustainable neighborhood and individual elements was
evident in the description of project plans. A Draft Preliminary LEED for Neighborhood Development
(Pilot) checklist was submitted as part of the ENF/PNF. It shows a current estimate of 55 points, within
the range for a Silver designation. The ENE/PNF indicates that the Proponent infends to target LEED
Gilver for Blocks A and H. The Archdiocese of Boston will be directing the construction of Block J and
design parameters have not been established.

Section 3.3.14, Sustainable Design/Reduction in Greenhouse Gases (GHG), identifies many ways in
which Seaport Sguare will be a neighborhoad that is highty srvironmentally sensitive and sustainabls in
the long term. Significant public land, the afficient delivery of water and energy, energy gfficiency and
recycling are some planned measures. Specific targets for minimizing GHG are not identified and we
look forward to more detailed information in the Draft EIRPIR.

Preliminary Draft LEED-NC checkliists have been amended to reflect four categories of consideration:

e Tier 1 - “Strongly Pursuing”

¢ Tier2, - “Recommended for Further Investigation”

e Tier 3 — "Not likely for pursuit’

e Tier 4 — “Not Possible or Not Feasible:
For each of the waiver parcels, 26 credits are in the Tier 1 category. The number of credits in other tlers
is variable. There is no discussion of the difference in credit choices.

The ENF/PNF checklists do not include LEED information typically provided in a PNF. We understand
that a representative of this depaitment and Katie Pedersen of the BRA will meet with the Preponent to
review updated checklisis, Those checklisis should use the standard LEED categories. An additional
important LEED-related discussion will be the way in which commercial and retail tenants will be
approached regarding LEED-Cl when a building has been rated under LEED-CS.

Missing from the Master Plan Framework sustainability synopsls is any reference to techinologies such
as disfributed generation to seive the neighborhood-at-large. We understand that a Request for
Proposals (RFP) had been issued in Aprit, 2008 for an energy feasibility study and we suggest that a
discussion in the near term with Brad Swing, Director of Energy Policy, may be timely,
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\We look forward tb information in the Draft EIR/PIR in fulfiliment of the MEPA Greenhouse Gas Emission
Policy and Protocol. In addition, we ask that fhe subject of adaptaticn to climate change be discussed.

This department recommends that, once the hots! brand is chosen, the proprietor contact Boston Green
Tourism (BGT). BGT is dedicated to increasing tourism in Boston, reducing the operating costs to the
industry in areas such as energy, water and waste disposal and showcasing to the public and media the
environmental best practices employed by the visitor industry. The BGT can be coniacted at
bostongreentourism@usa.net or through Dan Ruben at 617-627-7950.

Grow Boston Greener, a campaign to plant 100,000 new trees in the city by the year 2020, is a
collahoration between the City of Boston, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, the U.S. Forest Service
and Boston's Urban Forest Coalition. By increasing the city's tree canopy cover by 20%, Grow Boston
Greaner will make our city a healthier place to live and visit by Improving air quality, shading and cocling
our neighborhoods, and lowering energy consumption (and therefora carbon emisgions). At the same
time, the initiative will make Boston a safer, stronger city by providing beautiful spaces for families and
neighbors to meet, We look forward to Seaport Square’s confribution to this effort.

As LEED emphasizes, once plants are established, native and drought-tolerant groundcover and plants
generally require little water. To eliminate or minimize the use of potable water, the potential for
stormwater retention and reuse or the use of grey water, a measure the Proponent plans to evaluate, are
useful measures. During the peried when plants and trees are being established, the manner of
Irrigation is important. Sprinklers spray water into the air first, before it ever reaches the ground. Wind
can cany airborne water away, distributing it away from plants. Drip irrigation systems preciude this
water loss by taking the water right to the roots: the location of the open holes is tailored to irrigate
specific arsas. We recommend evaluating their temporary use.

The quality of stormwater is an increasingly important environmental issue. We ask that the Proponent
help to educate the public and further improve the water quality of local water bodies by agreeing to the
permanent installation at all new catch basins (or catch basins around which road work is done) plagues
ihat bear the warning “Don’'t Dump - Drains to Boston Harbor.” Information on the casting can be
obtained from the Operations Division of the Boston Water and Sewer Commission (617-889-7000).

Exterior lighting should meet safety needs while not contributing to light pollution. Fixtures shouid be
shielded (full cut-off) and downward directed. We recommend as a resource, the Campaign for Dark
Skies which can be accessed at ‘hitp:llwww.britastro.orgldark-skies!goodvbad,htm’.

Save That Stuff, a Charlestown company, has recently initiated a composting program, one of the few
availabie in the Boston area. We ask that the Proponent encourage restaurant and other food service
tenants to consider participating in this program which will turn their organic waste info a useful product
while helping to control wasie removal costs and, when properly managed, assist with pest control. Save
That Stuff can be reached at 617-241-9998,

Some excess building materials from each building at the project may be suitable for donation to the
Building Materials Resource Center {BMRC). The BMRC is a nonprofit building materials reuse project
that accepts donations of good-quality used and surplus building materials and sells them to the public at
low prices. Low- and moderate-income customers and honprofits are eligible for a considerable discount
on those prices. The BMRC also offers.a wide range of homeowner support services, including home
improvement classes, in-home consultations and a do-it-yourself window repair shop. The BMRC can be
contacted at 817-442-8917.

The ENF/PNF indicates that a Transportation Pemand Management (TDM) program will be dascribed
and evaluated in the Draft Project Impact Report/Draft Envirenmental impact Report (DPIR/DEIR) and
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during work to establish the terms of a Transportation Access Plan Agreement (TAPA). A TDM plan may
include: :

An on-site Transportation Coordinator.

Participation in a Transportation Demana Association {TMA).

Car/Vanpoo! Parking. : ,

Encouraging tenants to offer Transit Pass subsidies for retail and office employees.
Distribution of transit information in orfentation packets, building lobbies and eon a project
Web site.

o Market-rate public parking as a disincentive to use single ocoupant vehicles (BOV).

e & @ @ @

The ENF/PNF indicates that, within the overall project, one bicycle storage space will be provided for
every three residential units. Shared hicycle rooms with racks will be in the parking garages of several
buildings. The Proponent will continue 10 offer a low-cost bicycle rental program, an innovation that we
hope will be expanded over ime. -

The potential 100+ vehicle car-sharing service for the overall project wouid be a strong TDM measure. A
single hub within the Seaport Square houndaries, however, may limit use. Zipear, currently the only such
service in Boston, operates In 48 U,8. municipalities and regions in addition to Vancouver, Toronto and
Edmonton, Alberta and London; members may use vehicles in all locations worldwide. Zipcar's 228
program, designed specifically for businesses, can be a tenant amentty, an employee benefit or a part of
standard business practice. With Zipcars available, those working in Seaport Square who occasionally
need a vehicle during the werkday would not have to drive to work. Those coming to Boston to do
business in Seaport Square and/er lodging in Seaport Square while working or on holiday may find
Zipcar access desirable. We suggesi that the Proponent evaluate the benefits of locating Zipcars in

. several pods for easy access for residents, visitors and business travelers.

The TEM commitments for Blocks A and H will set the standard and precedent for residential and retail
uses at Seaport Square. We believe ihat a strong, comprehensive program is necessary and suggest
that the following be included (some of which are already under consideration by the Proponent).

Residence-speacific
e Car-sharing, such as Zipcar, for A and H.
s Secure, indoor storage for residents’ hicycles.
e Bicycle racks for visitors.
s Posting information about public and private transit routes (including water), schedules
and rates in prominent common areas and on any project Web sites. _
» Eleciric vehicle/alternative fuel charging stations for Zero Emission Vehicles (ZEV), as
classifisd by the California Air Resources Roard, or are low-emitting, having achieved a
minimum score of 40 on the American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy (ACEEE)
annual vehicle rating guide.
The accessibility of transit, including water transportation, may provide an additional incentive for the
ownarship of only one vehicle, resulting in reduced vehicle trips and an increase in transit mode share.
An increasingly common resident’al TDM measure for condominiums being marketed to buyers not
presently living in whan areas is offering one Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA)
subway pass for each unit during the six months to one year after the initial sale of each unit. Such
subsidies encourage residents to try the transit system and emphasize that city living at the project can
he comfortable without a vehicle or with a singte vehicle.

Commetcial/Retailivixed-Use
s On-site Transporation Coordinator (to provide services {0 residents, as weli}.
¢ Joining or establishing a Transpotiation Management Association (TMA).
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Providing transit pass subsidies for all employees, including contract workers, with a pro
rata subsidy for part-timers. Consider making this a lease term for retail/commercial
tenants.

Offering pre-tax payroli deduction for fransit pass purchase.

Offering on-site transit pass distribution or sales.

Maintain a database of employee information for ridematching/planning purpeses — home
address, commuting mode, work hours, etc. (Best dene through membership in a TMA
or, in the alternative, MassRIDES.)

On-site information about MassRIDES.

Offering a Guaranteed Ride Home program for non-drivars and high occupancy vehicle
(HOV) users. (Often a TMA service.)

Posting and on-site availability of public and private transit schedules with rate
information.

Providing the same informaticn on Web sites and through e-mails, newsletters and at
employee orieniations.

If parking is a perquisite, offer a parking "cash out" option.

Additional bicycle storage for short-term users.

Payroll deduction for the purchass of bleycles and acoessories.

Showers and changing rooms/lockers for commuters who bike or walk (can be a shared
amenity amongst commercial occupants or through an arrangement with a health ciub in
proximity to an employee's workplace).

Flextime.

Telecommuting.

Direct deposit of paychecks.

On-site ATMs,

A local hiring program.

\f pffering shuttle services: share cost with other employers, allow free resident use, serve
major transit hubs offering multiple transportation modes and contract with one that uses
clean (alternative) fueled vehicles. :

Offer occasional parking for transit commuters who may sometimes need to drive.
Structure parking rates io discourage all commuter, not just SOV commuter, use.
Pravide fueling stations for alternative fuel vehicles.

Please note that In order to accommodate MassRIDES vehicles, the height of the first level of a parking
garage must be at least & fest, 10 inches.

" Hotel-specific

Offer on-site car rental or special arrangements with car rental agency to provide car at
hotel so that trips to and from the airport or rail are not necessary.

Offer on-site trip-planning assistance. '

Send transit information {MBTA, water shuttle, etc.) and special car rental information to
all who reserve a room and to all registrants of conferences or seminars to be held at
hotel.

Selt MBTA Link Passes on-sita.

If offering shuttle services, share with other hotels, serve major transit hubs for multiple
modes and contract with one that uses clean (alternative) fueled vehicles.

An expanded and enhanced, first-rate water transportation system has the potential fo link destinations
" harbor-wide for commuting and ieisure, including access to retall, cultural and entertainment venuas and
commerclal locations. Such a system would be a benefit for Seaport Square residents, employees and



BED comments - Seaport Squars ~ ENFIPNF/Phase | Walver Request - EEA #14255
Page 9

visitors. We encourage the Proponent to consider ways 0 contribute to the development and
maintenance of water transporiation.

According to the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), about 33 percent of
mobile source particulate matter (PM) and ten percent of all nitrogen oxide (NO,) pollution in the
northeast is caused by construction vehicles. More.than 90 percent of diesel engine particulate
emissions are highly respirable and carry toxins deep into the lung, exacerbating human respiratory
aitments. The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has proposed classification of diesel
exhaust as “highly likely to be carcinogenic in humans.” It estimates that diesel engines currenily on the
road can run for 1,000,000 miles and remain in operation for as long as 20 to 30 years. This amounts {o
160 to 240 tons of pollution over the life of each engine.

The use of flow-through filters and, diesel pariiculate filters on pre-2007 diesel vehicles can reduce air
quality degradation caused by emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), volatile organic compounds (VOC),
NO, and air toxins generated by heavy-duty equipment. Oxidation catalysts and catalyzed particulate
filters reduce toxic emissions of formaldehyde, benzene, acrolein and 1-3 butadiene by as much as 70
percent, decrease localized adverse impacts and reduce dust and odor complaints from project abutters
and regulatory agencies. Experience with a pilot project that retrofitted 83 piecas of equipment working
on the Central Artery/Tunnel (CAIT) project showed that:

e Vehicles did not experience significant power loss.

e There are no additional operation and maintenance (C & M) or fuel costs.

¢ Engine manufacturers continue to honor vehicle warranties.

Wa ask that all post-2007 diesel construction vehicles working on the project be refrofitted using retrofit
technologies approved by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

We look forward to a broad program in the Draft PIR/EIR that will outline construction-period best
practices and plans in the areas of air quality, stormwater quality, erosion prevention, noise, vibration,
demolition and construction waste management, hazardous waste management and TDM for workers.

CHAPTER 91/PUBLIC BENEFITS DETERMINATION

Block A and portions of Blocks B, G, H and M are within C. 91 jurisdiction and subject o licensing. The
projects on Blocks Aand H are nonwater-dependent. Pursuant to 301 CMR 13:00, Public Benefit
Defermination Regulations, the entire Seaport Square project area is also subject to a Public Benefits
Review and determination by the Secretary. Individual licensas with extended terms will be sought for
each parcel.

The ENF/PNF identifies public benefits associated with the waiver parcels are to be i, but nof limited to,
the following categories:
' e Creation of public open space, pedestrian connections and a Harborwalk link
Funding for open space improvements
Seasonal programming for communiy events
New facilities of public accommodation
Protection of adjacent open spaces

e & @ 9

The ENFE/PNF states that the Proponent will manage and maintain improvemenis for Block A and Cld
Sleeper Sireet and that it is likely that there will be no restriction on the hours of use of the public open
space. Gaies and fencing will not be associated with the pubiic areas. We look forward to the drait
management and operations plan for the entire project that will be ncluded in the C. 91 license
application.



BED comments - Seaport Square - ENF/PNF/Phase | Waiver Request - EEA #14255
Page 10

The ground floors (and second floors) of Blocks A and H will be occupied by Facilities of Public
Accommodation (FPA); accessory uses fo upper floor private uses will not exceed 20 percant of the
building footprint. We assume that the 20 percent limit applies to Biock A but, given that Block H is under
partial jurisdiction, the limit may be 20 percent of the area under jurisdiction. We ask that this be
clarified.

This department requests that public testrooms, open hours to be determined on a project-by-project
basis, be provided on the ground floors of each building within C. 91 jurisdiction. Signage indicating the
availability of restrooms should be posed in prominent outdoor locations. Access during business hours
would seem to appropriate for Blocks A and H.

The Benefils fo the Public Trust in Tidelands or Other Associated Rights describes a number of
significant inifiatives. _Particularly exciting are the Harborwalk connection under the Evelyn Moakley
Bridge to the Ofd Northern Avenue Bridge and to a broad variety of seasonal programming and
community events that, along with the expanded open space, will invite the general public to all that
Seaport Square will offer. We also look forward to information on options for the Northern Avenus

Bridge.

This department supperts the Proponent’s request for a wavler for Parcels A, H and J should the
following information be providad to this departrent and, as requested by her, to Katle Pedersen of the
BRA within one month:

o A shadow study.

s A gualitative wind study.

e A noise study.

s Updated LEED-NC checklists.
A meeting to review the checklisis wili be set up by Ms, Pedersen.

We look forward to the evolution of this preject and to working with the Proponent as it progresses.
Thank you for the opportunity to offer comment. : -

Sincerely,

Bryan Glascock
Director

Ce Kathleen Pedersen, BRA
Brad Swing, Environmental and Energy Services

Seaport Square.doc. DBGIMTZ mtz
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Kristin Kara
Senior Project Manager

Boston Redevelopment Authority
One City Hell Square

Roston, MA 02201-1007

June 3, 2008
Dear Mr. Rourke:

Regarding the Project Notification Form for the Seaport Square project submitted
to fhie BRA on June 2, 2008 the Boston Fire Depariment requires the following
issues addressed by a qualified individual.

1. Emergency vehicle site access 1o the new buildings as well as existing
buildings that might be affected.

3. Impact on availebility and accessibility of hydrant locations for new buildings
as well as for eny existing buildings that might be imp acted.

3; Tmpactonavailability and accessibility fo siamese connection locations for

. pfevi-buildings as well as for any existing buildings that might be impacted.

4, Impact that a transformer vault fire or explosion will have on the fire safety of
the building. Particularly as it relates to the location of the vault.

5 Weed for Boston Fire Depariment permit requivements as outlined in the
Roston Fire Prevention Code, the Massachusctts Fire Prevention Regulations
(527 CMR), and the Massachusetts Fire Prevention Laws (MGL CH148).

6. For projects involving air-supported sfructures, it is critical that the fmpact of
the design has on fire safely relative to the interaction of the area underneath
fhie structure-to the structure as well as to the interaction of the structure to the
arca underneath the structure.

These items should be analyzed for all phases of the construction as well as the
final design stage. This project will need permits from the Boston Fire
Department as well as the Inspf;ctianal Services Depariment.

David Josebh S
‘Acting Firc Marshal .

___ Cc: Paul Donga, FPE, Plané Unit; BFD

Thomas M. Menino, Mayor/FIRE DEPARTMENT/115 Southampton Street 02118

o) e
€3 printed on recycied papeT R



‘Thomas M. Menino, Mayor

July 31, 2008

Secretary lan A. Bowles Kristin Kara

EOEEA, Atin: MEPA Office Senior Project Manager

Briony Angus, EEA No. 14255 Boston Redevelopment Authority
100 Cambridge Streef, Suite 900 One City Hall Square, 9% Fioor
Boston MA 02114 Boston, MA 02201-1067

RE: Seaport Square Bnvironmental Notification Form/ Project Notification Form
Scoping Comments

Dear Secretary Bowles and Ms. Kara:

We have reviewed the above-referenced document and have the following
comments on this proposed project.

Seaport Square is located on approximately 23 acres in the South Boston seaport
industrial district. The proponent desires {0 construct 6.5 million square feet,
distributed among 19 buildings. ‘This mixed use development will contain
approximately 2.75 million square feet of residential space (approximately 2,500
dwelling nits), 1.4 million square feet of office and research space, 1.23 million
squate feet of fetail space, 0.6 million square foat for educational, civic and cultural
nses, 0.5 million square feet for hotel uses (approximately 700 rooms), and below-
grade parking for approximately 6,500 cars, The proponent is requesting a Phase I
waiver for construction of 3 buildings on 3 small parcels on the northwest section of
the project area.

Fhase ! of this project is relatively modest, and can procead without addressing most
of the issues this Departient hag considered (please see below for the specific issue
that does require further consideration).

The increase in residents alone generated by this project (~4,000-5,000 people) would
increase Bostor's population by nearly 1%. This population increase would likely
stress the area’s open space resources. We believe several issues must be addressed
in an environmental/ project impact statement that does include the impacts of both
Phase I and later phases.

Boston Parks and Recreation Department

Antonia M. Pollak, Commissionet
1010 Massachuselts Ave., Boston, MA 02118 / Tel: (617) 635-4505 / Fax: 635-3173
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s« In Phase I, the proponent proposes to build a section of Harborwalk. We
welcome this aspect of the project, but are concerned at how this new pedestrian
environment, which together with the pedestrian environments of the Old
Northern Avenue Bridge and the Fan Pier Harborwalk of the Moakley
Courthouse form a key pedestrian node, will be impacted by the car/truck drop-
off/ pick-up area proposed for the building at Parcel A. We feel that such a

 car/ truck drop-off/ pick-up area would be better designed to avoid this
pedestrian area. It might be better relocated to the New Sleeper Street frontage.

s As stated in pre-scoping and in the scoping meeting, given the size and scale of
this project, the proponent should undertake the detailed open space impact
assessment (see attached) which our agency requires for review of open space
impacts of large-scale development projects. To summarize why this is
necessary, the Department’s open space impact assessment method provides a
guideline for inner-core urban neighborhoods, such as South Boston, of 2.5 acres
of open space allocation per 1000 residents. To meet this goal, a profect that
generates 4,000 to 5,000 residents would need to provide 10 to 12 acres of open
space to meet that guideline. The subject ENF/PNE shows ondy three open
spaces, the Seaport Square Park, the Seaport Hill Park, and the Seapert Square
Harborwalk (part of Phase I), which by our reckoning total 1.87 acres. Such
underserved demand will likely cause these new residents to seek open spaces
elsewhere, burdening ather neighborhood’s open space resources, including
thoge of nearby environmental justice communities.

e Further, the open space impact assessment method provides a guideline that 80%
of an area’s open space should be oriented to active recreation. Wenote that the
ENF/PNF shows the only active open space to be provided by the projectisa
children's playground, which {ypically occupies one-quarter (1/4) acre. Bighty
pexcent (80%) of 2.5 acres per thousand is 2.0 acres per thousand. Again, this
underserved demand will likely cause these new residents to seek active
recreation spaces elsewhere, burdening other neighborhood’s active recreation
resources, including those of nearby environmental justice comununities.

s While we mentioned that the amount of open space currently proposed for this
project is extremely limited, quality as well as quantity is another of our
concerns. We found the location of Seapert Hill Park to be contrary to the
concepts of public access and public realm. Itis located within a superblock of
high- and mid-rise buildings such that the view to it by the public will be
extremely lirnited, giving rise to a perception that the available open space is in
fact private. Further, it is surrounded by streets and parking, which is more
typieal for very small decorative South End square type parks that provide visual
enhancement, not actual physical erjoyment. (The project elsewhere provides
such pedestrian enhancements as at the Seaport Boulevard and other small
pedestrian-oriented spaces between the high-rise towers.) Placing a children’s
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play area in a substantially larger park at the southwest corner of sucha
superblock would allow for better public visual and physical access (for both the
public and for the schools to be located nearby) as well as for access to sunlight.

In contrast, the location proposed in the ENF/PNF would likely be shaded from
the sun for long periods of time. The EIR/PIR should address shadow impacts

on open spaces in this area, both within and outside the project area.

o The proponent should also describe how this project will support the
recornmendations of the City of Boston Open Space Plan 2008-2012, as well as
Goal #23 of the recently released Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC)
plan for the region, MetroFuture (http:// www.metrofuture.org/ goal/23).

« We also wish to note that after the scoping meeting, a member of the proponent’s
censulting staff provided information on a bicycle share programn. We encourage
such efforts, We also wish to note that while Tables 3.1-18 and 3.1-19 include the
word “Bicycle” in the title, the discussion makes it clear that bicycle trips were
not connted. We look forward to the propunem” s effort to remedy this oversight;
we also look forward to a more full description as to how bicycles will be
accornmodated on. the road network of the project area.

We look forward to working with the proponent and your respective offices on
developing the EIR/PIR. Should you have any further questions, please feel free to
contact our office at either 617 961-3033 or at aldo.ghirin@cityofboston.zov.

Sincerely,
:
’ - &
Aldo Ghirin
Senior Flanney
Design & Construction Unit

City of Boston Parks & Recreation Dei:.artment

Attachment: :
Impact Assessment Method: Open Space

Copy: Ken Crasco, Chief Landscape Axchitect, BPRD

TN O 1R



Impact Assessment Method: Open Space

I. DEFINITIONS

For purposes of this section, open space is defined as publicly or privately owrned
land that has been designated for leisure, play, or sport, or land set aside for the
protection and/ or enhancement of the natural environment. Under Article 80 -
Large Project Review of the Boston Zoning Code, an analysis of open space is
conducted to determine whether or not a proposed action would have either a direct
impact resulting from elimination or alteration of open space or an indivect impact
resulting from overtaxing available open space.

Open space may be public or private and may include active and/or passive areas:

A. Publicly Accessible Protected Open Space.

Only open space that is accessible to all menibers of the public cn a constant and
regular basis or for designated daily periods is defined as "publicly accessible”
and analyzed for impacts under Article 80, Large Project Review, “Protection”
refers to legal protection against a change in the use of the subject open space
property from publicly accessible open space to another use, Publicly accessible
and protected open space may be under government or private jurisdiction and
may include, but is not limited to, the following: parks and parkways under the
jurisdiction of the City, State, and Federal governments (for the City and State
properties, such lands protected by Article 97 of the Amendments to the state
Constitution) (only the non-roadway portions of parkways are included); open

_ spaces permanently protected by easements or deed restrictions for public access
outdoor recreation or natural resource conservation purposes; and such other
spaces considered protected by other long-term or permarnent means as defined
by the EOEEA Division of Conservation Services in the current edition of the
Open Space Planner’s Workbook. The initial quantitative impact
analysis/assessment described in Part TII below focuses only on this type of open
space. This type of open space remains the primary, but not sole, focus of further
detailed impact analyses/assessments described below. (Generally, the term
“open space” used throughout the remainder of this document will most likely
refer to publicly accessible protected open space.)

B. Publicly Accessible Unprotected Open Space.
These are open spaces that are publicly accessible but not permanently protected
as defined by the EOEEA Division of Conservation Services in the Open Space
Planner’s Workbook, Examples include outdoor public school yards, institutional
campuses, and open spaces gencrated by regulatory approvals such as zoning
but not governed by a legal instrument that permanently preserves ifs open
space status per the Open Space Planner's Workbook. This type of open space may

City of Boston ‘ Pagelof2l
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also be considered qualitatively in the detailed impact analysis/assessment
described in Part I below. '

C. Private Unprotected Open Space.
This includes open space that is not publicly accessible or is available only to
limited users and is not available to the publicon a regular or constant basis. Itis
ot included in the initial quantitative inmpact analysis /assessment described in
Part I below, but may be considered among the qualitative factors of the
detailed impact analysis/ assessment of potential open space impacts. For
example, private-access fee-charging spaces, such as the outdoor tennis courts of
health clubs, are considered private open spaces. In addition, the following are
also considered private and are not included in the definition of public open
space: privately owned natural areas or wetlands with no public access, and
yacant lots, These types of spaces are only considered after an assessment of the
proposed action's effects on publicly accessible and protected open space has
been completed. If the action is likely fo have indirect effects on public open
space {such as greater use Or demands), the ability of private open space o
influence or alter those effects may be considered. This type of open space may
also be considered qualitatively in the detailed impact analysis/assessment
described in Part III below.

D. Active and Passive Open Space.
Open space includes both "active and "passive" areas as described below.

1. Active open space. Open space thatis used for sports, exercise, or active play
is classified as "active operi space." Active open space consists mainly of
recreational facilities, including the following; playground equipment,
playing fields (baseball, soccer, football, frack), playing courts (basketball,
handball, tennis), beach area (swimming, volleyball, frisbee, running), pools,
outdoor ice skating rinks, greenways and esplanades (runwing, biking,
rollerblading, hopscotch, and other active play), multipurpose play area
(open lawns and paved areas for acHve recreation, such as running games,
informal ball-playing, skipping rope, etc.), and golf courses, including pitch
and putt.

2. Passive open space. Open space thatis used for relaxation, such as sitting or
strolling, is classified as "passive.” Eacilities may include the following:
plazas or medians with seating, a percentage of beach areas (sunbathing),
picnicking areas, greenways and esplanades (sitting, strolling), paths,
accessible restricted use lawns, cardens, church yards or cemeteries, and
publicly accessible natural areas used, for example, for strolling, dog walking,

and bird watching. In many cases open space cail be used for active or

City of Boston Page 20f21
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passive recreation. These include lawns and beaches, which permit both
sunbathing and ad hoc ball or frisbee games.

E. Direct and Indirect Effects.
A proposed action's effects on open space may be either direct or indirect. These
are defined as follows:

1. Direct effects may occur when the proposed action would encroach on or
cause a loss of open space, Direct effects may also occur if the facilities within
an open space would be so changed that the open space no longer serves the
same user population. Limitation of public access and changes in the type
and amount of public open space may also be considered direct effects.

Other direct effects include the imposition of noise, air pollutant emissions,
odors, or shadows on public open space. Assessment of these effects is
addressed in the relevant technical chapters of the project impact report and
should be referenced i the open space impact assessment.

9. Indirect effects may occur when the population generated by the proposed
action overtaxes the capacity of existing open spaces 50 their service to the
existing or future population of the affected area would be substantially or
noticeably diminished.

L. DETERMINING WHETHER AN OPEN SPACE ASSESSMENT IS
AFPROFPRIATE

An open space assessment mey be necessary if an action could potentially have a
direct or indirect effect on open space. A direct impact would physically change,
diminish, or eliminate an open space ot reduce its use or aesthetic value. An
indirect impact could result if an action would introduce a substantial new user
population that would diminish the service capacity of open space resources or
create or exacerbate an overuse of open space resources.

Direct effects may not always result in adverse effecis to open space. Alterations
and changes to parks may be beneficial or may result in beneficial changes to some
resources while having an adverse effect on others. In determining whether or not
to prepare an open space assessment, consider whether the changes are likely {o
adversely affect use of existing resources or specific user groups of these resources.

A. Direct Effects
If a proposed action would have a direct effect on an open space, an assessment of
the effects on open space and its users may be appropriate. Direct effecis would

City of Boston : Page 3 of 21
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occur if the action would result in the plﬁsical loss of public open space (by
encroaching on an open space or displacing an open space); change the use of an
open space so that it no longer serves the same user population (e.g, elimination of
playground equipment); limit public access fo an open space; Ox cause increased
noise or air pollutant emissions; odors, or shadows on public open space that would
affect its usefulness, whether on a permanent or temporary basis. Consideration of
these effects during the construction phase of a project should also be taken info
account when determining whether an open space assessment is required. The
analysis of construction impacts, as described in the project impact report, should be
consulted for a detailed discussion of impacts on parkland during the construction
phase of a proposed project.

When the direct effect would be very small, however, so that it would be unlikely to
change use of the open space, an assessment may not be needed. For example, a
small widening of a roadway within a public park or the loss of a small amount of
open space to support infrastructure may not warrant a full open space analysis.
When few users or a limited age group of users would be affected, when new and
comparable open space would be provided at the same location, or when the
proposed alterations to an existing open space would be considered improvements
by creating comparable updated or better (e.g., enhanced) facilities, significant
adverse impacts are unlikely and a full assessment may not be needed. A simple
comparison of conditions with and without the action and a discussion of the users
affected may be adequate. However, most direct effects on open space do require
asgessment, particularly when there is any ambiguity as to whether the action would
reduce the usability of an open space, detract from its aesthetic qualities, or impair
its operation, or when more information on users of that open space may be
appropriate.

Tn addition to consideration of direct effects on open space, in Massachusetts if an
action entails the use of parkland for a non-parkland purpose or the conveyance of
municipal parkland, it may constitute “parkland conversion,” Authorization of the
General Court of Massachuseits (by a two-thirds vote of the House of
Representatives and the Senate of the Massachusetis legislature) is required for ‘
parkland conversion, in accordance with Article 97 of the Amendments to the state
ConsHtation. Prior to the vote on the home rule petition by the General Couzt, the
parkland conversion measure must be approved by the Boston City Council and the
Mayor. In addition, if federal funds were provided for the affected parkland, the
action may also be governed by the rules and regulations of the National Park
Service of the U.S. Department of the Interior for conversion of parkland. If state
funds were provided, the action may also be governed by the rules and regulations
of the Division of Conservation Services of the Massachusetts Executive Office of
Energy and Environmental Affairs for the conversion of parkland. Conversion of
parkland is also affected by the Executive Office of Energy and Environmental
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Affairs Article 97 Land Disposition Policy

(http: / /www.mass.gov/envir/ des/ pdf/article97.pdf). The project sponsor should
contact the City of Boston Parks and Recreation Depariment’s Design and
Construction Unit at the earliest stage of the project’s conception if conversion of
parkland (whether owned by the city or other governmental agency) is
contemplated.

The U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 Section 4(f) requires the Federal
Highway Administration (FHIWA) to assess the environmental effects of an action
through the NEPA process. The FHWA is directed not to approve any program or
project that requires the use of any publicly owned public park, recreation area, or
wildlife or waterfowl] refuge, or any land from an historic site of national, state, or
tocal significance, unless there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use and
all possible planning to minimize harm resulting from such use is included, The
environmental regulations for applying Section 4(f) to transportation project
development are found at 23 CFR 771.135. | '

B. Indirect Effects

If an action would add population to an area, the additional population would
typically place an added demand on existing open space facilities. Indirect effects .
may occur when the population generated by the proposed action would be
sufficient to noticeably diminish the ability of an area’s open space o serve the
existing or future population, Typically, an assessment is conducted if the proposed
action's population is greater than 200 residents ox 500 employees, or a similar
substantial number of other users (such as the temporary user population that might
be introduced by a large shopping area).

111, ASSESSMENT METHODS

Detailed analyses of open space may be conducted in stages of successively greater
detail. Inmany cases it will be clear that a full, detailed open space analysis is
necessary —if the action would displace a highly utilized open space or iniroduce a
large population in an area underserved by open space. In some cases, however, it
may be less clear and an initial quantitative assessment may be useful in
determining the need for a more detailed analysis of open space. Often, when
potential effects from the proposed action are limited, the assessment can be
targeted to address only those effects. In any case, the initial step is to define and
map a study area.
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A. Study Areas and Mapping of Existing Open Space

The open space study area is defined to analyze both the nearby open spaces and the
population using those open spaces. Itis generally defined by a reasonable walking
distance that users would travel to reach local open space and recreation areas—
typically a one-half-mile radius for residential users and ¥ mile from commercial
projects with a worker population. For actions that would result in mixed-use
projects (e.g., residential/commercial buildings), it may be appropriate to analyze
two study areas—one for residential users and another for nonresidential users.
However, the boundaries are often adjusted and the study area may be irregularly
shaped. The following steps may be used to define an open space study area:

1. Use a legible map of appropriate scale as a base map. Locate the site of the
proposed action and draw the physical boundary of the area affected by the
action (aka “the project site”). (Includea graphic scale for the map.)

2. From the boundary of all sites that would be developed as a result of the
proposed action, delineate a radius of one-quarter mile for commercial/non-
residential projects or one-half mile for residential projects to create the
generalized open space study area boundaries. Asnoted, it will be necessary to
define two study areas for mixed-use projects —one for residential users and
ancther for commercial users,

3. Identify all census block groups with at least 50 percent of their area within the
generalized study area. The study area should include each of those census
block groups in their entirety. Exclude all census block groups that have less
than 50 percent of their area within the study area. '

4. Identify all open spaces within the study area defined in step 3. Field surveys of
the study area ave usually important to be certain that all appropriate open
spaces are included. Determine the acreage for each of the open spaces within
the study area as well.

If an action would displace an open space, or where the action would take place
on an extremely large site, the boundary may also need to be adjusted to reflect
additional open space resources likely to be affected. For example, if a tot lot
would be eliminated under a proposed action, other existing tot lots should be
included in the map—even if they are located beyond the one-half-mile radius.
If only direct effects from the action are expected, it may be possible to target the
assessment to spaces that would be similar to those affected by the action. Tf the
action is programmatic or generic, prototypical sites may have to Dbe chosen for
the analysis.
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5. Other boundary adjustments may be necessary to account for natural boundaries
(ravines, rock outcroppings, water bodies, very steep slopes, wetlands) or built
features (depressed highways, canals, railroad rights-of-way, etc.) that preclude
access to open spaces within the study area. A written rationale for any
adjustment of the boundary shall be provided.

B. Analysis Technigques

Tf an open space assessment {8 appropriate (see Section 1T, above), the analysis
examines the type of open space and user population affected by the proposed
action. (For example, a commercial or mixed-use project may introduce a large
worker population, which would tend to place greater demands on passive open
space. The analysis would examine in further detail the amount of passive open
space available with and without the project to quantify the impact, and hence, the
mitigation, more specifically,) Overall, the goal of the open space assessment is {0
determine the significance of the change in the availability of open space relative to
the demand from the population, and /or the significance of change in the
enjoyment potential of open space affected by the proposed action.

For actions that would have a direct effect on a specific type of open space without
introducing a significant new user population, it may be possible to target the
assessment. The open space analysis may be targeted toward those open space
resources that are similar to the space that would be eliminated or altered by the
action. For example, if the direct effects are limited to an open space resoutce
targeted for a certain age group, such as a tot lot for toddlers and preschoolers, the
impact assessment may be targeted to assess only that age group and nearby totIots.
1. Initial Quantitative Assessment
An initial quantitative assessment may be useful if it is not clear whether a full,
detailed open space analysis is necessary o1 whether the open space assessment can
be targeted to a particular user group. Because the full, detailed open space analysis
includes substantial data collection and analysis, this first level of quantitative
assessment may be useful in determining the need for a full assessment or in
narrowing the focus of that assessment. When it is clear from the outset that the
‘open space assessment can be targeted or that a fuil open space assessment would
be necessary, this level of analysis may not be useful, However, this methodology
also may not be useful in addressing direct qualitative changes to open space that
could result from an action (such as loss of space for a particular user group, or air
pollutant emissions, noise, or shadows that could make a space less useable). In
other circumstances —for example, where a study area appears to have a shortfall of
open space that would be exacerbated by an action— this first level of quantitative
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analysis may be useful in clarifying the degree to which an action would affect open
space and the need for further analysis.

The following methodology examines the change in total population relative to total
open space (publicly accessible and protected (see LA, above)) in the study area, to
determine whether the elimination of open space and/or increase inuser population
would significantly reduce the amount of available open space for the area’s
population:

‘a. Using the study arca defined above, calculate total population at the time of the
last (most recent) census, as described below. Census data can be obtained from
the US Bureau of the Census a '

(http:/ / factfinder.census.gov /home/saff/ main html?_lang=en) or the Bosion
Redevelopment Authority, Research Division
(hitp:/ /www cityofboston.gov/bra /pdz/pdr.asp).

e Actions that would result in an increase in vesidential population. Calculate the
residential population of the study area. If the action would occur in an area
with a substantial nonresidential population (L.e., employees, visitors,
students, etc.), also calculate the nonresidential population of the study area,

o Actions that would result in an increase in nonresidential population (i.e., employees,
visitors, students, efc.). Calcnlate the nonresidential population, If the action
would occur in an area with a substantial residential population, also
calculate the residential population of the study area.

o Actons that would result in an increase in both residential and nonresidential
population. Calculate the residential and nonresidential population of the
study area. : '

b. Calculate total open space (publicly accessible and protected (see LA, above))in
the study area, using the information gathered above (Section IILA.).

c. Determine the open space ratio in the study area, using the information from
steps a. and b., as described below. The open space ratio is expressed as the
amount of open space acreage pet 1,000 user population.

e Actions that would result in an increase in residentiol population. Calculate the
open space ratio for the residential population. If the action would occur in
an area with a substantial nonresidential population, also calculate the open
space ratio for the nonresidential population of the study area.
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s Actions that would result in an increase in nonvesidential population (ie., employees,
visitors, students, eic,). Calculate the open space ratio for the nonresidential
population. If the action would occur in an area with a substantial residential
population, also calculate the open space ratio for the residential population
of the study area,

o AcHons that would result in an increase in both residentinl and nonresidentinl
population. Calculate the open space ratio for both the residential and
nonresidential populations of the study area.

d. Add the population expected with the proposed action to the fotal population at
the time of the last census (step 1, above).

e. Calculate any changes in the acreage of open space in the future with the action
(accounting for increases and/or decreases resulting from the action).

f. Calculaie the open space ratio with the actior.

If the open space ratio would increase or remain substantially the same with the
action in place, no further analysis of open space will likely be appropriate (unless
direct, qualitative changes to an open space may occur becanse of the action).

I£ the ratio would decrease as a result of the action, the existing opén space rafio and
the extent to which the action would alter that ratio should be considered. Asa
planning goal, the City attempts to achieve a ratio of 2.5 acres of publicly accessible
protected open space per 1,000 residents for large-scale plans and proposals in inner
core urban neighborhoods, and 5.0 acres per 1,000 residents in all other
neighborhoods?. In both types of nejghborhoods, the City benchmark goal is 80%
active and 20% passive publicly accessible protected open space. However, this goal
may not feasible for some areas of the City and does not constitute an impact
threshold. Rather, it is a benchmark that represents an area well served by open
spaces.

Nonresidenss also use both passive and active open space. Typically, 0.15 acres of
passive open space per 1,000 nonresidents in addition to the residential passive open
space ratio has been found to be adequate, while an additional 0.5 acres of active
open space per 1,000 non-residents in addition to the residential active open space
ratio has been found to be adequate.

Decreases in the open space ratio would generally warrant a more detailed analysis
under the following conditions:
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e If the decrease in the open space ratio would approach or exceed 5 percent, it is
generally considered to be a substantial change, warranting more detailed
analysis. '

e If the study area exhibits a low open space ratio (e.g. below 1.5 acres per 1,000
residents or 0.15 acres of passive space per 1,000 nonresidential users), indicating
a shortfall of open space, even a small decrease in that ratio as a result of the
action may have an adverse effect.

More detailed analysis of open space effects on residents for most actions will
generally be unnecessary if the open space ratio decreases by less than 1 percent.
However, the existing open space ratio may be so low that even an open space ratio
change of less than 1 percent may result in potential significant open space impacts
and should be further assessed. Typically, a 1 percent change should only be
considered if open space resources are Very scarce (e.g., below 1.5 acres per 1,000
residents) in the study area. For example, the closer the ratio is to 1.5 acres per 1,000
residents (and certainly the more it exceeds this ratio), the greater percentage of
change that can be tolerated. This type of assessment is also applicable to the
nonresidential population. The more the ratio drops below 0,15 acres of passive
space per 1,000 non-residents, the more likely the action is to have an effect on the
nonresidential population's use of passive open space. This assessment may also
consider and compare the amount of open space in the study area relative to the
neighborhood and the city as a whole to assess the relative shortfall or availability of
open space in the study area. If this analysis suggesta the need for additional
assessment, the guidelines below may be followed.

2, Detailed Assessment - Existing Conditions

The detailed open space assessment typically analyzes study area population and
details the amounts and quality of various types of open space to assess the
availability of particular types of open space. In conducting this assessment, the
analysis focuses on where shortfalls in open space exist now or would exist in the
future, to identify whether they result from the action and to identify what sort of
mitigation would be necessary. Where itis clear from the outset that the action
would affect a particular type of open space or particular age group, this detailed
assessment may focus on those issues.

a. Identify Study Area Population. Determine the population in the study area
using the most recent census for all census block groups in the study area as
described above in Section HLB.1. Depending on the amount of time that has passed
and the level of development that has occurred in the study area since the last
census, the study area population data may need o be adjusted to account for
increases or decreases in population, Analyze the population by the demographic
and socio-economic variables used in the City of Boston's 2008-2012 open space plan
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(Open Space Plan 2008-2012), available from the City of Boston Parks and Recreation
Department, Design and Construction Unit. (Please provide the discrete block

group tables in the appendix of the project impact report.) Using these variables,
compare the study atea population fo the City of Boston population (see Section 3 of |
the Open Space Plan 2008-2012), and the population of the neighborhood(s) in which
the study area is located (see Section 7.2 of the Open Space Plan 2008-2012).

1f it is clear that the area supporis a substantial weekday population, such as
workers, college students, or tourists, data on the size of such population and the
source of this data may be appropriate. Data on daytime worker population can
also be obtained from the Boston Redevelopment Authority, Research Division.
Daytime college population can be determined by contacting administrative officers
of colleges and other postsecondary educational institutions in the study area.
Visitor population can be estimated using information from visitor atiractions and
major shopping attractions; this may include daily, weekend, or annual visitor
counts and estimates of daily or weekend shoppers.

For an analysis targeting a specific open space and user population, this assessment
may be focused on only that user population comparable to that which would be
displaced. For example, if only a tot lot is to be affected by the proposed action, the
demographic analysis can focus on the appropriate age group 4 years old and
younger.

b. Identify and Describe Study Area Open Spaces. Identify and describe (see
below) open spaces included in the study area. Provide a map on 8-1/2° by 11"
paper showing the study area boundary and its open spaces This description may
also note any major regional facilities (such as the Charles River Reservation or
Franklin Park) that may be proximate to the study area boundary. Information
about those resources may be obtained from the City of Boston Parks and Recreation
Department, Design and Construction Unit.:

Data collection may include field surveys of the open space resources if current
secondary data are not readily available, or use of aerial photographic analysis,

Using a table, the open spaces shall be described as follows:

o Name and address of each open space facility.

e Map key number. This ties the description to the map of open spaces described
above.

e Owner (public/private). The fee simple owner should be described, as well as
owners of open space, conservation, or public access eascmenis ox deed
restrictions. If managing or jurisdictional entities differ from the fee simple
owner, please list name and level of management control.
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e Protection Status and Method of Protection. Indicate degree (does it meet the
definition of I.A. above?) and method of protection as noted in the table of the
City of Bostor's Open Space Plan 2008-2012, Section 5, Open Space Inventory.

o Acreage. ,

e Open Space Type. Use the categories found in the open space inventory found in
Section 5 of the Open Space Plan 2008-2012,

o DPercent of acreage devoted to active and to passive uses. Estimates based on the
facility type and equipment should be provided. In general, the following
assumptions may be appropriate: esplanades are typically 50 percent active, 50
percent passive, whereas greenways are typically more active than esplanades;
beaches can be considered 20 to 40 percent active, and 60 to 80 percent passive;
sitting areas are 100 percent passive; ball fields are 100 percent active; areas with
children’s play equipment (pre-school and pre-teen) are 100% active;
multipurpose play areas are generally all active, unless field surveys confirm
limiting conditions, Greenways can be assumed as 100 percent active; a
greenway is the pathway itself. For greenways within park boundaries, the area
beyond the pathway is active or passive depending on the nature of its use. Golf
courses tend to serve a very limited portion of the population. The assessment
may consider that although the golf course may contribute a substantial amount
.of open space acreage, it may not serve a comparable amount of the study area's
active open space needs, Generally, the following Open Space Types (see above)
are considered passive open space: Malls, Squares, and Plazas; Cemeteries and
Historic Burying Grounds; Community Gardens; and Urban Wilds and Natural
Areas.

The Parks and Recreation Department may determine that other percent
breakdowns for the affected resources may be more appropriate, based on
information as to how these resources actually function.

s Open space features, types of equipment, facilities, ete. In many cases, the
features of an open space area (or lack thereof) may be important in assessing
how the open space is currently used, and how it may be used in the future
condition. For example, a passive open space area with no seating may not be
useful; provision of seating and other atiractive features, such as planters, can
make that area more useable by both the existing community and new
population introduced by a project.

e Other factors affecting usability. Some factors, either permanent or-temporary,
may affect the usability of open spaces. Various factors to consider include, but
are not limited o, adjacent/ proximate Jand uses (e.g., conilicting uses in a
multiuse area), urban design elements, transportation, shadows, daylight, solar
glare, wind, water, air, and noise quality, wetlands, geotechnical / groundwater,
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s0lid and hazardous waste, stormwater management, construction effects,
wildlife habitat, and safety. These should be summarized in the table, but more
fully discussed in the text of the open space impact assessment section. Some of
the more likely factors to discuss are further described below.

#  Adjacent Land Uses. Certain land uses can have a deterrent or adverse
effect on potential users of an open space located nearby. Note and discuss
such land uses, and their potential effects on open spaces in the study area.

& Lrban Design. The arrangement of land uses, building types, massing,
linkages, corridors, and other place-making and ~functioning elements can
have deterrent or adverse effects on potential users of an open space nearby
or within an area. Note and discuss these and any other urban design
elements and their potential effets on open space in the study area.

= Transportation. Proximity (or the lack of) to mass transit routes, bicycle
paths and routes, and sidewalks can affect use of open space. Please import
or reference the relevant portions of the transportation impact assessment
performed for the proposed action’s project impact report. Heavily trafficked
arterials may limit usability of open spaces. Off-road bicycle paths
conmecting to open spaces can offer better access for a greater proportion of
the population. ‘

a  Shadows. Shadows on sun-sensitive uses, such as botenical or landscape
attractions, swimming pools, or benches, can affect use of an open space.

This information may be noted during a field survey. Tfa shadow assessment
is being performed for the proposed action’s project impact report, the
technical analyses and graphics presented in the shadow chapter should be
considered and referenced in the open space assessment.

s Air Quality/Odors, These can also affect use of an open space. If the action
is likely to have a significant air quality/odor impact on open space
resources, the technical analyses presented in the project impact report
should be referenced and considered in the open space analysis.

e Noise. Excessive noise, mcluding traffic noise, can prohibit specific types
of use from an open space. If the action is likely to have a significant noise
impact on open space resources, the technical analyses presented in the
project impact report should be referenced and considered in the open space
analysis,

s Safety. Poor safety conditions can also deter use. Typically, important
factors include access, crime, pedestrian safety, nearby construction, and
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other transportation issues. Note and discuss such factors, and thejr potential
effects on open spaces in the study area.

c. Assess the Adequacy of Open Space Use the data gathered in the tasks
above to provide a brief evaluation of the study area's existing open space
conditions relative to the open space needs of the study area users.

First, calculate the existing open space ratio for the study area, using the population
and open space acreage data identified in [I1.B.2.a. and b, above. The open space
ratio is expressed as the amount of publicly accessible protected open space acreage
per 1,000 population, and is caleulated by dividing the total acres of open space by
the population and multiplying by 1,000 This ratio may be tailored to age groups
and types of facilities that would be affected by the proposed action, Itis also
usually appropriate to calculate separate Opert 5pace ratios for active open space,
passive open space, and total open space, based on the information gathered in
M.B.2.b,, above.

Typically, it would be appropriate to provide the following information when
calculating the open space ratio:

1. Actions that would result in an increase in residential population. Calculate the open
space ratio for the residential population:

=  Number of acres of active cpen space"per 1,000 residents;

x  Number of acres of passive open space per 1,000 residents; and

& Number of acres of total open space per 1,000 residents.

f the action would occur in an area with a substantial nonresidential population,
also calculate the open space ratio for the nonresidential population of the study
area: :

%  Number of acres of passive open space per 1,000 non-residents; and

«  Number of acres of active open space per 1,000 nonresidents.

2. Actions that would result in an increase in nonvesidentil population (ie., employees,
visitors, students, efc,). Calculate the open space ratio for the nonresidential
population:

¥ Number of acres of passive open space per 1,000 nonresidents; and

= Number of acres of active open space per 1,000 nonresidents.

If the action would occur in an area with a substantial residential population, also
calculate the open space ratio for the residential popilation:

s Number of acres of active open space per 1,000 residents;

s Number of acres of passive open space per 1,000 residents; and

«  Number of acres of total open space per 1,000 residents,
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3. Actons that would result in an increase in both residential and nonresidentisl population.
Calculate the open space ratio for the residential and nonresidential populations of
the study area:

-w  Number of acres of active open space per 1,000 residents;
= Number of acres of passive open space per 1,000 residents;
= Number of acres of total open space per 1,000 residents; and
s Number of acres of passive open space per 1,000 nonresidents.

Second, assess the adequacy of olien space.

Typically, for the assessment of both direct and indirect effecis, citywide local norms
have been calculated for comparison and analysis, In Boston, existing local area
open space ratios vary widely. For large-scale actions {and for planning purposes),
the City seeks to attain a planning goal of 2.5 acres per 1,000 residents, if appropriate
and feasible, in inner core urban neighborhoods; inneighborheods outside the inner
core, the City seeks to attain a planning goal of 5.0 acres per 1,000 residents. (The
City's planning goal is based, in part, on National Recreation and Park Association
guidelines from 1.25 to 2.5 acres per 1,000 residents of neighborhood parks within
one-half mile, 5 to 8 acres per 1,000 residents of community parks within one to two
miles, and 5 to 10 acres per 1,000 residents of regional parks within one-hour drive
of urban areas. In addition, the City also consulted open space liferature, Boston
open space studies, and the citywide figure of parkland of 7+ acres per 1,000
residents to develop the 2.5-acre goal for inner cove urban neighborhoods and the
5.0 acre goal elsewhere in the city.)

For nonresidential populations, especially worker and student populations,
generally ratios of 0.15 acres of passive cpen space per 1,000 non-residents and 0.5
acres of active open space per 1,000 non-residents in addition lo the benchmark
figures for the residential population represent a reasonable amount of open space
resources for that population.

For large-scale actions (and for planning purposes), the City seeks to aftain its
planning goal of a balance of 80 percent active open space and 20 percent passive
open space. Similar to the open space ratio discussed above, this planning standard
is not a regulatory standard. Although a typical population mix may call for such a
goal, it may not be appropriate or attainable for some areas of the City or for certain
populations skewed toward certain age groups. Analyzing the breakdown of open
space into the categories of passive and active uses often requires judgment, and for
any particular case, typical open space resources may be used very differently.

To assess the adequacy of existing open space within the study area, consider the
following factors:
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= Is the open space ratio for the population of the study area less than 2.5 acres per
1,000 residents, the City’s planning goal for inner core urban neighborhoods and 5.0
acres per 1000 residents (all other neighborhoods)?

s Do effects of air or noise quality, shadows, extreme wind conditions, or issues of
safety or the lack of safe non-motorized access to or within open space resouices
cause a decrease in the usability of the open space supply? Do the streets and off-
street paths encourage movement and access that promotes the usability of the
existing open space resources and network?

® Is the proportion of active and passive open space appropriate for the population
and age groups sexved? Note that for areas in which there is a substantial worker,
student, or visitor populaiion, typically thereisa need for more passive and active
space resouirces. |

« Is the project or proposed action compliant with or consistent with the city’s
current open space plan {Open Space Plan 2008-2012), the open space plan elements
of the current regional plan by the Metropolitan Area Planning Council, and the
state’s current Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP),
Massachusetts Outdoors 20067

«  Qther data gathered in TILB.2, above, including the following: user population
profile; types of facilities; the variety of active and passive uses; and factors that may
encourage or deter use including but not limited to accessibility of different types of
open space (physical location and bartiers to access), competing uses, and feeor
hour restrictions, Are there a considerable concentration of persons who are more in
need of close-to-home recreation resources due to age, mobility, socio-economic
status, ete.? -

s Such other factors as the availability of any major regional facility (e.g., Charles
River Reservation), the predominant housing type, and the availability of publicly
accessible unprotected and private open space facilities to serve the existing
population.

These questions may be evaluated in context with the study area and the
neighborhood.

For actons that would have direct effects on specific facilitfes, this assessment may.
be focused on only those open spaces that are comparable to those that would be
displaced. : '
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3. Detailed Assessment ~ Future No Action Condition

The future no action analysis projects conditions in the study area for the build year
without the proposed action, providing a baseline condition against which the
impact of the action can be measured. The analysis includes data on projected
population as well as recreational facilities / open space facilities that are not
associated with the proposed action built or approved fo be constructed by the build
year. The same level of analysis provided for the assessment of existing conditions
is applied here, The analysis will consider any changes to the following factors
expected in the future without the project.

w  Study aren population. Based on the development and population projected for the
future build year, estimate the projected population profile in the study area.
Consider changes in nonresidential pepulation for actions that would increase the
nonresidential population.

e Identify and describe study area open spaces. Identify any changes to open space
anticipated by the future build year. Include new open space and
alterations/deletions to existing open space. Also include changes that have been
adopted or officially approved by a public agency. This inventory may include
publicly accessible protected open space projects under construction, publicly
accessible protected open spaces that have been approved as mitigation for other
projects, or new open spaces that are committed in the Parks and Recreation
Department's capital budget. The same information gathered in IILB.2.b. above will
be appropriate for this inventory as well. If the project may have potential
significant impacts in certain categories, or alter the accessibility of open space
resources, these conditions in the Future No Action Condition shounld be analyzed
and described.

e Aseess the adequacy of open space. The purpose cf this step is to determine the open
space conditions in the future no action condition as it relates to the needs of the
number and types of users predicted for the future no action condition, This
assessment is performed in the same way as the assessment of existing adequacy,
described in I[.B.2.c., above, This includes calculating the open space ratio for the
future o action condition, and qualitatively assessing whether or not the area is
sufficiently served by open spaces, given the types of open space and the profile of
the study area population.

4. Detailed Assessment ~ Future Action Condition

The fiture action assessment analyzes conditions in the study area for the build year
with the proposed action/ project. Both the quantitative and qualitative factors are
considered in the assessment to the extent to which the action may affect the existing
open space resources and their capacity o serve the study area population. This
assessment typically begins with a brief description of the project, considering how
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it might affect open space—by displacing or encroaching on open space, introducing
a population that would place demands on open space, &fc. Then, the analysis is
performed using the same methodology as for existing conditions and for future no
action conditions, described above, This includes the following.

e Identify chenges fo study area population. This projection will be based on
population projections for the proposed action together with future no action
conditions determined above. For the project population, provide a breakdown of
its projected profile, and a description of the estimated nonresidential pepulation
(workers, students, tourists), as appropriate.

s Identify and describe changes to shudy area open spaces. Describe the open space
changes from the no action condition, both on site and off site, which would occur as
a result of the proposed action. Describe the open space that would be eliminated,
altered, created, and/or improved, if any, as a result of the acticn.

s Assess the adequacy of open space. Calculate the ratio of acres of open space per
1,000 population. Indicate the additional users as a result of the proposed action
and assess the adequacy of open space resources to accommodate these users. Note
whether the project would provide on-site open space resources and whether it is
accessible to the public or fo the project-related population only.

I the action is likely to have petential significant shadow, air quality/ odoz, noise, or
other effects on open space resources, consider those effects as well. Refer to the
appropriate technical analyses elsewhere in the project impact report.

1V, DETERMINING IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE

In this step, the level of significance of an action's effects on an area's open spaces is
defined, qualitatively and quantitatively. It is generally appro priate for actions to
undergo both the quantitative and qualitative evaluation compared with the future
no action condition, '

A. Quantitative Impact
The proposed action may result in a significant impact on open space in the
following circumstances:

s There would be a direct displacement/ alteration of existing open space within
the study area that has a significant adverse effect on existing users, unless the
proposed action would provide a comparable replacement (size, usability, and
quality) within the study area (net loss of publicly accessible protected open space).

s The action would reduce the open space ratio and consequently result in
overburdening existing facilities or further exacerbates a deficiency in open space.
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Open Space Impact Assessment Method

When assessing the effects of a change in the open space ratio, consider the balance
of passive and active open space resources appropriate to support the affected
population. A Jarger percent of active space iz nsually preferred, because the
physical space requirements for active open space uses are significantly greater.

That is, a greater number of passive open space users, such as those siting on a park
bench to enjoy fresh air, can be accommodated within a smaller space. Active open
space users have greater physical space needs for the movement and activity
required for active recreation, such as children's play equipment, organized or
spontaneous sports such as frisbee or ball playing, hopscotch, or other outdoor
exercise. -

In assessing the effects of changes in the open space ratio, the active/passive nature
of the resources affected should be considered. As noted earlier, for large-scale
actons (and for planning purposes), the City seeks to attain a planning goalof a
balance of 80 percent active open space and 20 percent passive open space.
Although a typical population mix may call for such a goal, it may not be
appropriate or attainable for some areas of the city or for certain populations skewed
toward certain age groups, Analyzing the breakdown of open space into the
categories of passive and active uses often requires judgment, and for any particular
case, typical open space resources may be used very differently.

‘The Parks and Recreation Department will review existing open space norms for the
area and the quality of existing open space. Actions that may result in significant
quantitative impacts on open space resouIces ate typically further assessed in the
qualitative assessment approach (described below) to determine overall significance
of the impact.

B. Qualitative Impact '

Identify the type (active or passive), capacity, conditions, and distribution of open
space. Determine whether the change in open space conditions and/ or use results
in a substantial change or an adverse effect fo open space conditions,

Significance is generally determined according to the following guidelines:

» If the proposed action results ina significant physical impact on existing open
space in terms of increasing shadow, noise, air pollutant emissions, odors, etc.
compared to the future no action condition, then there is a significant impact

requiring mitigation.

s If the proposed action addresses the quaniitative open space needs, but causes a
qualitative impact compared to the no action condiiion, then there may be a
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Open Space Impact Assessment Method

significant impact on open space, requiring mitigation. This could occur if a specific
user group would be affected (such as young children or bocce players), even
though the overall open space ratio would be adequate; if certain age groups would
be underserved; or there would be conflicts in the use of open space as a result of the
action.

b

V. DEVELOPING MITIGATION
If the proposed action resulis in significant adverse open space impacts, on site or
off site mitigating measures are identified to the greatest extent practicable.

Some ways in which open space impacts may be mitigated are as follows:

s Create new open space on site of the type needed to serve the proposed
population and to offset their impact on existing open space in the study area.

a  Create new open space clsewhere in the study area of a type needed to serve the
needs of the added population.

a  Tmprove existing open spaces in the study area to increase their utility, safety,
and capacity to meet identified needs in the study area.

s« Mitigation for the removal or conversion of public parkland typically involves
the acquisition of replacement parkland of equal or greater size and value servicing
the same community of users.

VI.DEVELOPING ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives to the proposed action that would avoid significant impacts on open
space resources could include a smaller project (creating less demand for open
space) or an alternate site (transferring the open space demand to an area with
sufficient supply to accommodate the added demand), If an action may involve the
removal or conversion of parklands, the possible use of alternative sites should be
given ample consideration as early as possible in the planning process.

Alternatives to the proposed action are analyzed using the methods described under
the future build condjtion and impacts are compared to those of the proposed
action. ‘
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Open Space Impact Assessment Method

Notes: :
1 The following BRA Planning Districts are inner core urban neighborhoods for

purposes of the open space impact assessment: Back Bay/ Beacon Hill, Central
Boston, Charlestown, East Boston, Fenway. /Kenmore, South Boston, and the

Sputh End.
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Kara, Kristin

From: Glers, Bob
©sfs Thursday, July 24, 2008 10:42 AM

T Kara, Kristin
Cc: Jayasinghe, Para; Leo, Vingent: Banks, Joseph, Spineito, Stephen; Crasco, Ken - Parks Dept.; McCarthy, Timothy {(Public
Works)

Subject: Seaport Square

hi Kristen,

Here are PWD comments for the subject project Seaport Square in South Boston bounded by Nerthern Avenue, Sleaper, Gongress,
Summer Streets, and Seaport Boulevard, where the developer is estimating the cost of the projects o be approximately % 3,000,000,800

Site Plan:
Devsioper must provide an engineer's site plan at an approprizte engineeing scale, that shows curb functionality on both gides of all
streets that abuts the property.

Sidewalks:

Developer is responsible for the reconstruction of the sidewalks including the resatting of the existing curbing ahuifing the project, and to
extend the limits to the nearest intersections, The reconstruction effort must meet current ADAJAAB guidelines, including the

inatallation of new or reconstruction ef existing compliant pedestrian ramps at all corners of all intersections, to encourage and
compliment pedestrian Improvements and fravel along alt streets within the development limits. This effort afsc may constitute a License,
Maintenance and Indemnification (LME&I} agreemant with the Public Improvement Commission {PIC),

Discontinuances.
Any and all discontinuances {sub-surface, surface or above surface) within the Public Right-of-Way (ROW) must be processed through

the PIC.

Landscaping:
D oper must seek approval from Ken Crasco, Chief Landscape Architect with the Parks and Recreation Depattment for all landscape
gle.uents. Program must accompany & LME with the PIC.

Street Lighting: .
Street lighting needs must be consulted with Mr.. Joe Banks of the Street Lighting Division with the PWD, and where needed, be installed
by the developer, and must be consistent with the area lighting, to provide a consistent urban dasign.

Roadway:

Basad of1 the extent of construction activity, Including utility connections and taps, he Developer will be responsible for the
reconstruction of the roadway sections that immediately abuts the propesty, and where appropriate, extend the limits on re-construction
to the nearest intersaction and to insure compliance to ADAJAAB guldelines. '

Public Trash Recaptacles:

Developer to consult with Tim MeCarthy of BPWD, and is responsible for purchasing solar powered trash compactors {0 be used In
Public space consistent with City of Boston's plan.

Public Art:

Developer is encouraged to contact the Bosten Arts Commission to participate with the City's public arls program, creating notable art
pieces in public spaces.

Groundwaier

Developer should install groundwater-manitoring wells in accordance fo 1SD standards, to monitor groundwaier levels during
construction, and convey the wells to the Groundwater Trust through the PIC after the completion of the project.

Note: these are the general standard BPWD requirements applicable fo every project, more detailed comments will be addrassed dusing
the PIC revisw process; .

Anv questions please give me a call at 617-635-4960

thima i€ you, Bob Giers

7124/2008



APPENDIX 2
COMMENTS IAG



July 31, 2008
Kristen Kara
Boston Redevelopment Authority
City Hail
Boston, MA 02210

Seaport Square Comments
Dear Ms, Kara:

I am writing in response to the request for comments on the proposed Seaport Square development in
South Boston. I support the developer's request to move forward with review of Parcels A, H, and ]
while the Article 80 process continues for the other much larger parcels. It is important to continue to
Involve neighborhood residents in the review of Parcels A, H, and 1. In particular, T am concerned
about the location and type of affordable housing to he created under the City's Inclusionary Zoning
requirements and about the design of the buildings on Parcels A and H, :

Affordable Housing:

South Boston residents continue to be displaced because of increasad rents and condominium
conversions. As a nelghborhood resident, as well as Executive Director of South Boston Nelghborhood
Development Corperation, I see the need for affordable housing in our community every day. Those
most in need of housing in the community are families, the elderly, and veterans with incomes below
80% of median income . Creation of condominiums in the Seaport Square area will not address the
housing needs of the people we serve because they cannot afford to buy even the affordable units, and
they generally prefer to live closer to their families and supportive services such as health care
providers and supermarkets. South Boston NDC has been trying to acquire multi-family rental
properties In South Boston to preserve affordable rental housing in our neighborhood. As a non-profit,
we have found it difficult to compete with private developers . In liew of on-site affordable units, 1
encourage the developer to seek off-site locations, closer to the existing residential South Boston
neighborhoed. '

I also encourage the BRA and the developer to assess the affordable housing needs for the Fort Point
Channel area to determine if the need is greater for rental or homeownership. Given the proximity of
these bulldings to the Fort Point residentlal area and the dramatic impact the larger Seaport Square
development will have on this part of the neighborhood, priority should be given to developing these
sites in a manner that is sensitive to the needs of the existing residents.

Design:

The proposed designs for Parcels A and H need more review. While the helght and massing seem to
work with the existing buildings in the neighborhood, the brick buildings in Fort Point and the Moakley
Courthouse, the glass exteriors do not. Also, the curve at the corner of the building proposed for
Parcel H Is not in keeping with the corners of other nearby buildings, I am also concerned that the
developer has not included parking in the plans for Parcel H, As discussed at the last meeting at the
Condon School, abutters have concerns about the setbacks frem existing residances. ‘



Overall, the plan for Seaport Square is an impressive, high quality urban design concept. The amount
of planned open space and its location and design wiil greatly enhance this new neighborhood in South
Boston, The development team has obviously invested significant time and resources te work with the
nelghborhood to create this plan. Allowing Parcels A, H, and 1 to move forward as quickly as possible,
as long as the community continues to have Input Into the design of the buildings, is Important to the
successful and timely completion of the entire Seaport Square plan. I strongly support moving forward
on these parcels.

Thank you for your considerzation. T lock forward to participating in the review process as a member of
the TIAG.

Sincerely

Penna Brown

Executive Director

South Boston Nelghborhood Development
365 West Broadway

Scuih Boston, MA 02127



Rourke, Jay

From: Lukas, Linda [lukas@smma.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2008 5:15 PM
R Kara, Kristin, Rourks, Jay
Subject: Seaport Square — comments

Hi Keistin and Jay:

I am grateful to Mayor Menino for the opportunity to serve on the Impact Advisory Group for
the Seaport Square project in South Boston.

In accordance with your Memo of June 2, today is the deadline date for Public Comment.

Relative to the overall project, but particularly to parcels A, H and J, my major concern is
in regard to parking.

T understand that Gale Interpational is interested in further discussing with the BRA
designating the parcels H & 3 buildings as 100% affordable housing. These buildings will not
provide below-grade parking.

Fortunately, parking is provided for the Parcel A condo building.

As a resident of 15 Sleeper Street for nearly 12 years, on-street, South Boston resident-
sticker parking is at a premium.

The availability of resident sticker parking is challenging at best.

[th 88 units/approx. 175 residents residing at 15 and 33 Sleeper Street...new owners of FP3
condominiums on Congress Street starting to move into their units...the increasing number of
programs and activities at the Children's Museum...illegal parking in the resident sticker
parking designated areas....metered parking/no overnight parking on Congress Street, Seaport
Blvd. and other streets in the neighborhood...and no parking on private streets such as
Farnsworth...residents have access to fewer and fewer resident sticker parking spaces.

Even though John Hynes plans thousands of below-grade parking spaces how many {especially
affordable housing residents) will be able to afford to pay $2568/$380++ per month to park
one’s car in a garage? Plus, I don't believe that we can count on people not driving their
cars and using the T and public transportation.

T think it's Fair to say that the City of Boston Transportation Department does the best they
can to give as many parking tickets to as many cars as possible. However, I suspect that the
BTD assigns as many BTD ticketing professionals to the Seaport District as to any other area
of the city, which on any given day is not enough. I'm supportive of Mayor Menino's
suggestion to increase the parking fines as a deterrent to park illegelly in any neighborhood
of Boston. B8ut that in itself is not enough either.

Lack of parking for existing resldents is at present a critical situation. Imagine the
impact on the area when the Parcels H & J buildings and other Seaport Square buildings are
completed.

alative to the Parcels H & J, I agree with the Boston Civic Design Commission to request
that architects ADD, Inc. re-think the use of multi-colored glass and eliminate the connector
between the two buildings. I agree that the architecture of thesa 2 buildings need to more

1



contextusl and reflect and respect the warehouse district architecture. I hope that the BRA
will also ensure that the architecture of these 2 buildings adequately complement the
warehouse district architecture.

‘happen to be a big fan of the David Hacin team's Parcel A designl
Congratulations on a wonderful "gem" of a building.

Thank you for this opportunity!

Linda
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Kara, Krisiin

From: Jamy Madeja [jmadeja@buchananassociates.com]

Jent: Thursday, September 04, 2008 4.02 PM

To: ian.howles@state.ma.us; Richard. Bourre@state. ma.us

Cc: Kara, Kristin; Shen, Kairos; McGuinness, Richard: Glascock, Bryan; suliivanjp@bwsc.org;

Washburn, Bradford (EEA); andrea. langhauser@state.ma. us,
cshowdon@Epsilonassociates.com; bruce@bostonharbor.corm, foley@savetheharbor.org;
vii@tbha.org; Casagrande@bostonkids.org -

Subject: ROD Comment Seaport Squars
POSEIDON ENTERPRISES
319 A Sireet

Boston, MA 02210
September 4, 2008

Tan A. Bowles, Secretary

Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900

Boston, MA 02144

Re: Seaport Square, Boston: EOEEA Project No. 14255
Dear Secretary Bowles,

" Thank you for your thorough review of the Seaport Square Expanded Environmental Notification Form and
Phase 1 Waiver request, and the opportunity to comment on the Draft Record of Decision (“ROD”) for the
Waiver.

On behalf of Poseidon Enterprises, thank you pariicularly for your careful consideration of the comments we
submitted, as reflected in the draft decision requiring that the proponents of Seaport Square reflect in their
development plans those already long approved for our abutting site, known as the Barking Crab site. The first
fall paragraph on page 8 of your decision is strong and appropriate. We respectfully request it remain in
your final ROD, particularly the last sentence therein (“The Proponents must also ensure that proposed
improvemenis to Old Sleeper Street do not impede any future uses at the Barking Crab Restaurant
and/or Neptune Marine Services as envisioned in the Secretary’s Decision on the SBMHP.”)

While Poseidon Enterprises is excited about the opportunities the Seaport Square project could provide the
public, we remain concerned about coordination of public benefits and infrastructure in the constrained and
prominent location of Block A and 0Old Sleeper Street and the connections to the Fort Poini Channél waterfront
area. Block A is entirely jurisdictional tidelands and the public is entitled to sound, successful actualization of
their public trust rights. We hope to work with the proponents to assure our site and theirs both develop
successfully in this unique location. We wish every success for the project proponent in this endeavor and we
feel it is critically important to maintain an open and working dialog with all parties and to develop public
infrastructure and amenities in concert with each other and in consultation with appropriate planning and
permitting agencies. While we have not heard from the proponent since the Draff Record of Decision was
published, we welcome discussion any time and will anticipate working together.

As you noted in your Draft Record of Decision, the proponents must meet critical operational standards for Old
Sleeper Street through all phases of the project, and must provide public amenities as pert of Phase 1 ofthe
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project. This is of paramount importance for the continued success and basic operational capacity of Poseidon
Enterprises and its water-dependent businesses on Old Sleeper Strect, as well as the popular and iconic
restaurant the Barking Crab, The Draft ROD also anticipates the proponents working with the City of Boston to
nrovide “new paving, irees, planters, benches, lighting and outdoor restaurant seating” at Old Sleeper Street,
which the proponents proposed to provide in the ETNF/Phase ] Waiver Request. In addition, however, the
street must remain accessible to vehicles servicing our site, during and post construction, and mitigation plans
should be in place for operations of the abutting restaurant and businesses, dust, noise, public access and the
like, and the need for construction vehicles not fo oceupy the street. Tt is a public street, not owned by the
proponents, and must be redesigned and used in concert with all users and abutters.

Our ability to implement Harborwalk for the public to use along the Fort Point Chamnel, as planned in the South
Boston Municipal Harbor Plan (“SBMHP™), will depend on sound final planning for the comnections to Old
Sleeper Street, which in turn requires cooperation of all parties in designing and allocating use and operational
responsibilities. The Proponent seems to be expecting Old Sleeper Street to be a permanent Harborwalk, and not
for the permanent Harborwalk to be along the Fort Point Channel, as planned in the SBMHP. Clearly more
coordination and planning is necessary. We anticipate doing and paying for our share. We respectfully request
that Phase 1 of the Seaport Square project include implementation of any of the Proponent’s required share of
the eventual final plans for these important public trust benefits in; this area.

We note that the “Public Benefits Analysis” portion of this Seaport Square review may also be concluded with
the final ROD. We urge the Secretary to leave this important conclusion to be made in the future, after the
proponent has done & more thorough job analyzing all issues. Simply put, the BENF/PNF just did not address
the public’s trust rights in the area adequately because it did not address the public benefits in relation to the
SBMHP, a longstanding and important planning document, What are the specific Public Benefits of Phase 1
of the proposed project, in that Old Sleeper Street is not where the public Harborwalk is currently planned to be
located nor is it planned to be constructed at the expense of the proponent?

In additicn to the usual Chapter 91 public access and water dependent use issues, among other public benefit
issues, the utilities infrastructure in the area requires more attention. As yon may recall, Poseidon Enterprises
has made significant investments in the infrastructure serving the Barking Crab site, particularly sewer service,

and continues to own and pay for this infrastructure as well as paying the usual BWSC fees on top of these
private expenses, in the very area which Seaport Square seems intending o make use of.

‘We hope that with thoughtful cooperation we can continue to improve the Fort Point Channel waterfront. The
investments we made in the Barking Crab site were done, in part, with the foresight and understanding that our
parcel would be redeveloped according to the already-approved South Boston Munieipal Harbor Plan approved
by the Boston Redevelopment Authority and then by your predecessor. We are now at that stage and have
submitted a Letter of Intent to the BRA. to begin the public permitting process. An ENF/PNF will follow for
your review and that of the general public. Coordination of all parties abutting and around both development
areas is essential in such a constrained yet prominent area. The MEPA process was designed specifically to
handle such needs while helping to realize the optimal economic and public benefits for such sites. We hope to
see more planning to result in cooperative and proportional sharing of the expense of necessary utility
improvements in this area.

Although we are one step behind the Seaport Square project, which submitted its EENF/PNF this summer, there
is no tangible benefit to conclusively segmenting the redevelopment of Old Sleeper Street and the wateriront
itself, Cooperative bilateral discussion is critical to aveiding more immediate regulatory conflicts that will incur
~ costly delays and protracted hearings to resolve conflicts that should be dealt with on the front end of the MEPA
| process. Ifpossible, we urge you to defer the conclusion of the Public Benefits Anelysis to such a time as the
Proponents have adequately considered the SBMUP in their own planning. We understand the Secretary’s
office is just beginning to implement the new Public Benefits Analysis process and may be trying to establish a
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system of concluding the process along with or soon after MEPA. However, this Phase ] Waiver is already an
exceptional discretionary benefit for this proponent. If you do conclude it is necessary for the Public Benefits
finding for Phase I to be issued before the proponent’s planning regarding Old Sleeper Street and the Waterfront
is complete, we respectfully request that the Public Benefits finding be expressly conditioned in the same
manner as the Phase 1 Waiver, with reference to the necessary commitments t0 be fulfilled and enforced through
Chapter 91 licensing. '

This is an exceptional opportunity for the City of Boston to realize the great potential of the South Boston
waterfront and as a long-time neighborhood business we are thrilled at this possibility. We are committed to
working toward creating a vibrant community in East Boston and look forward to further discussions regarding
this project. Thank you for your time and efforts to ensure that this is a successful endeavor for all interested
parties.

Sincerely,

Scott Garvey, on behalf of Poseidon Enterprises

Ce:  Richard Bourre, MEPA
Kristin Kara, BRA Project Manager
Kairos Shen, BRA Director of Planning
Richard McGuinness, BRA Waterfront Planner
Bryan Glascock, Boston Environment Department
Public Improvements Commission, City of Boston (via U.S. Mail)
Boston Water and Sewer
Boston Parks Department (via U.S. Mail)
Brad Washburn, CZM Boston Harbor Coordinator
Andrea Lang Houser, DEP Chapter 91 Senior Planner
Grale International, Proponent (via U.S.Mail)
Epsilon, Attention Corinne Snowdon
Susan St Plerre, Vine Associates
Bruce Berman/Paity Foley, SHSB
Vivien Li, TBHA
Friends of the Fort Point Channel
Children’s Museum {Louis Casagrande, PhD., President; JoAnne Baxter, Dir. Public Relations)
Dockside Place Condominium Association (Via U.S. Mail)

Emaited via:

Jamy Buchanan Madeja, Esq.
Buchanan & Associates

33 Mount Vernon Street
Boston, MA 02108
(617)227-8410 phone
(617)227-9943 fax

Confidentiality Notice: This electronic mail transmission is privileged and confidential and is intended only for. the review of
the party to whom itis meant to be addressed. If you have received this transmission in error, kindly immediately return it
to the sender, unread. Unintended transmission shail not constitute waiver of the attorney-client or any other privilege.



Wagsachusetis Port Authority
One Harhorside Brive, Suite 2005
Fast Boston, MA D2128-2908
Telephone (17) 428-2800

VAW, TIASEDOML.COM

September 30, 2008

Mr. Jay Rourke

Boston Redevelepment Authority
Boston City Hall, 9™ Floor

One City Hall Sqoare

Boston, MA 02201

Re: Seaport Square ENE/PNF
Dear Jay:
Enclosed please find the comment letter that Massport has submitted to MEPA.

As a major landowner adjacent to the project site and owrer and operator of facilities in the Port of
Boston, Massport staff has had productive discussions with the Seaport Square propenent concerning
topics of mutual interest — vehicular / truck circulation, pedestrian circulation and urban design.

Tn addition to topics contained in our earlier comment leiter, we have also aitached a sketch diagram to
prompt discussion regarding the segment of Seaport Boulevard between B Street and East Service Road.
This roadway segment will be vitally important to the proper flow of vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians
in the district. As indicated by the diagram, it is important to:

o maintain two travel lanes in each direction with a minimum lane width of 11" to accommodate
trucks (Seaport Boulevard will remain a truck route),

s provide the lane adjacent to the curb with sufficient width to accommodate bicycles in a ‘share
the lane’ approach (where a striped bike lane is not possible given the cross-section of the
roadway),

o provide a parking lane (on the south side of Seaport Boulevard on Block M) to ensure vehicles o
not stop in a travel lane to patronize or service adjoining uses, and,

s jmplement a parking lane (not shown in diagran) or implement and enforce off-street loading
and ‘no stopping’ curbside on the north side of Seaport Boulevard.

While the last bullet addresses an avea that is not part of the Seapott Square project, currenily there are
many times where curbside delivery to the adjacent restaurants completely blocks one travel lane and
backs up traffic or the delivery trucks park on the sidewalk blocking pedestrian movement. There is a
double left turn from B Street where this curbside delivery practice creates bottlenecks and unsafe iraffic
conditions. If a parking lane cannot be implemented due to limited land area, the informal off-street
parking areas that exist next to the restaurants should be eliminated in favor of creating an off-street
delivery area and the curb should continue to be regulated and enforced as ‘no stopping’.

Drierating Boston Logan Interrational Airpert - Pori of Boston general carge and passenger terminals - Tobin Memorial Bridge » Hanscom Field -
Rastor Flsh Pier - Commonwealih Plar (site of the World Trads Center Beston) « Warcaster Regional Afmort

RECYELED % PAPER



Mr. Jay Rourke
Re: Seaport Square ENF/PNE
Page2 of 2

Finally, with respect to the existing lane markings and regulatory signs, the eastbound travel lane next to
the curb on Seaport Boulevard approaching B Sireet should be changed to ‘through / right” vs. the ‘right
only’ that exists today. This would provide for betier traffic flow including the heavily used right tun
into the WTC parking that is just to the east of B Street on Seaport Boulevard.

We look forward to coordinating these important issues with the BRA and BTD to ensure that passenger
vehicles, trucks, hicyeles and pedestrians are properly accommodated for the collective interests in the
district. Please feel free to contact me with any questions you may have.

Sincerely,

-

nes P. Doolin, AICP
Deputy Director for Planning and Development
Economic Planning and Development Departiment
Massachusetts Port Authority

Cc: V. Gupta (BTD), P. Hoey (BTD), D. Carlson (BRA), D. Wamester (Gale Intl.), L. Grymek (Seaport
TMA).



assachusetts Port Avthority
(One Harborsida Orive, Suite 2005
East Boston, MA (2128-2509
Telephons (517) 426-2800
WWW.TASSPOR.LOM

August 1, 2008

Secretary Ian A. Bowles

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Attn: MEPA Office

Briony Angus, EEA No. 14255

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 500

Boston MA 02114:

Re: Seaport Square Envirommental Notification Form (ENF) EEA 14255

The Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport) has reviewed the Seaport Square ENF /
PNF. Massport complements the proponent for holding public meetings and for their
willingness to meet with us o discuss their project and the interests Massport has as the
owner and operator of Logan Intematiopal Airport, the Port of Boston and as an abutting
landownet in the South Boston Waterfront.

We believe the mix of proposed uses is consistent with the overall vision for the South
Boston Waterfront. In general, we also belleve the proposed street and pedestrian
infrastructure are consistent with the overall planning for the area. In addition to the more
specific issues described below, Massport’s vital interests continue fo include protecting
important truck routes including Seaport Boulevard, the South Boston Bypass Road,
Massport Haul Road, D Street, Summer Sireet and portions of Congress Sireet.

There are several areas on which Massport wishes to provide comments to inform the
subsequent scope and context for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) that will
define, evaluate and propose mitigation for the Full Build program.

Overzall Vehicnlar Cirenlation

1. Seaport Boulevard is and will remain an important truck route for the Port of
Boston as well as many industrial / freight forwarding businesses located with the
South Boston Waterfront. It is and will remain the most direct route to many tuck
destinations within the waterfront area for trucks coming from points north using
1-93 southbound. In addition, it will continue to be a direct route o 1-93
northbound from the wateriront area.

a. The proposed typical roadway section for Seaport Boulevard incorporates
two 117 wide travel lanes, a 5° wide bike lane and an 8” wide parking lane
in each travel direction (in addition to a generous median). As a typical
section, this can function adequately to mest the multiple demsands on the
roadway including through truck movements. However, as shown in

Operafing | Soston Logan Intesmational Airpoet - Port of Boston genaral cargn and passenger terminials - Tobin Memorial Bridge - Hanscorn Field -
Boston Fish Pier - Commonwealth Pier {gfie of tha Worid Trade Center Bostony - Worcestar Regional Aiport
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Figure 2.3 - 27, there is a transition required in the section in the block
between B Street and Bast Service Road where the curb to cusb section
narrows. Today there are two travel lanes in each direction and a narrow
median that doss not allow for a parking lane(s). With the proposed uses
on Block M1 (zetail / entertainment and residential), the proposed uses
across Seaport Boulevard at Pier 4 (office) and the existing restavrants that
will remain, the Proponent needs to demonstrate that in the Full Build two
iravel lanes and the bike lane (in each direction) will be able to be
maintained without the friction of casual curbside drop-off end curbside
loading/ servicing disrupting traffic flow. This problem now occurs
regularly at the existing restaurants on the north side of Seaport Boulevard
(not part of Seaport Square) blocking one travel lane and causing traffic
backups and unsafe left turns from B Street onto Seaport Boulevard
westbound.

2 The westbound side of Congress Street, from B Street to Boston Wharf Road,
aust continue as it does today to include two travel lanes (117 wide minimum)
and a parking lane with a median that can accommodate a left turn lane where
needed.

3. Massport objects to locating the loading docks for M} Block on B Street (Figure
2.4 -1). B Street southbound will experience a very high volume of traffic heading
towards Congress Street and the ramp to I-93 and itis a relatively short street. The
loading docks will be busy as they are proposed to serve retail and grocery store
type uses and could be problematic along this street. In addition, the main
pedestrian entry door and outdoor plaza to the West Office Building is directly
opposite the proposed loading dock location which would create an incompatible
situation with an existing condition. East Service Road would be a better
alternative as an ‘internal’ sireet to the proposal.

4. Tntersection LOS Assessment — Full Build

2 The West Service Road / South Boston Bypass Road (Massport Haul
Road) intersection needs to be added to study area intersections (Figure 3-
1.2). This is important as the SBBR and MIIR provide a vital truck rouie
between the working port and other industrial uses and the interstate
highway systetx.

b. The Saturday midday traffic analysis needs to be inciuded in the Full
Build assessment, especially given the amount of retail and other program
elements that may have a high level of activity on Saturdays.

¢. The No-Build background projects should include Waterside Place, CF DA
Parcels A2, H, K and D3 in the background growth assumption.

d. The traffic operations analysis should account for the projected increase in
pedestrian activity.

e. Forecasting assumptions such as background growth rates and seasonal
adjustments to count data should be stated in the narrative with
justification in the Appendix.

S. Figures 2.4-1 and 2.4-5 appear to show curb extensions and a drop-off loop on
Seaport Boulevard in front of Block K. Figure 2.3-27 does not show this



treatment. The Proponent should clarify the intent on this block: a drop-off loop
ont Seaport Boulevard is not recommiended.

6. The parking access for Block L at Congress Street, between Boston Wharf Road
and Bast Service Road should be re-gvaluated given the short span of this section
of Congress Street and the proposed elevated Harbor Street directly above,

7. The Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures outlined in the TNF
in section 3.1.4.3, include membership of the proponent of the “local TMA’, This
commitment should be clarified to require membership by all subsequent business
tenants within the development. The TMA should be specifically identified as the
Seaport TMA, an existing organization that has effectively coordinated commuter
/ employee transportation needs for many years in the South Boston Waterfront
area.

Trip Generation

The Proponent should provide more detailed methodology and assumptions on the trip
generation analysis for the Full Build. Details were not provided in the Appendix for the
Full Build trip generation estimate. For Phase { trip generation:

o 229 percent reduction was credited for internal trips from residential to retail uses
that presumably do not spill onto adjacent streets;

e 225 percent pass-by rate was credited for retail trips, which assumes that these
are impulse irips that are already on the street system; ard

e Mode shares do not appear to be consistent with BTD splits for the area (Zone
13), nor do they match CFDA mode share assumptions. Table 3.1-9 shows
different mode splits for entering vs. exiting trips for the same use, same period.

Reasonable justification for these methods and assumptions should be provided in the
narrative or in the appendix of the EIR.

Trip Distribution

The Proponent propeses not to rely solely in Central Artery TranPlan model for trip
distribution, rather a blend of TranPlan and count data. The methods used should be
clearly explained in the EIR.

Parking
Do the Proponent’s mode share goals match. with their parking supply? How is the

project constraining parkirg in order to achieve mode share targets? These questions
should be addressed in the EIR.

Pedestrian Circulation
Massport agrees in principle that a through block pedestrian connection to the proposed

s Autumn Lane’ is desirable for the M1/ M2 block. This will facilitate pedestrian flows
between the Seaport Square retail / destinations, Commonwealth Flats including the



proposed Waterside Place mixed-use retail center, and the Boston Convention and
Exhibition Center via World Trade Center Avenue and Congress Sirect. However,
Massport believes other options should be studied for the this pedestrian connection and
the M1 / M2 block that consider;
e the larger urban design relationships with buildings to the east atong Congress
Street (notably the West Office Building, Renaissance Boston Waterfromt hotel,
John Hancack office building and the future World Trade Center South office
building); .
e the need to contain the Congress and B Street intersection with building edges;
and
o providing a cover over the pedestrian way to make it more functional and
environmentally friendly in a variety of weather / wind conditions.

Alrspace

Massport as the owner and operator of Logan International Airport has previously
provided the proponent with a map that we have prepared that identifies the maximum
height for obstructions that will not impact the safe and efficient operation of the aitport.
While there are no specific building heights provided other than a ‘maximum building
height of 240 feet (as defined by the Boston Zoning Code), from discussions with the
proponent Massport understands it is their intention to have building heights (inclusive of
all penthonses and mechanical equipment, etc.) that are in compliance with our map. It is
important to note that each building will need to apply and obtain a ‘no hazard®
determination from the Federal Aviation Administration (Part 7460) and Massport’s
mapped information in no way is intended to replace or reduce the scope of the FAA’s
permitting anthority.

Wastewater Planning and Capacity

We are pleased that the proponent has had initial coordination with the Boston Water and
Sewer Commission and that they have been directed not to send the vast bulk ofthe
wastewater generated to the existing Seaport Boulevard sewer line. Massport has made
significant investments in wastewater capacity, including the Seaport Boulevard /
Northern Avenue sewer line (from B Sireet to Congress Street) to meet the existing and
planned development needs on its property in the Commonwealth Flats Development
Area. As such, Massport has a direct interest in ensuring that the infentions for
wastewater flow described in the ENF are implemented along with a flow monitoring
program.

Base Map Information

The proponent’s base map shows out-of-date information for the area east of D Sireet on
Massport property (see Figure 3-1.2) for streets (Congress Street extends and curves to
return to Northern Avenue, Silver Line Way, Harborview Lane, Port Lane and Starboard
Lane) and three significant existing developments {fohn Hancock, Renaissance Boston



Waterfront, Seaport Park Lane Apartments). Massport will coordinate providing updated
information to the proponent. -

As the owner / operator of Logan International Airport, the Port of Boston and an
abutting landowner, Massport would appreciate being placed on the Circulation List for
all subsequent documents and notifications.

We look forward o continning coordination and discussions with the proponent as the
project moves forward,

ames P. Doolin
eputy Director for Planning and Development
Economic Planning and Development Departiment
Massachusetts Port Anthority
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Kara, Kristin

From: Patty Hurlay [phurley@gis.net}
b Tuesday, July 29, 2008 4.03 PM
To:  Kara, Kristin

T write in strong support of the proposed Seaport Development in South Boston. I have attended several commupity
meetings regarding this project. As a third-generation South Bostonian, 1 am axcited at the prospect of this wonderful addition to
our community. As soimeohe whose husband and son derive their livelihood from the construction Industry, T know I speak for a
1ot of families who are similarly sltuated, But it is the aesthetic upgrade that it will bring to this area that most motivates me to
write. I strongly urge that we get underway with this now. Given the awful economic conditions that prevail, we need this as an
engine to propel us out of the mess we are in and into a brighter future, Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully,

{sf Patty Hurley

3 Hart Place

South Boston, MA 02127
617-263-3858



Kara, Krisiin

From: Ellen Cunniff [emcunnifi@yahoo.com]
& Tuesday, July 28, 2008 3:50 PM

To: Kara, Kristin

Subject: Seaport Square

Dear Ms. Kara,

[ am sending this message in support of the Seaport Square Development. Ths development offers great benefits to
soth the South Boston community and the City of Boston with the creation of construction and permanent jobs,
a0using, retail space and schools.

(t's wonderful to see something finally being developed in this area after so many years of waiting.

As a South Bosten resident, I respectfully urge the BRA to green light this project.

Sincerely,

Ellen Cummiff

TooMnnng



Kara, Kristin

From:  Allen, Anne C. [Anne.Allen@ropesgray.com]
nt:  Tuesday, July 28, 2008 3:19 PM

103 Kara, Krlstin ‘

Subject: Seaport Square Development

Good Afternocn,

I am a lifelong resident of South Boston 1 want ta voice my opinion of how excited 1 2m that finaily something is going to he
done to the South Boston Waterfront area of South Boston. This development will benefit the community in all aspects, jobs,
housing, retall, schools efe, 1 just hope this gets underway sooner than later so we can all enjoy the benefits of such & beautiful
sight. -

Thank you,

Anne Allen

Anne €. Allen

Lega! Secretary

ROPES & GRAY LLP
T&617-854-2078 | F r17-235-0389
One International Place

Boston, MA 02110-2624

Anne. Allen@ropesqray.com

WWW. ropesgray.com

C lar 230 Disclosure (R&G): To ensure compliance with Treasury Department regulations, we inform you that any U.8. tax
aavice contained in this communication (including any attachments) was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be usad,
for the purpose of avoiding U.S. tax-related penalties or promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any tex-related
matters addressed herein.

This message {including attachmenis) is priviieged and confidential, If you are not the intended recipient, please delete it witholit
further distribution and reply fo the sender that you have received the message in error.

iyOVIANG



Kara, Kristin

From: MaryguigleyB@act.com

* & Sunday, July 27, 2008 7:09 AM
10! Kara, Kristin

Subject: Fwd: Seaport Square Development

From: Maryouigley9

To: Kristin. Kara@bra@cityofooston.gov ‘
Sent: 7/24/2008 1:34:02 P.M. Eastern Daylight Time
Subj: Seaport Square Development

The Seaport Square Development would be a great addition to tha City. The addition of residential units, restaurants
and businesses will bring the sense of community that the area is currently lacking. Itis a fantastic new project that
would be enjovad by not enly residents of Boston, but the many visitors to the BCEC and the City of Bosion. The
Seaport area will soon be the new Downtowr, it will bring employment and tourism in a tima when the economy ¢an
use a boost like this. | see it as a win-win situation.

Mary E. Quigley

South Boston

~et fantasy football with free live scoring. Sign up for FanHouse Fantasy Football today.

Get fantasy football with free live scoring. Slgn up for FanBouse Fantasy Football today.

TIIRINONR
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GOOD W IN % PRO CTER R, Jeffrey Lyman Goodwin Procter LLP

617.570.1987 Counselors at Law
rlyman@ Exchange Place
goodwinprocter.com Boston, MA 02109

T: 617.570.1000
F: 617.623.1231

July 31, 2008

BY HAND AND VIA E-MAIL

Jay Rowke

Kristin Kara

Boston Redevelopment Authority
One City Hall Square

9th Floor

Roston, MA 02201-1007

Re:  Seaport Square, South Boston Project/Environmental Notification Form and
Phase | Waiver Request

Dear Mr. Rourke and Ms. Kara:

1 am writing regarding the Seaport Square project (the “Project”) on behalf of our client
Brickman Real Estate Fund 11, L.P. (“Brickman’), which is the owner of several buildings
adjacent to or in the immediate vicinity of the Project area. Brickman is a real estate private
investment firm that owns and operates several properties in the City of Bosion as well as
nationally.

As a substantial investor in the commumity, Brickman looks forward to the redevelopraent and
vitalization of the so-called Seaport Square area. Out of concern for the area generally, and asa
potentially affected neighbor, Brickman seeks to ensure that the Project undergoes sufficient
review so as to adequately measure and mitigate Project impacts and to integrate it with existing
infrastructure and buildings. In particular, our client is concerned that the requested waiver for
the so-called Phase I of the Project is inappropriately broad. Our client therefore respectfully
suggests that you grant in pait, and deny in part, the tequested Phase 1 Waiver.

As described in the Project/Environmental Notification Form and Phase I Waiver Request
(collectively, the “Filing™), the Project Proponents are seeking a Scoping Determination from the
Boston Redevelopment Authority (the “Authority”) waiving further review for Blocks A, H and
J of the Project. According to the Filing, the “timely development” of these blocks will
“facilitate development of the remainder of the project,” in past by allowing the Proponent to
relocate the Our Lady of Good Voyage Chapel, creating & “gateway” to the Fort Point Channel
and South Boston waterfront, providing early public benefits and open space and facilitating
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construction of the remainder of the site. See e.g., Filing, pg. 2-2 & 2-62. However, these
objectives and projected benefits of Phase I of the Project can be achieved with a waiver of
narrower scope than is requested.

Specifically, a waiver allowing development of Blocks A and J before full review pursuant to
Article 80 of the Boston Zoning Code, including the preparation and considetation of af least a
Draft Project Impact Report (‘DPIR”), would meet the Proponent’s stated objectives, while
ensuring that the Authority’s consideration of development on Block H appropriately takes irito
account the potentially irreversible impacts of such development on surrounding properties, as
contemplated by the requirements of Article 80. Thus, Brickman respectfully requests that the
extent of the scoping determination waiving further review for the Project, if any, be limited to
Blocks A and J. The remainder of this letter briefly outlines the rationale for this request, which
Brickman and I are available to discuss further with you if it will assist in your review.

Tn brief, a request for a scoping determination waiving further review under Large Project
Review is not to be granted unless the Project Notification Form for a project, together with any
additional materials and comments received by the Authority prior to the issuance of the Scoping
Determination, adequately describes the impacts of the proposed project. See Boston Zoning
Code, § 80B-5.3(d). Such impacts include, but are not limited to, those relating to transportation,
environmental protection, urban design, historic resources, infrastructure systems, site plans and
tidelands. See id. at § 80B-3."

A brief description of the development proposed for Blocks J and A illustrates the difference in
applying this waiver standard to the work at these blocks in contrast to the proposed
redevelopment of Block H.

The requested waiver for Block J would permit the relocation of Our Lady of Good Voyage
Chapel, which allows for the future removal of the existing Chapel on Block D, which itself is
proposed as a site of underground parking and an above-grade struchme. Avoiding significant
interruption of the church’s function is a compelling objective, and relocaling an existing, low-
impact use, for which information already exists regarding its impacts on the neighborhood, a

! The Project is not eligible for a waiver from further review pursuant to either Section 80B-2.4, as the proposed
Project does not include industrial develepment, or Section §0B-2.3, which is applicable only to proposed
projects that will rehabilitate or construct Affordable Housing units and will be subject to the Authority’s
review as part of a Planned Development Area, Urban Renewal Area or pursnant o M.G.L. ch. 121A.
According to the Filing, if the Phase 1 waiver is granted, the Project Proponents intend to pursue development
at Blocks J, A and H outside the bounds of a Planned Development Area, instead seeking any required zoning
relief from the Boston Board of Appeal on a site-specific basis.
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short distance is the type of activity that falis within the Article 80 standard for waiving further
review. Notably, religious institutions are commonly subject to different, less onerous review
standards than commercial or residential developments. See e.g, Religious Land Use and
Institutionalized Persons Act of 2000, 42 U.8.C. § 2000(ccc)(a)(1) (land use regulations
substantially burdening religious exercise, assembly of institution must further a compelling
government interest by the least restrictive means).

While it is less clear that the Filing includes sufficient information to support a waiver from
further review for Block A, the negative impacts of early development of Block A are mitigated
by the location of Block A, its physical relationship to existing buildings and the building design.
Block A abuts only two existing buildings, the Barking Crab and the Moakley Federal
Courthouse; the latter of which will be separated from Block A by at least the full width of
Northern Avenue and the yards for each structure. Moreover, the building proposed for Block A
is characterized as a low-rise building containing parking for the building’s occupants. See
Filing, Figure 2.3-13 According to the Filing, it appears that zoning relief will not be required
with respect to either the height or mass of the building proposed for Block A, implicitly

suggesting that its scale and design are unlikely o lead to significant impacts.

The proposed development at Block H is different in kind and impact from that on Blocks A and
J in several ways. Several examples of these differences that warrant withholding a waiver from
Further review from the proposed work at Biock H include the following:

e The building proposed for Block H will abut two existing buildings that will be
separated only by the yards of those existing buildings. We understand that the Project
Proponents arc considering at least some minimal setbacks at the rear of the buildings,
as opposed to building nearly out to the lot lines as shown in the Filing, however, it is
not clear that such a change will alleviate the negative impacts of the development on
Block H on neighboring properties. Unlike Block A, Block H extends the existing
fabric of an already established area. See Filing, Figure 2-3.2. Consequently,
environmental impacts associated with Block H, including shadow, wind, daylight and
solar glare, which will not be fully evaluated mtil the DPIR is prepared, will have
impacts of a different magnitude than those arising from the development of Block A.
These types of impacts generally cannot be reduced or mitigated after construction, so
full review, which require the availability and consideration of adequate information, is
necessary before development begins.

o According to the Filing, the building proposed for Block H is a medium-rise building
that will have a height between 85-116 feet, which exceeds the height permitted by the
applicable zoning (which is the same as that to which Block A is subject). Also
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according to the Filing, the building proposed for Block H will have a gross floor arca
of 92,100 square feet (on a parcel apparently containing 13,826 square feet), so the
floor area ratio (“FAR”) for the Block H building will be approximately 6.7, ie., above
the 5.0 permitted at the site, Block H will thus require zoning relief from the Boston
Zoning Code for height and FAR, which suggests that the urban design impacts of
development at Block H, which have not been sufficiently delineated in the Filing, will

exceed those that the urban planning underlying the zoning has anticipated.

Excluding Block H from any scoping determination waiving further review also accords with the
permitting and review schedule pursuant to the Boston Zoning Code for the overall project. For
instance, the Project Proponents are proposing to develop the majority of the Project (i.e., all but
the areas subject to the waiver from further review) as a Planned Development Area. In that
context, the height, massing and other configuration-related factors of all of the proposed
development will be considered jointly, assuring that the area is developed with consistency,
both within the Seaport Square and as relates to the surrounding area. While there is some basis
for seeking to evaluate Block separately, and less so for Block A, given the proximity of Block
H to, and its needed integration with, both proposed and existing stractures, review of Block H
should be considered in the context of the remeining development along Seaport Boulevard.

Excluding Block H from the requested waiver from further review will not significantly deter the
Project Proponent’s ability to move forward, nor materially limit the eatly development of
benefits for the City and its residents. But, so limiting the scope of any waiver issued for the
Project will accord with the Article 80 standards for waivers from further review and will assure
an opportunity for sufficient review to comply with the Boston Zoning Code,

Brickman appreciates both this opportunity 1o provide comments on the Project and being added
to the distribution list for the Project. Our client and 1 are available if you have any questions.
Thank you for your attention {o this matter.

Very truly yours,

ﬁ% 4 Y

R. Jeffrey Lym

ce: M. Michael J. Bernstein

LIBB/1395539.1
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BOSTON, MA 02210

July 30, 2008 : .

Bosion Redevelopment Authority
Director, John F. Palmieri
Atiention: Jay Rourke

One City Hall Square

Boston, MA 02201-1007

Jan A.Bowles,Secretary

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs
100 Cembridge Street, Suite 900 -

Boston, MA 02144 :

Re:-  Seaport Sqﬁa:fe, South Boston Prof cet/Environmental Notification Form and
Phase I Waiver Request (EEA No. 14255) - '

Dear Boston Redevelopment Authority and Secretary Bowles:
This letter comments on the specific aspects of the above-referenced Seaport Square
project (the “Project”) on behalf of Poseidon Enterprises, Inc. dba The Barking Crab
Restaurant, 2) Neptune Marine Services LLC, which provides marine services and
marina management and 3) Nepfune Seafood and Lobster, which lands and retails fish

" and lobster as physical access and market conditions allow. We respectfully address our
comments to both the City and the State, because a combined discussion of waterfront
public amenities and requirements will be most efficient in resolving the heart of our
concerns so development can progress efficiently.

We wish the developers well in their ambitious plans, and hope they will speal with us
and the City of Boston’s several agencies 10 work out mutuatly acceptable operational
and development details, and if necessary mitigation for unavoidable noise, pollution and
construction impacts to our ongoing businesses on site. However, we also write to request



explicit governmental conditions requiring that the Seaport Square project not impair
basic public infrastructure functionality for our ongoing operations, particularly the
water-dependent aspects of our businesses, and that the public amenities planned for the
area, particularly Harborwalk, respect the existing planning documents long approved
and in place.

For 20 years, our businesses or their predecessors (e.g. Venus Seafood in the Rough and
docks for the annual in-water boat show) have operated at this site on the Fort Point
Channel just inside the Old Northern Avenue Bridge and immediately adjacent to Old
Sleeper Strect. Our site has also been planned and approved as a separate development
site in 2000 by the board of the Boston Redevelopment Authority and the Secretary of
Envitonmental Affairs, as detailed in the South Boston Municipal Harbor Plan (most
relevant pages attached). These entities worked hard to treat the site fairly, especially in
relation to the abuiting site on the other side of shared Old Sleeper Street. Hence, the
Barking Crab site was approved for the same height as the building on the abutting site,
although the Crab site would bear responsibility fora Harborwalk along the water. See
attached excerpt of extant South Boston Municipal Harbor Plan

When the BRA and then-FOEA were planning the “South Boston Seaport District”, one
major property owner (Frank McCourt) was seeking to develop millions of square feet on
one side of the Old Northern Avenue Bridge. At the same time plans were being
developed for the Fan Pier and Pier Four properties on the other, harbor side of Old
Northern Avenue. The “Barking Crab” site was then and today continues to be a small
but vibrant parcel creatively hosting a variety of enlivening and public activities,
including family-friendly waterfront seating indoors and outdoors, fishermen landing
their catch, mariners coming directly from the docks to the restaurant, seafood sales and a
water taxi facility open to the general public. Seafood landings and vessel operations
vary with the tides and the availability of the Old Northern Avenue Bridge. We
understand improvements are to be made to the bridge through the proposed Seaport
Square project. Over the years, we atc proud to have confributed to the vibrancy of the
Fort Point Channel and the viability of a new neighborhood for Boston, as evidenced by
the general popularity of our location for local residents and visitors alike.

The Barking Crab owners have also invested significant funds associated with the
infrastructure improvements to the new neighborhood long in the making. Specifically,
Poseidon Enterprises had to pay for the installation of over 300 lincar feet of new sewer
line extending from the property under Old Sleeper Street and along Northern Avenue in
front of the Moakley Courthouse towards what is now the Institute of Cortemporary Art
after someone was discovered to have cui the longstanding sewer service line for our sife
and imbedded it in concrete in the footings for the new Northern Avenue Bridge. This
expense was incurred by us pattly based on the approval of the site for future
development, to assure its continued vi ability and environmental integrity. In further
meetings, we would be happy to discuss the history and documentation of the problems
we were faced with and overcame in that time period, in order to remain a public
attraction on the Fort Point Channel.



Regarding Old Sleeper Street, and its use for pedestrian access, the ongoing functionality
of this public infrastructure should be very much manageable with government and
developer cooperative communication. One can look throughout the city for other
successful models. All that is required for Old Sleeper Street is respect for the ongoing
businesses and water-dependent needs, as well as those of the usual delivery access
required for a restaurant. Today, we make extensive use of the street for deliveries, for
access 1o our docks, for patron parking and for aceess to the Harborwalk by all of the
citizens and visitors to Boston, We have attached a letter from Kairos Shen of the BRA,
indicating how this fumctionality was to be maintained in the past. We believe the
function of Old Sleeper Street can be updated o reflect new development needs on both
sides of Old Sleeper Street.

We also note that the Public Trust Rights statute of Chapter 01 generally protects pre-
existing water dependent uses from non-water dependent development impairment and
the accompanying Chapter 91 regulations specifically prohibit non-water dependent
developments in need of Chapter 21 licenses, such as Seaport Squave, from impairing
water dependent activities. See 310 CMR 9.36,9.52, 9.53 Our water dependent
businesses of Neptune Marine Services LLC and Neptune Seafood and Lobster require
some basic vehicular access to exist, and these needs have not been respected or even
acknowledged in the Seaport Square ENF/PNF and associated waiver demand. We
respectfully request that agreement regarding sustained functionality of this unigue public
infrastructure and the public amenities we already provide (e.g, public bathrooms, water
taxi access and water dependent businesses as well as a facility of public
accommodation) be a requirement for the project. We also note that the new statutory
requirements of a “public benefits analysis” for this type of project on tidelands requires
attention to negative impacts to these existing public benefits.

With respect to a true Harborwalk it is not clear to us why the Seaport Square project
cites to itself as providing a “new civic contribution of the long-missing Harborwalk
Jink” when this link has been in place on the bed of Old Sleeper Street on an unpolished
but fully operational basis for eight years. It has been our pleasure and our contribution to
keep the area open and available to the public for easy passage. However,it should be
noted that our current development plans include our respect for the existing city and
state planning documents which expect a permanent Harborwalk along the entire
waterside of the Fort Point Channel property line of our site. The Public Improvements
Commission of the City of Boston and the Boston Water and Sewer Commission and the
Boston Environment Department and the Boston Redevelopment Authority and the
Boston Parks Department all worked hard to put together a viable temporary plan for Old
Sleeper Street while development was stalled. Now that it has renewed focus, we can
work together to maximize public benefit in the area. Many non-profit groups also
participated in this extensive planning.

To publicly facilitate a sensible resolution of what might otherwise be use and design
conflicts, we are submiiting an ENF/PNF proposal for our modest development site, Our
Notice of Intent for our site development goes first to the BRA, followed by an ENF/PNF
for public comment. We will offer Harborwalk on the water, the restaurant on the same



ground floor level with public bathrooms and water activation and access, and private
tenancy added above the restaurant to pay for the additional improvements, We expect 1o
be in conformance with the existing approved City and State plans for the arca.

We hope the Seaport Square development proponents can work with us fo achieve
optimal public and economic benefit and aesthetic improvements in this location.
However, we feel strongly that the requested Waiver is at odds with all parties best
interesis for the O1d Sleeper Street site. The Walver would create future conflicts by
forcing discussions into Chapter 91 and other licensing processes, usually conducted as
hearings rather than working sessions. There will surely be conflicting reguiatory
processing requiring just the sort of coordination which MEPA was designed to handle.

Rather than allowing a segmentation of the Old Sleeper Street aspect of the Seaport
Square project, we could all be addressing it cooperatively and simultaneousty with a
waterfront Harborwalk.

We also believe that the Seaport Square project’s potential impacts on traftic and existing
water dependent uses should be further evaluated in a Project Impact
Report/Environmental Tmpact Report. We see, however, that a Phase T waiver has been
requested under the MEPA regulations specifically for the area of concern fo our
businesses (Parcel A and Old Sleeper Sireet). A request for a Phase I Waiver is usually
not to be granted unless the environmental impacts of the activity are insignificant, ample
infrastructure exists to support it, the project is severable from other project phases and
relevant agency action will epsure due compliance with MEPA for subsequent phases.
Sec 301 CMR 11.11. And, even if all four parts of these tests are met, the Proponent
must demonstrate that requiring the usual full MEPA review process would constitute an
undue hardship. :

These required MEPA waiver tests have not been met regarding Parcel A where there is
no plan provided at all in the ENE/PNF for maintaining the ongoing businesses at our site
while turning O1d Sleeper Street into a pedestrian walkway and the document does not
recognize all of the previously approved planning documents of the South Boston
Municipal Harbor Plan and the subsequent Fort Point Channel Activation Plan for a
Harborwalk along the waterside of this site. Nar has “hardship”, as required under 301
CMR 11.11, been established. Unfortunately, Poseidon Enterprises has been left out of
much of the planning process by the project proponent until this point, other than reading
in the newspaper that the proponent intended to take our operating restaurant and move it
to the second story of their own project (no mention of what would happen to our other
water-dependent businesses). We were not informed by the project proponent regarding
the filing of the PNF and to date the proponent has specifically refused our request to
meet in order to facilitate an open dialog about their plans.

Thank you for your consideration of our concerns. We look forward to meeting, if
desired, and participating as needed in the ongoing public processes. Please contact Scott
Garvey at 617-593-3723 or spemd@earthlink.net to arrange a meeting or discussion.




Sincerely,

)
.if ; %

¥
Phseidon Enterprises by its Officers and Directors:
Scott Garvey, President
Lee Kennedy
Stuart Vidockler

Co:  Kristin Kara, BRA Project Manager
Briiony Angus, MEPA
Kairos Shen, BRA Director of Planning
Richard McGuinness, BRA Waterfront Planner
Bryan Glascock, Boston Eavironment Department
Public Improvemenis Cormmission, City of Boston
Boston Water and Sewer
Boston Parks Department
Brad Washburn, CZM Boston Harbor Coordinator
Andrea Langahouser, DEP Chapter 91 Senior Planper
Gale International, Proponent
Epsilon, Aftention Corinne Snowdon
Susan St. Pierre, Vine Associates Bruce Berman/Patty Foley, SHSB
Vivien Li, TBHA
Eriends of the Fort Point Channel
Children’s Museum (Louis Casagrande, PhD., President; JoAnne Baxter, Dir.
Public Relations)
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Douglea Lemle

Peogident

The Barking Cosl Restavrant

B Sleepes Strent

Boston, A 02210

Preax Mr. Lemie,

[ s respoding o your letter dafed 3 Acgust, 060 expressing your conserns regardiog the BRA's draft

leyaut of the tersporacy Harborwalk for Sleeprr Street

I. The proposed tsmporary Harborwalk fayout will have ne impact on vehioular cirowlation on Sleope
Struet.

4. Theprogosed Wmparery Harborwalle work will not requiis the welonation ot any existing whititles.

3. “Thedesign and construction 6Efthe-tem;_;maxyﬁaﬁqmaiwﬁit 5 e rengonsibiliny of the BRA,

4, Slesper Street vl remaina pubilic right of way and coadivay mintshatos will bs the vespansibility

of the Gity. :
5. The pmpestd-wmpcmryﬁarhméfa;ikwm not #ffet the City" S ownsrship and control of Slesper
Steet.

6 The proposed tamprary Harborwalk will aot affint the ownership and coptral of eithet Northern
Avenie or tha Old Northiésn Avenue Bridge.

7. The propased temporary Heroerwalk layout will widbn thesidewalk in frontof the Barking Crab
Restaurant while maintaining the size of the vehisular travel way of Slesper Strent. The eolarged ares
of sidewnlie vill give additionel dimension for both pedestrians and service setvities. '

8. The BRA expects the opetation of Siosper Strgetio remainsubstantially unchanged and continye to
service the parking lot, the restaurant a3 well as-dhowater dependent businasses.

9. The propussd emparary Harporwlk fayout will redugs the nummiber of City conteolied public parking
spaces atong Sleeper Sivest. The City fa5 no obligation toreplice sy of these spross.

10, Vebicular ancess to and from businesses#long Sleeper Strast will siot o {rapacted by the
finplementation of the temporay Harborwalk, '

1i. The proposed fayout of toqipgfraxaz_ﬂ%rbamni}c-is bieing prepased for the revisw of Baston's Public
Improvement Cominission {PIC)L '

The BRA 18 I the process of refining the layout of femporaty Herborwalk on Sleaper Stesat and

seheduting PIC review by August 30, 2000, If you have additiona] questions and contgrms plesss donot
hasitate to contact (6. i

Kincerély,

Ko
B A,

!
4
Kaltos Shen

co. Thomas Tinlin, Boston Transportation Bepritment
Pure Juyasinghs, Bostob Pulitis- Works Department

M o a e s e . Yo FReme st b AT amvis Asane Bcadaves £ Faed sl alne Mlasarimis




Offkets for Impucts of Parvel D Height Substiiution. Height spbstitations are permitted ing
Municipal Harbor Fian provided the plan specifies “alipmative feipht Hralis and other
requirzinens which ensure that, in general, such buildings for notwater-dependent use will
be relatively modest in sieg, i order that wind, shadow; and othet conditions of the ground
level enwiromment will be conducive to wiater-dependent ackivity and publc acoess
associated therawill,” 310 CMR B.51(3)(€): As discussed in preater detail above, thie
rmassing ahalysis indicates that the £all Chapier 91 builid-out (inchuding 2 ot coverage
substimtion) and the foll MHP build-out are similer, The wind anylysis identified no wind
impacts on waterfront areas on aceount of he substifute heights for Prrcet . The shadow
analysis identified no shadow impacts cansed by the MHP build-put on Parcel . Becange
our massing, wind and shadow analyses have indicated thet this height substitution will ot
negatively irpact e pefesteian Jevel envisonment, no offsets ave required.

167 THR BARKING CRAB PARCEL: SUBSTITUTIONS AND GYFSETS
{Substitutionss Water-Dependent Use Zone, Lot Coverage; Faclities of Private
Tenaney and Building Height)

The Barking Crab site, shown In Figure 10-6, 18 a small, slender parcel of waterfront
property, 33 feet by 200 fest, with atotal lot aren of approximately 6,800 square feet. The.
site, approximately two-thirds of which is located on pilings, is- Tocated directly ou Fort
Point Chanyel between thie old Northern Aveue Biridge and the Bvelyn W, Moukley
Pridge. The patcg] is one of the few gites in the Inner Harbor MEP Area where the
existing s use is not surface parking, The site is home & a poputar restavrant, & marina
facility, Meptune Lobster & Seafood Co. and Neptune Maring Services.

in addition to its existing uses, fhe Barking Crab parcel can play #n impartant rele in
providing public-access to the City’s waterfront. With fle Central Arterg/Tunnel Project
completing Harborwalk along i of Fort Point Channel and the Children’s Musewmn and
MRBTA completing Harborwalk in the area adjacent to the Barking Crab, this parcel is a
cqitioat Yok in the Citys Harborwalk chain gnd will connect the Federal Courthouse with
the Children’s Musenm. Tic City is exploring optipns for incorporating a temporary
Hasborwalk on fhe bed of old Steeper Street along the landside of the existing structure.

Putuke redovelopment of the site could accommodate 2 small hotel, office or residential
building, each of which weld complement other uses plaed for the Taner Harbor
Subdistriot and the adjacent Fort Point Histério Subdistdet, The City would encourzge the
maintenance of the fixst floor restanrant, apopular destination with residentyand visitors
alike. Ftiy also possible that the site may be used for expanded water-dependent uses, or
sorte combination of nonwater-dependent and watet-dopesdent uses, Given the physical
testrictions of the site, it Is fmportant thet the owier be provided with a5 mush flexibility as
possibile so that any redevelopment will be economisally viable. In otder to peemit
redevelopment of this site for additionel nonwater-dependent uses, or mixed wator-

City af Boston Sunicipol Harbor Plan ok Boston Waterront Distrint
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dependent and nonwater-dependent uses, a st of substitutions fron the Waterways
Regulations, discussed befow, 1§ required,

The Batking Crab is unique fhronghout the South Boston Waterfront because of its shee,
confignration and the fact that sono-thirds of the siteis located on piles. Also, wilike tost

of the paireels in the Distriet with substitute provisions, there are existing uses o5 the site »
besides surface parldng, At other sites in the Digteiet, we compared the impacts of the
substitute provisions with'a hypothetical Chapiet 91 Build-out because the existing
condition is undeveloped paroels. Broaust the Barking Crab site inclndes existing uses. =
and stegotares, we eompare the inpacts of the subsinse provisions with the existing
condition, : .

‘The progeam of subsiitutions and offsets developed for this site is baged upon the small ™
sz and wiigue chisracteristivs of this site, hoth of which Limit the extent to which this gite
can be redeveloped, and the-extent to which the site van provide offsets. The goal of these
substiutions is to provide the ewner with visble redeveloprsat options that either
maintain fhe status quo or improve the extant to which the site pronotey the pablic’s rights
in the tidelands, Without substitutions for sevetal provisions of the Waterways
Regulations, redevelopment for additional nopwater-dependent uses cennot ooour.

Wishout redevelopment, the City’s goals for the Harborwalk and biettar publicagcess at
this site will retnain unfulfilled. -

Mot only is-the program of substitutions and oifsets developed for the Barking Crab unique "
to the Barking Crab, but the masmer in which we address substitutions and offsets for the
site 1t ag well. Generally, notwithstanding the nurnber of substitutions we have npluded

for this site, the negativa impact of cach 18 these-substitute provisions {5 minimal when
vompared with the existing condition. Ttis only the corbines impacts of the substitute
provisions that tise to 2 level such that an offsetting meagurs is reguired. Accordingly, we
treat a1l of the substitutions together for the puxpose of developing appropriate offset
options for the site.

Becanse it is the combination of substitutions that will make sedevelopment of the site
possible, which in tum will provide the Harborwalk link, in a very real sense, each
substitute provision will play-arolein increasing public waterfront access at this site. We-
view each of the substitute provisions as a necessary compongnt of the “whole”, and we
visw offsets for the site in the same way. We have inclnded 2 menh of offsets forthe -
Barking Crab which were cazefully chosen io promote the public’s rights in the tidelands-
within the confines of the site. .

Wi recognize that it is possible that the Barking Ciab patcel oy be combined with ong o
more adjacent parcels for redevelopmpnt. As discussed below, i some: instances, thess

differont development scenarios result in different substitute provisions, 3
City of Boston Munfcipal Harbor Plan ' South Bosten Waterfront District -
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$0./7.1 Water-Depondent Use Zone—310 CMR 9S1EH)

The City*s primary goal for this site st provids public auoess-along the edge Fort Point
¢tpnigl. Tothat end, should redevelopment of the Baiking Crab prroel for additionat
nonwater-dependent uses OLEUL, the propeity owner will be sequired 1o ineorporats & 12-
foot wide Harborwalk on the sitealong the Channel o existing piles. Although this site is
not designated as & primary orsepondary walter fransit site indhe City's Water )
Transporiation Plan, all private landowners ars encouraged to incorpotals water {remsit
uses into their development plans. :

Bavking Crub Water-Dependent Use Zone Sphsiitution. The water-dependent use. Zono
for the Barking Crab, shown in Figure 10+6, i 25 foct ffom the existing pler sdge, the
sniminim depth peraitted under the Waterways Regulations without a substifution, for a
iotal setback area of approximately SO00 squate foct, Bucause fho site, a5 it now exists, is
only 33 feet deop, o redevelopment of the site is possible for additional nonwater-
dependent uses without & substitution Tor this provision. Different substitutions for this
provision are proposed for s site; depending on whether 3t is redeveloped as a.single
pairgel or combined with adjacent parcels. '

If this site is doveloped as a single parcel, or combined with all orany portion of the
ailjacent City-owned parcel, the water-dependent use zone will be reduced fo 0, provided.
fhat the first floor of any new structure incorporaie a 12-foot wide Harborwalk slong the
Channel. See Figure 10-7. In view of tho narrowness of the site, the ower will be .
permitied to provide Harborwalk i avcads, simSlar o that swhich is perwdited on Pier4
and which-already s in place at 303 Congress Street. Thesite’s development program
may be incorporated above the Flarborwalk, 1f, however, the Barking Crab pareel is
combined with Parcel I for redevelopment, 10 aybstitution applies. Any such
reconfigured parcel wonld be reduined to-mest thi reqnirenents of the Waterways
Regulations for the water-dependent use zone, which would sesult in a watet-dependent
use zope of 25 feet.

Barking Crub Witer-Dependent Use Zone Substitation Analysis. The Waterways
Regniptions permit a murdcipal harbor plan to specity alterative setback distances and
ather requireinients which ensure that new buildings for nonwater-dependent use are not
constructed frumidiately adjacent to 4 projéct shioreline, iy order that sufficlent space along
the water’s edge will be devoted exclusively fo water-dependent activity and public aceess
#ssociatedf’therewith;, as appropiite for the harbor i grestion. 310-CMR 9.5 (). Ax
demonstrated below, the substitate configuration of the Barking Crab’s waicr-dependeit
use zone, mests this standard,

The Barking Crab siic is one of only two sites n the entire MEP Axey for which a
reduction in the size of the water-dependent use zone is proposed. The substifute water-
dependent use zono §s permitted only to the-uxhent it is absolitely necessary — If the patcel
remains “as i5” or is combined with the adjacent City-owned parcel. The MHP

ity of Boston Manicipal Barbor Plan ) Fouth Boston Watexjront Disiriet
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- configuration is swperior to the segulatory configuration in that it makes redevelopment of

the site for additional ponwater-depandent used, or some sombination of watsz{:udapendent :
and nonwater-dependent uses, possible. By making such redevelopiment possible, we
abiain a very important Flarborwalic Hnk.

The Waterwiys Regulations take the position ihat huildings tor nonwater-dependent use
should notbe-constructed immediately adijpoont to-a profect shoreline, in order that
suffioiéit space be maintained nlong e water’s. edge for water-depsndent aotivity, as
appropricie jor the harbor in guestion. Ope vfthe defining featuxes of the Fort Poiut
Channel is the way the buildings are const cted right up to the Channel’s edge, a .
condition that already exists at this site. Continuing this usique condition at the Barking
Crab location will help to maintain the historic copdition without sighificant reduction in
the amount of waterfront space ayailable for water-dependent activity. <

By permitting redevelopment, the suibstitute provision will improve the site’s ability to
promote water-dependent u5es, pattionlaely public access. Althougl teduction of the
water-dependent use zone will resuftin a new gimeture being constructed immedjately
adjacent to the project shoreting, this will merely continge the existing condition af the site.
This substitute water-dependent 15e zone, together with therequirement to provide
Harborwstk, meets the regulatory approval standand,

10,72 Lot Coverage and Open Spsice 310 CMIRL S.51{3)(IIE CMR 2.53()®)

The footprint of the existing stueture s approximately 2,700 squase feet, with the
rernainder of the sits covered by timber wharf-decking and acoessory structures rolated to
the restautant and maxine services. The City’s primacy dpea space-and public ancess
statogy for this site is completing the critical Harborwalk link between the cousthouse and
Childeer’s Wharf, Acoordingly, if there is any redevelopment of this parcel incorporating
nonwater-dependent uses, the propetty owner will be required to complete Harborwalk
along the edge of Fort Polnt Channel as desoribed in Section 10.6.1. H

Barking Crab Lot Coverage Substifution. The Witerways Regulation limit the Jot
coverspe ratio of new structnies for nonwater-dependent uses 1o 50%. For the Barking
Crab site, sirilar to the Infill parcels in Fort Point Historie Subdistrict, a lot coverape ratio
greater than 50% will be permitted. No speoiflo aliemate lot coverage ratio is ostablished. -
The property owner will be permitted the flexibility 10 establish an appropiiate lot

coverage Fatio for the specific building parcel in consultation with fhe BRA design review
staff duzing the Astiole 30 réview process. 1f, Kowever, this parvel is comibined with Parcel
D for redevelopment, no lot coverage substitution applies, e

Burking Ceal Lot Coverage Substituiion-Analysis: The Witerways Regulation require
that, with respect to ptivate as woll as Comnmonyweatth tidelands, stractures for nonwater-
dependent uses not exceed 8 50% lot coverage ratio. Liotarea used for water-dependent
puzposes is not subject to the 50% Hmitation, The DEP shall walve this numerical standerd
i the project conforres to an approved Municipal Harbor Plan which specifies altemative

City of Boyton Mw:im}m? Harbor Pl ' ' South Baston Watergrans Disirict
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site coverage ratios-and other requiveinents wiich ensure that, in geseral, buildings for
nonwater-dependent purposes will be relatively condensed in footprint, in order that an
amoirh of open space commensirate with it oconpied by such buildings willbe
available te-accommodate water-dependent aptivity and public access associated therewith,
as appropriate for the hatbor i question. 310 CMR 9.5163)(d).

The Barking Crab site containg approvimstely 6,800 stpare foct of land exca. Applying a
lot coverage ratio would yield approximately 3 400 square feet of open space. Given the
size and unique confignration of the parcel, redevelopment incorporating nanwater-
dependent uses is not possibls without a substitution for this provision. The Barking
Cralty's close proximity o the historie wheirf straciuess in the Port Point Historic Sobdistdet
suggests that z similar approach to oper space is appropiiate for this stie. Maty of the
wharf buildings cover their entire lot with no open spacs to speak of, andoften litde-oF no
setback from either the sidewalk or the waler’s edge.

As with the Infill parcels In the Fort Peint Historic Subdistrict, because this lot is 50 sinall,
any new SHUSILS necessarily will reain condensed in Tootpitnt, sven if the lot coverage
vatio is increased to 85%, similar to 303 Congress Styest, While an additional sroall park
in this area would, of cowrse, add-to public waterfront apcoss at this location, itis
extretaly unlikely that the Baking Crab site would be buth out without a lot coverage
substitation, By permitting a viabie mixed-use redeveloptment option at 1hiis location, we
can provide better public atcess, contecting the Hatborwalks of the Fort Point Histosfe
Subdistrict and the Inner Harbior Sub disteict.

One of the City’s goals s to provide a variety of experiences along its waterfront. The
Rort Point Channe] has an intimate chatacter that is not fonnd elsewhere along the Scuth
Poston Waterfront. Larger sites in the Tniey Hatbor Subdistrict and thronghout the South
Boston Waterfront can provide the public with open spaces for gathering and veprestion.
This site can complete a Harborwalk link that is unigue in i disign and in the pedestrian
experience thatit provides. 1t is importent fHiat this Munieipal Hatbor Plan provide this
type of flexibility fora site that is'so unigue.

As disoussed above; this substitution complies with the regulatory siandard for-lot
coverags fatio substitelions. Notwithgtaading the newlot coverage ratio, given the sizeof
the parcel, any new building on the site will be velatively condensed in footprint, Since
redevelopment is uplikely to odeur without this substitution, there is, in reality, nonel foss
of open space sifics the existing condition provides none. What we pain with this
substitution is Harborwalk. Thissubstitute provision ensures that an amount of open space
conmensusate with that occupied by nonwater-dependent builiiigs remaing available to
apcomodats water-dependent activity and public acoess assecisted thierewith, as
appropriate for the harbor in question, with compuatable or greater effsctivencss than the

provisions of the Waterways Reguolations.

The Barking Crab Open Space Spbstitution. For nonwates-dependent use projects
located on Commonwealth tidelands, the Waterways Repulations require that the portion

Ciy of Boston ﬂ»famicr‘pé! Haarbor Plon ~ Toulh Baston Waterfront Distict
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of the site not located inthe huilding footprict st include exterior o?ea—spaefits for active
or passive public fecreation, gitoh.as parks, pliczas and observaticn areas. Substitutions for
{he lat coverage ritio necessarity wosult ina cednction in the amornt of open space

. gvailable for public recreation. As with-other small paicels i the MEP Acca, wenol

specified a specific substitute Jot coverage tatio for the Bariﬁng Ciab. Nonetheless, we
know that a Jot coveragevatio in excsss of 50%%. will vesult th 8 comesponding losg of open
apaoe for public reereation on the site, The substitute provision for this requirement is to

permif the Berking Crabsits to provide fess space for public testeation facilities than

* yeyuired unider the Waterways Regulations, provided that the thin subsiitute provigion may

e used only in-eommestion with the lot coverage substijution,

Tire Burkirig Crab Open Spate Substitntion Augiysfs. Theamount of exierior open space
fox public recreation shall be at least equal to the squate footape of all Commionwenlth -

. tidelands on fhe project site tandward of the project shoreline and not within the footprint

of any buildings, less any space dgemed necessary by the DER fo ascommodate oflier
water-dependent uses, The Waterways Regulatiofis permit & portion of the opsn space
located on Commonwealth tidelands 1o be used for public ways and aboverground parking
Saoilities, provided thef below ground facilities ave not & reasongble altemative, and

provided thatthe amount of space devoted-to public vehicular use does not exceed the
amont-deveted to public pedesttian use. The DEP shall waive this requirement if the
prejest voiforms to an-approved Munieipal Harbior Plan that specifies alternative
renquirgments for public outdoor regreation facilities that will establish the peoject site as &
year-round locus of public activity in & comparable and highty effective manner. 310
CMR 9.53(2)(b).

The site cusrently offers no-open space for publc recrestion, Redevelopment will provide .
space for public-reereation inthe form of Harborwalk, The substitnte open space provision
iz ap altexnative requirement that will establish the site a5 year-round lotns of publie
aetivity in 2 eomperable and nighly effestive mannee, fhereby meeting the regulatory
standard for approval. .

1073 Facilities of Private Tennney — 310 CMR 9:51{3)(b)

As with other parcels located in the Taner Harbor, the entite ground floor of the Barking -
Crab site must be devoted eitber 1o facilities of publie accommodation o water-fdependent
uses. The existing restaurant on the site is popular with residents and visitors alike, and
diaws people to this section of the waterfront year cound, If redevelopuent of the site. -
were. 1o ovo, We ericourage the ownet to maintafii op even expand the restavrant so that it
can continne to deaw peopleacross the Channel into the South Boston Waterfrant
throughout the year., g

Buarking Crab Substituflon for Fucilivies of Frivate Tenuncy- Residential nses are
snconraged throughout the Inner Hatbor in order to ensure-that this pew area becomes a
frive netghborhood ag it is built out over the-next geveral decades, The Barking Crab is bot
a1 exception, and likewise residentlal uses.also will be enconraped for this site. Offices

ity of Boston Minicipal Harbor Plan Bt Bostan Waterfront Diirist
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und & small hotel are ofhier possible uses for this site. As with other properties located in
the Inner Hesbor Subdisirict, however, affives and residential vges are permitied on the
upper-floors only. )

Barking Crab Auclisis of Substitutipn for Facilities of Private Tenancy. The Waterways
Régilations prohibit locating notwater-dependernt ficilities of privete tenancy on piles
mpy&ﬁed-s&u@mtasm’ﬁﬁwgd tidelands, on atthe geound level of any filled tidelands
within 100 feet of a projest shoreline. The DEP shall waive this wse Himitation if the
praject confunns (o an approved Municipal Tarbor Plan which specifies alternative
limitations and other requirements which ensure that no significant privatization of
walerfiont areas immediately adjacent to the watendepetdent use zone witl oecur for
niohwater-dependent putposes, in order that such axeas will be generally free of nses thag
conflict with, presmpt, or otherwise discourage water-dependent activity or publicuse and
erjoyment of the water-dependent use 7o0g, as approptiate for the harbor in question: 310
CMR 9.51(3)(®). :

This substitute provision meets the repulatory standard of approval, The Barking Creb site
is the.only parcel in the MHP Area for which the City is seeking & waiver-of this provision.
The sie has lohg been developed with pile-supported struchures at the wateér's edge, 50
allowing substitution provisions on second and subsequent floors will not rewult in any et
loss of open water. Given the small size of this sits In the context-of the entire MEE Ares,
permitting facilities of privale tenancy on pilesuppotted structures over water ot this
laeation will not result in sigrificant privatization of i waterfront ates, particuladly when
compared to the existing condition,

By peiitiiting a visble redevelopment option for {his gite, we increase the site’s ability to
support water-dependent uses beoause we make it possible to complste the Harborwalk
link at this location, Increasing public access opportunities beyond what surrently exist at
the site. We can provide the Barking Crabs site with the same flexibility as other property
owners i the subdistrict, and fiwther the gost of the Public Realm Plan to create a highly
aciive, mbxed-use distriot, by permitting office and residential nses on the upper floors of
2& structore, without impasting the site’s ability to promote water-tependent activity at
e site: '

10.7.4 Building Height- 310 CMR 9.51(3)(¢}

Tmmediately to the south in the Fort Point Historic Distriet, wherf stroctures that are 75 or
$0 foet high ave built right on the-cdge of the Charinel. ‘The goal of the Barking Crab
height substitution s to permit similar heights on this parcel. Permitfing a similay
condition on the Barking Crab site-will enhance, rather than diminish, the pedostrian
experience along this portion of the waterfront. ‘

Burking Crab Helght Substitution. The Waterways Regulations peroit heights of up to 85
fees vithin 100 feet of the mean high water mark, See Figure 10-6. As with Parcel D,
above, fhie proximity of this parce] to the wha district to the south offers a solution to the

City of Boston Miasicipal Horbar Plan ' " Bouith Boston Walerjront District

150




Y

s
oL

¥

-

B we

i

E:'I"'":“%
R

e B

e
oy

£

jssyue of what height may be %ppmpﬂat&. Wearby wherf structures Tange in height fiom 75

feet to 125 feet, Consistent with the histonc context of the nearby wharf buildings, &

height of 75 feet will be permitt 4 for any redevelopment of this site. Seo Figure 10-7.
This height also is consistent with heights proposed in the Public Realm Plan.

Basking Crab Height Substitution Analpsis. A Monicipsl Harbor Plan may specify
ahtermative kielght limits and othier raquiremenits which ensure that, in general, such
buildings for nonwater-dependent wse will be relatively- mbdedt in size, in order that wind,
shadow, snd other conditions of the ground level ervisontent will be conducive to water-
dependent activity and public access asspoiated therewith, as appropriate for the harbor in
question. .

The height substitution for this site oreates. phatiernative helght that is inkﬂapmg with the
historie context and with the parcel’s immediate surrcundings. ‘The massing, wind and-
shadow anslyses, below, indicate Tittle fn the way of inpacts on accoutit of the substitute

Hicight.

Magsing Analysis. A height sebstitution ot this site serves several purposes. First, it will
sertriita height at this location that is consistent with higtoric wharf struchures to the sputh,
gim the substitute height is designed to be sufficient fo support the construetion off the
Harborwalk link at this gite. Thisd, the 75-foot height is consistent with the height
prrametrs extablished in the Public Realm Plan. When compared to the site’s nearest
neiehbeor; the federal courthovse, which is a much more massive stuchue, & 75-foot
structure at this location is relatively modest in sizs,

ind dnalysis. The Dugin Wind Stady compared pedestrian level winds for
representative Chapter 91 and MHF build-outs on the Harborwalk and ini major public
open space axeas. The enficipated uses at each of these ocations are varions forms of

passive reereation, ingluding siting, stmding and welkdng.

The Dhixgin Wind Study indicates that the difference-in podestrian level winds along the
Taner Harbot between the Chapter 9 build-out dnd the Muuisipal Harbor Plan build-out
are negligible. Both build-outs shiow minor improveiments over the existing condition. For
each of the five wind directions included in the stidy, {hres locations (5-8) will be most
directly affected by build-ont at shis site. Ofthese 15 coordinates studied; the MHP build
scenario causes a deterioration of pedestrian level winds aver the Chapter 91 build scenario
at one coordinate. :

Por northwest winds, which are predominunt in spring, fall and wistey months, wind
conditions are Category | (Comfortable for Long Periods of Standing or Sitting) and
Category 2 {Comfortable for Short Perfods of Standing or Bitting) ander the Chapler 91
and MHP bisitd-outs, All locations remain the samie for the existing, Clispter 91 build and
MEP build scenarios.

Sity of Boston Municioal Horbor Plun - ' Kouth Boston Waterfront DIstrict
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For southwest winds, which are predominant in the summer ponths, wind conditions are
primarily Category 2 and Category 3 {Comfortable for Welking) nuder the Chapter 91 and
MEP bufld-outs. At loeation 7, pedestrion lovsl winds deteriopate undér the MEP build
scenzrio from Category 3 under the Chaptsf 91 build to Category 3. Al other Jocations
rernain e spene for Chapter 91 build and MEP boild scenurdos:

Pastedy winds ocont dpproximately ornio-third of the time, primexily just before a storm, or §
1 the summer asa Hght breeze, Northeast winds, whilch are privarily storm winds, are the ‘

most cormpon of the easterly winds, Pedestrinnlovel winds ave Category 2 ot location 6,

Catesory 3 at location 7 and Category 4 (Unuomfortable for Waiking} at location § for !
Chapter 91 build and MEP huild conditions. . '

For easterly stort winds; pedestrian Jevel winds are: Catégory 1 and Category 2. All

locations axe the same for Chapter 91 build and MEP build scenarios,

For southeasterly winds, pedestian level wind condiions-are Category. 1 and Cafegory 2.
‘Al locations are the sanie for Chapter 91.build and MHP Build seenarios.

At-one coowlinate (SW#2), the MEDP build seenario is predicted to creats a detetioration of
ihe wind environment from Category 2 to 3. This inicrease does not canse the arato

ansuifable for the Hlkely uses of the location. As demonstrated ghove, the wind impacts of !
the MHEP bujld scenario compared to the Chaptes 91 tuild scenado-are negligivle. :

Shadow Analysiz. The shadow impacts from the MEP tiild scenavio are depicied In
Figore 8-10. At the Barking Crab along Fort Point Channel, at 2:00 a.m., much of the
Harborwalk and immediately adjacent watersheet is in shadow, By 10:00 am., the
watetsheet is largely free fom shadow inpacts. From 11:00 am: on, the watershoet and
Harborwalk aes lacpely free from any shadow impacts, Beginsing at 2:00 p.m., the
© Parking Crab starts to cast shadows on the pedestrian space behind it, and continues tode
g0 For e remainder of the afternoon. Por the miost part, with the ¢xception of the entlier
morning hours, most of the shadow protection zone ateas along Fort Point Channel ate in
stndight most of the day.

Figre 8-12 deyiots net now shadow impacts for the substitute height. From 2:00 a.m. until ‘
2:00 pam., beeanse of the way the Backing Cab. structiire & built right up to the edge of the

Channel, 2 condition that is continued undes the MEP build-out, net new shadow is cast on

e Chantiel watersheet ofily. Beginning at 2:00 pri, net new shadotw attributable to the

site i cast on old Noxthern Avenue, hen begins to move around 1o the back of the site.

Because of the sl size of the-structie i the MHP build scenario, and the relationship

of the building to the edge of the Channel, the net new shadow will have Httls impact on

the pedestrian-level environment.

Clty of Boston Muricipal Harbor Plan South Boston Waterfront District
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1575 Qffsets for Inpacts of the Barking Crab Subatitniions

The programof offsets developed for shia Barldng Crab ave spesifically designsd to-offset.
segative impacts of the substitute provisions on watsrelated riphts that ate in expess of
the negative impacts of the eyistibg condition. Most of the:substitute prmr“isioﬂs do-net
gnerate lmpacts grodter than the exisiing condition, purticularly when weighed against the
role each substitution provision will provide in jmproving public access to the site by
making Harborwalk a possibility. - :

Determining theappropriate level of ofikets for the Basking Crab-is necessatily a
qualitative determivation. 1t 16 ot possible to offiet impacts with fn-kind offsets, nor do
fhi size, eonfiguration and maks-up of the site fend themselves io the application of
performance standards as a mechanism for evaluating the appropriate level of offset.

Bolow is a list of offistting measures fhat are designed tp offset flie corbitied negitive-
impacts of the Barking Crab substitution provisions. The size and contiguration of the site
also Hmit the level of offset that sedevelopiment cen support, The mesn of offsete below
wers-carefully chosen to promote the public’s sights in the tidelands within the confines of
thie site. During the Axticle 80 roview piocess, the tost approjriate offsct in light of the
owers” development program will be determined. .

Ronfiop Viewing Area and Pour-Season Roont. The Baxking Crab is an ideal location for
a combiitsd roofiop viewing area and four-seasan ooiit; To offset negative impacts to
pablc-water telated rights caused by the combined effects of the suhstitution provisions
increased shadow, less open spaee and fa ilities of private tenancy at the site, a roofiop
viewing areaffout-season room would provide people wifh & unigue perspective on the
Channel as well as the Inner Harboe: Public seating and other amenities nwst be available.
"The gwner mey include eifher an open.roof deck, or provide a canopy-type roof to-create a
space that is available year-sound. If the owner decides to ingorporats the roof into the
gite’s development program, a portion of the roof must be free and open to the public in
gocordance with the requirements of Seetion 8.9, )

Upper Floor “Active” Facilities of Public Acoommodation. Another possible offset is
the inclusion of upper floor facilities of public acconunodation. Tn order to qualify as an
offset, upper level facilities of publicaccominodation nust be “aetive” facilities, suchas a
restavrant of reteil facility.

Water Transit Subsidy or Service, The awner of ihs Barking Crdb has expressed interest
in incorporating a-water transporiation service into this site. Such gervics can be ysed fo
offuet impacts of the sitas substitution provisions provided it does not contot with the
City*s Water Transportation Plan.

Public Water-Relatod Freilities.” Other possibile offsets are public water-related facilites
in excess of the Chapter 91 requirements for the site.
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} Berkeleyinvestmenis, INC,

DELIVERY BY HAND |
Tuly 11, 2008

Mr. Kairos Shen

Director of Planning _
Boston Redevelopment Authority
One City Hall Square ’
Boston, MA 02201-1007

Mr. Jay Rourke _

Project. Manager .
Boston Redevelopment Authority
One City Hall Squate

Boston, MA 02201-1007

RE: Seaport Square, PNF/ENF Phase 1 Waiver Request dated June 2, 2008
Dear Kairos and Jay:

We are writing on behalf of CFS Seaport LLC (CFS), a limited liability company of
which Berkeley Investments, Inc. {Berkeley) is the managing pariner. As you know, CFS
owns property abutting the proposed Seaport Square development. The CFS properties
closest to Seaport Square include 381 Congress Street, 368 Congress Street, 348-354
Congress Street, and 22 Boston Wharf Road.

The purpose of this letter is to comment o1l the PNF/ENF Phase 1 Waiver Request for
Seaport Square dated June 2, 2008 (the PNF). While we want to commend Gale
International, Morgan Stenley and WS Development for all of their work to date
necessary to formally launch this extensive, complicated project, we also believe that this
proposal critically misses the mark with respect to the Congress Street portion of the
Seaport Square project. Specifically, CFS and Berkeley object to the uses assigned to
Seaport Square Parcel N and Parcel P for the reasons outlined in this letter.

Over the past four years of CFS ownership of various properties in the Fort Point
Channel Wharf District, Berkeley has diligently and cooperatively worked with the City
of Boston and the Fort-Point Channel community to envision, adopt and implement a
strategy for the transformation of Congress Street in Fort Point Channel, recognizing that
Congress Street is a key connector with Boston’s downtown Financial District and a
principal gateway to South Boston, This transformation strategy is founded on the
essential urban principal that this neighborhood be a walkable, engaging, diverse mixed-
use “24/7" neighborhood.

To date, CFS has imptemented their strategy by redeveloping and upgrading existing
buildings to enhance the experience of the occupants and visitors and draw new tenants to

Reai Estate nvestment & Development 121 High Street, Boston, MA 02110 T 617430.0088 F617439.4448 berkeleyinvestmernts.com
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the arca, adding exciting new retail and restaurant uses at grade to promote a more
diverse and engaging pedestrian experience, and increasing existing housing
opportunities, including artists live-work studios, at the FP3 condominium redevelopment
and infill project to attract more residents to the neighborhood. We will shortly also
complete the first segment of the Crossroads Initiative in the City of Boston, which will
be installed in front of the FP3 Condominiums at 348-354 Congress Street and also in
front of 368 Congress Street which is currently under construction.

Berkeley and CFS strongly believe that the current use designations for Parcels N and P
at Seaport Square do not meet the stated urban: design goals of even the Seaport Square
PNF, and are in compleie conflict with the urban benefits already created on Congress
Street and intended for the Fort Point Channel neighborhood and environs.

Section 2.3 of the PNF describes the Urban Design Goals, Principles and Strategies
for Seaport Square as follows:

“The primary urban design goals of Seaport Square are:
- to forge the desired connections between all the communities at its edges, and
+  to fill the center with a program of synergistic uses and open spaces that can
thrive beside the existing and proposed developments.” '

PNF Section 2.3 goes on to set forth the design principles and strategies for Seaport
Square, including:

“Masterplan Principles:

1. Extend Existing Fabrics: the new Block Pattern
2. Make Connections: Street & Pedestrian Ways”

Regrettably, these essential principles are ignored in the PNF vis-a-vis Congress Street.
PNF Section 2.3.1, Extend Existing Fabric, states:

“Bach area bordering the [Seaport Square] Project site has a unigue character
defined by scale, material, street width, and use, which are related to the
dirnensions of its blocks as well as the era of its construction. The Fort Point
Wharf District, for example, located to the south of the [Seaport Square] Project
site, has a cohesive and recognizable identity due to its small block pattern. This
area is characterized by buildings of similar height and thythm, of window
openings, constructed of masonry material. The Fort Point District has a clear
directional grain of buildings with minor variations in height, primarily organized
along narrow streets and alley.”
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“The Seaport Square plan is generated by extending traditional existing block
patterns from the surrounding urban fabric into the site, as illustrated in Figure
2.3-2. This strategry accomplishes two very important objectives: first, it links the
Seaport Square development to the scale and grain of its neighbors at all the edges
where they meet, and second, it produces a mixture of traditional block sizes
within jtself, which in turn supports a diversity of programs and massing options.”

Regrettably, we see no attempt made to “link the Seaport Square development to the
scale and grain” of the neighborhood along Congress Street; the typically 50,000 —.
100,000 square feet buildings of the Fort Point District would be entirely dwarfed by the
proposed international school at 31 5,000 square feet, In addition, the street widths and
uses change dramatically upon entering the Seaport Square project area. No retail uses of
any kind are anticipated in the school building, as clearly stated in PNF Seetion 2.3.4,
24/7 Mix of Uses, Retail section, and PNF Section 2.4 Distribution of Land Uses,
Ground Floor section.

Similarly, in PNF Section 2.3.2, Make Connections, the existing established Congress
Street and Summier Sireet east/west connections are virteally ignored. Instead, the
Proponent states:

“The newly proposed Autumn Laxe, partly vehicular and partly pedestrian, will
be lined with retail uses connecting the Fort Point District with Congress Street,
the World Trade Center, and Waterside Place.”

This proposed path would divert foot traffic from the intersection of Congress Street and
Bostor. Wharf Road, north along Boston Wharf Road to Autumn Lane, which is nearly to
Seaport Boulevard, rather than reinforcing the naturally curving Congress Strect 10 the
World Trade Center buildings and beyond. It is difficult to imagine how the circuitous
path proposed in the PNF is intended to integrate the most established part of the Fort
Point District with the new Seaport Square district and beyond. Figure 2.3-2 clearly
demonstrates that there is no intended “link” at the Congress Street and Summer Street
edges. The links shown on Figure 7 3.2 instead cover virtually every other edge of the
Seaport Square development.

The Congress Street plan being implemented by the CFS team in cooperation with the
City is in part intended to draw users and visitors from Boston’s Financial District into
Fort Point Channel, thus integrating and invigorating these two very different, yet
complementary, portions of the City. By siting a school on Parcel N, the pedestrian
experience, fora pedestrian moving southeasterly along Congress Street, would end
abruptly at Boston Wharf Road. The pedestrian would enjoy Channel vistas while
crossing the Congress Street Bridge, would move past the Children’s Museum and Fire
Museumt, past housing, restaurants and retail uses, and then all urban interest would
abruptly end when they cross Boston Wharf Road.
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At this point, the pedestrian would lose any incentive to continue to walk eastward, as the
double-loaded retail and restaurant uses would end (or be artificially diverted to the
north), the street experience would change to a larger, busier boulevard with a median
akin to Seaport Boulevard, and the pedestrian would have to compete with drop-off lanes
for school buses and cais, Thus, under the proposed Seaport Square plan, the desired
connection between the Seaport Square community and the existing Fort Point District
neighborhood is completely cut off at Boston Wharf Road.

Conversely, if the Hotel shown on Parcel P was moved to Parcel N, Congress Street
pedesirians would be drawn along Congress Street across the intersection at Boston
Wharf Road and into the Seaport Square district, making the key link to Seaport Hiil. In
turn, Hotel customers could spill out onto Congress Street or into Seaport Hill to visit
restaurants, cafes and stores, rather than being isolated in the more remote “big block”
location nearer the vent building.

Correlatively, moving the school to Parcel P, closer to the vent building, would
significantly reduce bus and other drop-offipick-up traffic conflicts with pedestrians and
visitors, while offering more privacy and creating an area of greater calm for the students
and their families.

As stated above, CFS and Berkeley object to the current use designations for Parcel N
and Parcel P. Based on the points outlined in this letter, we propose that the school be
sited on Parcel P and the Hotel on Parcel N.

We appreciate the opportunity to make our objections known. Please contact me with any
questions or comurients. '
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Fune 20, 2008
Ms. Kristin Kara, Senior Project Manager
Boston Redevelopment Awthority
One City Hall Square
Boston, MA 02201-1007

Subject: Seaport Square
Dear Ms. Kara:

‘Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Project Notification
Form for this significant development. The Boston Groundwater Trust
was established by the Boston City Council to monitor groundwater levels
in sections of the City where the integrity of building foundations is
threatened by low groundwater levels and 1o make recommendations for
solving the problem. Therefore, my comments are limited to groundwater
related issues.

1 am pleased that the proponent bas acknowledged in the FNF that Parcels
H, J, K, and Q within the overall plan are included in the Groundwater
Conservation Overlay District. As stated in the PNF, within this section of
the GCOD there is no requirement for groundwater recharge, but thereis a
requiremnent to demonstrate that the project cannot cause a reduction of
groundwater levels on the site or ont abutting lots, These sections of the
project immediately abut the Fort Point Chamnel area of South Boston,
where the majority of the buildings are supported on vulnerable wood
piling foundations.

On Parcels H and J, which are included in the request to waive further
Article 80 review, there is a small underground construction planned. The
proponent did state at the scoping session that there would be a partial
basement on Parcel H that would likely not extend below Elevation 7
BCB, but also confirined that there are no planned underdrains and that
any underground sections would be waterproofed. Iam pleased with their
positive statements of support and compliance with GCOD requirements.

The buildings planned for Parcels K and Q will include a substantial
underground garage. [ am again pleased with the proponent’s pledge that
{he buildings will comply with the GCOD. At this location it will be
important to understand how the standards will be met. This should be
addressed in the DPIR covering these parcels.



The PNF states that groundwater monitoring wells will be installed during
planned future subsurface explorations. If possible, these wells should be
installed in locations that will be accessible in the future and should be
made available to the Trusi to incorporate into our observation well
network when no longer needed for construction. Groundwater levels
should be monitored before construction to establish a baseline and then
during to construction to assure that they are not being drawn down.
Results should be made available to the Authority and to the Trust shortly
after they are gathered.

The attitude expressed by the proponent toward groundwater issues both
in the PNF and during the scoping session has been very positive. I look
forward to working with them and the Authority to assure that this project
cannot have a negative effect on groundwater levels.

P ' %

Elliott Laffer
Executive Director

Ce:  Jay Rourke, BRA
Kathleen Pedersen, BRA
Maura Zlody, BED
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July 31, 2008

Kristin Kara

Boston Redevelopment Authority
One City Hail Square, 9th Fl
Boston, MA 02201

Kristin. Kara.BRA®@cityofboston.gov
Dear Ms. Kara:

The South Boston Seaport Transportation Management Association (Seaport TMA), a
non-profit association of 28 employers, businesses and developers in the South Boston
Waterfront dedicated to reducing traffic congestion, easing commutes and promoting
alternative transportation, is pleased to submit our comments regarding the Seaport
Square Project being developed by Gale International.

Gale International joined the Seaport TMA in March 2007 and remains an active
arganizational member. The developer’s commitment to transportation demand
management (TDM) aspects related to Seaport Square is evidenced by their
membership in the Seaport TMA and they have, on several occasions, participated in
our membership meetings and events in order to directly dialogue with the business
community that already exists in the South Boston Waterfront.

The Seaport TMA supports the proposed mixed uses of Seaport Square which will help
to activate the South Boston's Waterfront and will complement other projects in the
area. We strongly support the Project Proponent’s plans, bearing in mind that they
wilt remain committed to the following TDM measures:

TMA Participation: The Proponent is currently a member of the Seaport
Transportation Management Association (TMA) and will remain active in the Seaport
TMA, which is the only TMA that serves the South Boston Waterfront, throughout the
duration of the project.

Car-Sharing Service: The Proponent is considering providing spaces in one or more of
its garages for car-sharing services. The Seaport TMA applauds the Proponents efforts
to work with a car-sharing company but recommends the Proponent consider
“clustering” car-sharing vehicles in more than one of the garages in order to make the

" more vehicles easily accessible to a greater amount of both residents and employees

in the area.

200 Seaport Boulevard, Z1A, Boston, MA 02210
§17-385-5510
‘v\;ww.seaporttma.org
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Car Pool/¥an Pool Parking: The Proponent is considering providing preferential
parking spaces. Providing preferential parking that is easily accessible to all tehants is
a critical component to encourage ridesharing. The Seaport TMA strongly urges the
proponent to not only ensure that preferential parking exists, but to also consider
spreading out these spaces over multiple garages. The Seaport TMA is willing to work
with the Proponent to determine the demand for such spaces in each parking facility.

Transit Passes: The Proponent is considering participating in a transit pass program
for tenants’ employees and residents through the TMA and will encourage commercial
tenants to subsidize transit passes for their employees.

Orientation Packets: The Proponent will provide orientation packets to new residents
containing information on the available transportation choices, including transit
routes and schedules.

Transportation Coordinator: The Proponent will designate a transportation
coordinator to manage loading and service activities and to provide alternative
transportation materials to residents. This person wilt also work directly with the
Seaport TMA staff {o promote transportation alternatives.

Bicycle Amenities: The Proponent will provide bicycte racks in secure, shelttered
areas for residents and tenants’ employees, Additional bicycle parking will be
provided on the sidewalks within the Project proximate to main building entrances.
The Seaport TMA recommends that the Proponent remain open to increasing bicycle
parking on an as-needed basis as bicycle commuting will continue to be a mode of
alternative transportation that increases over the years.

. The Seaport TMA recognizes that many of the TDM measures above, as well as other
efforts, wiil be outlined in detail in the Transportation Access Plan Agreement that
the Proponant will have to commit to and we look forward to providing our support to
see that those measures are met accordingly.

Sincerely,

‘%Lhm;zvt ’%’L*A/YY‘LH

Lauren Grymek
Executive Director

200 Seaport Boulevard, Z1A, Boston, MA 02210
617-383-5510
www.seaportima.org



BOSTON PRESERVATION ALLIANCE

July 28, 2008

Ms. Kristen Kara

Boston Redevelopment Authority
One City Hall Square, Floox 9
Boston, MA. 02118

Ms. Briony Angus

MEPA Office

Fxecutive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street

Boston, MA. 02114

RE: Seaport Sqﬁare ENF/PNF
Dear Ms. Kara and Ms. Angus:

The Boston Preservation Alliance has reviewed the Environmental Notification Form
(ENF) and Project Notification Form (PNF) for Seaport Square in South Boston. The
Alliance believes that this ambitious project offers enormous potential to integrate the
historic Fort Point Channel neighborhood into the South Boston waterfront. While few
historic structures will be impacted directly by the project, the Alliance believes the
project will enliven and activate the adjacent historic district of the Fort Point Channel
and will provide an opportunity for the preservation of key nearby historic structures,

. such as the Old Northern Avenue Bridge. The Alliance commends Gale International for
its proposal, which promises to enhance Boston’s existing built environment while
creating a new neighborhood of the highest quality design for the benefit of future
generations of Bostonians.

Adjacency to Historic Fort Point Channel District

The proposed project includes a {ransition zone of 5-6 story buildings that steps down to
the historic Fort Point Channel neighborhood. Because of this, shadow impacts are
minimized on the low-scale 19% century warehouse buildings. The stepping down of
building heights also assists in creating a visual transition between the two
neighborhoods, which successfully bridges to the taller heights toward the Harbor.

Rlocks H and T of Seaport Square are located within the proposed Seaport Blvd./Boston
Whart Road protection area of the pending Fort Point Channel Landmark District. The
Alliance appreciates the proponents” recognition of the purpose of this protection area—
to protect view comidors to and from the historic district and ensure that the massing,
land coverage, and height of new construction on adjacent lots is compatible with that of

Old City Hall, 45 School Street, Boston, MA 02108 Telephone 617-367-2458
www.bostonpreservation.org
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the proposed Landmark District. As noted in the ENF/PNF, proposed development in this
area will be subject to ongoing review by the Boston Landmarks Commission staff.

The Alliance supports the great variety of building materials proposed for the buildings in
Seaport Square which draw from some of the commonly found materials of the historic
district, like brick and texracotta, while integrating new materials, such as steel and glass.
In addition, Seaport Square provides a successful transition in street grid pattemns from
the intimacy of the historic district to the more massive scale of proposed new building
on Fan Pier and closer to the harbor.

Old Northern Avenue Bridge

The Alliance commends the project proponent for committing $5 million fo infrastructure
improvements for the Old Northern Avenue Bridge. The Alliance has strongly advocated
for the preservation, stabilization and restoration of the 01d Northiern Avenue bridge for
many years. One of the area’s most iconic structures, the bridge was constructed in 1908
and is one of only three surviving swing bridges built by the City of Boston in the late
16th and early 20th century.

The Alliance requests being involved in ongoing plans for the Old Northern Avenue
bridge, including proposals to paint, repave, or relight the structure. The Alliance believes
that seasonal kiosks and public art, as proposed, have the potential to contribute
positively to the public’s experience at the bridge and appreciation for it. We look
forward to commenting on more detailed plaus for these amenities as they evolve. -

Chapel of Our Lady of Good Voyage

The Chapel of Our Lady of Good Voyage is proposed for demolition as part of the
Seaport Square development. Demolition during Phase [ of the project is cited as critical
to the ability of the entire project to move forward. Thé Chapel was constructed in 1952
and is a one story, flat roofed, brick building with little ornzamentation. Its simplicity in
design and modesty in scale reflect its function as a “workers chapel” in an industrial area
that was built for use by seamen and waterfront workers.

The Chapel is not listed on the State ot National Registers of Historic Places and is not
located in the pending Fort Point Channel Landmark District. The building is included in
the Massachusetts Historical Commission’s (MHC) Inventory of Historic and
Archaeological Assets of the Commonwealth. The Chapel was also part of the Boston
Preservation Alliance’s 2003 survey of properties owned by the Boston Archdiocese and
was recommended for listing on the National Register in that Survey.
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The project proponent will be required to consult with the Massachusetts Historical
Commission in accordance with the Chapter 254 process and will undertake the Article
85 Demolition Delay process with the Boston Landmatks Commission, During the
Article 85 processes, the proponent will be required to demonstrate that there is no
feasible alternative to demolition. Should it be demonstrated that the chapel cannot be
feasibly preserved, the Alliance recommends that the proponent work with the MHC and
ihe BLC to determine suitable ways to commemorate the history of this chapel.

Sincerely, S

- i 16K
Sé.i‘ah D. Kelly . Susan\Parg e
Sxecutive Director Presidgnt -

H

ce: Senator Jack Hart
Representative Brian Wallace
City Council President Maureen Feeney
City Councilor Bill Linchan ‘
City Councilor Michael Flaherty
Brona Simon, Massachusetts Historical Commission
Ellen Lipsey, Boston Landmarks Commission



The Boston Harbor Association
L for u clean, alive and accessible Bostor Harbor A Ay gus £ 2008

Mr. John Palmierti

Director

Boston Redevelopment Authority
City Hall :
Roston, MA 02201

ATT: Kristin Kara

RE: Project Notification Form
Seaport Square, South Boston

Dear Mr. Palmieri:

The Boston Harbor Association (TBHA) is a non-
profit, public interest organization founded in
1973 by the League of Women Voters and the Boston
Shipping Association to promote a clean, alive, and
accessible Boston Harbor. For the past few months,
The Boston Harbor Association hds attended a series
of meetings convened by the Boston Redevelopment
Authority to discuss the proposed Z3-adcre
development known as Seaport Square in the South
Boston Seaport district. We commend the BRA for
initiating these meetings, and Gale International
and its president, John Hynes, for their thoughtful
participation and responses during each of the
meetings.

Gale International proposes 6.5 million sq. ft. of

development on twenty new blocks, the largest
proposed development near Boston's waterfront, and

374 Congress Streer, Suite 307 B Bostoa, Massachuserrs B 02210-1807 B Telephone (617) 482-1722 B Fax (617} 482-9750 B wwwtbha.org



one of the largest in Boston. 2500 residential
units, approximately 1.4 million sq. ft. of office
and research space, 1.25 million sq. Tt. of retail
uses, 700 hotel rooms in three hotels, public pilot
school, international private school, gaollery
space, community facility such as a library branch,
relocated church, gallery space, and 6,500 parking
spaces are proposed. The project proponent will
provide six acres of open spoace for public
enjoyment and recreation, comprising approximately
25% of the site.

We commend the project proponent for actively
promoting a lively 24/7 neighborhood which
recognizes not only the need for a mix of
residential units but also provides for a grocery,
community, and cultural facilities. In addition,
two larger public spaces are integrated into the
project, a 1.25 acre "Seaport Square” envisioned as
a "grand civic lawn large enough to support active
recreation and concerts" (page 2-34 of PNF) and the
@.75 acre "Seaport Hill" grassy ared with a
playground, flower garden, dog park, and seating
areas.

We further commend the project proponent for
supporting Mayor Thomas Menino's and Governor Deval
Patrick's efforts to make Boston and Massachusetts
the "greenest” city and state in the country by
making the Seaport Square project one of the
largest sustainable neighborhoods in the United
States through at least LEED-ND standard at the
Silver Level.



As the Seaport Square project continues through
state and municipal environmental review, we ask
thot the following issues be thoroughly addressed:

Massing along Northern Avenue: as proposed,
Buildings B, C, and D on Northern Avenue will each
have g maximum height of 250 ft., the limit set by
the EAA. Both the project model and Figures 2.3-13
and 2.3-14 of the PNF clearly show that the
proposed heights of the new buildings together with
the buildings across the street create a canyon-
like effect for pedestricns and park users on
Northern Avenue. The Project Environmental Impact
Report needs to clearly model the wind and shadow
impacts of the proposed buildings upon the
paedestrian experience on Northern Avenue and
adjacent side streets. Particular attention should
also be given to the wind and shadow impacts of
these three buildings to park users utilizing the
project’s "Seaport Square” park and the adjacent
Fan Pier “Public Green." Alternative massing
schemes which re-distribute the height and
eliminate the canyon-like effect should be included
in the alternatives analysis in the Draft PIR.

Transit-oriented development: The project proponent
proposes 6,508 parking spaces in five new
underground parking garages to replace the existing
3,647 parking spaces on surface lots. The project
‘proposes to secure 853 additional parking spaces
from the City of Boston's parking bank administered
by the Air Pollution Control Commission, and to
build 2,000 additional residential parking spaces




(latter not subject to the regulations of the Air
Pollution Control Commission).

We encourage the project proponent to incorporate
additional steps to become a transit-oriented
project. We support the project's stated intention
of working with the MBTA to develop a new head
house connection between "Seaport Square” open
space and the MBTA Silver Line waterfront route,
although it is not clear from the ENF whether the
project proponent will pay for the construction of
the new head house. We strongly support the
project proponent’s innovative "Park and Bike" _
program at its existing parking lots in the Seaport
District, where parking customers get free use of a
bicycle, while others can rent a bike for only $11
a day. To further support the city's "Boston
RBikes" initiative, we are hopeful that some of the
project’s ground floor spaces will have reasonably-
priced shower facilities for bikers and bike repair
services, similar to the amenities at Chicago's
Millennium Park.

The PNF does not specifically identify water
transportation as d transit option for workers,
residents, or visitors. The Draft and Final PIR
should provide descriptions of water taxi and water
ferry service in the project catchment area (e.d.,
World Trade Center, Fan Pier, Moakley Courthouse,
InterContinental Boston, Barking Crab Restaurant),
and outline how the project proponent will promote
water transit usage, such as possible service
cubsidies for water transportation and employee
discount coupons for water transtit.



Transportation Planning: The Project Notification
Form makes a number of assumptions about existing
roadways and proposes d number of new roads within
the project site. As a more complete,
comprehensive transportation analysis is prepared
for the Draft and Final Project Impact Reports, the
following should be incorporated:

In considering background conditions of other
projects in the project ared, the traffic analysis
of "No Build Background Conditions” (pages 3-21 and
3-22 of PNF) appears to under count the scale of
other, already permitted projects. For example,
only 493,000 sq. ft. of office space is included
for the Fan Pier, with no mention of the hotel,
residential, civic/cultural or retall components;
only 225 hotel rooms are considered for Pier 4,
with no mention of the residential, office, civic,
or retail uses; and only 3,000 sqg. ft. of retail
space is included for the FP3 project on Congress
Street when there is actually 17,000 sq. ft. of
retail uses on the ground floor with 92 residential
units. To adequately assess the environmental
impacts of the proposed project, the traffic
analysis in the Draft and Fingl PIR should consider
"worst case" scenario, i.e., background conditions
should assume full build-out of all other permitted
projects in the immediate ared.

With regards to the existing roadway system, better
descriptions should be included of the major east-
west roadways which provide access to the Seaport
District: Seaport Boulevard, Northern Avenue,



Congress Street. There also needs to be o
recognition that Northern Avenue/ Seaport Boulevard
~and A Street, among others, are truck routes which
serve the South Boston Designated Port Area, and
which provide access to and from the Boston Marine
Industrial Park. While we support making Seaport
Boulevard an aottractive street, the description in
the PNF cites a boulevard type that is a "retail
promenade, favoring the pedestrian experience",
with discussion of gracious sidewalks, double-row
trees to accommodate outdoor seating and sidewalk
entertainment. The Draft and Final Project Impact
Reports should include better narrative and maps of
the truck routes and the Designated Port Ared, and
indicate what, if any, impacts will occur to the
truck routes from the proposed project..

Besides including a more detailed inventory of
water transportation options (e.g., water taxi
services; $2 Seaport Express weekday service
between the Seaport World Trade Center and Central
Wharf; Massport's plans for an expanded water
transportation facility at Commonwealth Pier), we
ask that a more thorough analysis be included of
existing and future mass transit options for
residents, workers, and visitors to Seaport Square.
The PNF does not include any Silver Line Waterfront
ridership information in the modal split analysis
(page 3-34). The Draft and Final PIR should
include this information as part of the mass
transit analysis regarding existing and future
demand.



Additional information should be provided in the
Draft and Final Project Impact Reports regarding
the new Harbor Street Bridge, proposed over
Congress Street to connect Summer Street to Seaport
Boulevard. Additional analysis is needed about the
impacts of such a bridge over a major east-west
corridor, including any impacts or implications for
truck and pedestriaon usage of the street. As
presented, we assume that Harbor Street Bridge will
be privately funded: please indicate the timetable
for permitting and funding of the proposed
infrastructure.

Open Space: The PNF provides good detatil of the
mix of open spaces which comprise slightly more
than 25% of the site area (35% if one includes
streets and sidewalks). "Seaport Square”, a 1.25
acre open space area, 1s envisioned as a "grand
civic lawn large enough to support active
recreation and concerts” (page 2-34 of PNF), while
a @.75 acre "Seaport Hill" is envisioned for a
playground, dog park, and passive recreation, with
landscaped areas serving as d buffer for ground
floor residences at the sidewalk.

"Seaport Square” Park is directly across from Fon
Pier "Public Green", and close coordination should
occur between the two property owners to moximize
public use of these open space areas. During the
Chapter 91 process, additional information should
be provided regarding the programming of both
"Seaport Square" Park and “"Seaport Hill", as well
as the coordination with Fan pier "Public Green.”
Outstanding free waterfront programming to emulate



include the Boston Harbor Hotel's ten weeks of free
summer concerts, dance, and movies along the
HarborWalk; the Institute of Contemporary Art's
free Thursdoy night HarborWalk Sounds series in
conjunction with Barklee College of Music; Boston
Children's Museum's Summer Outdoor Music Series
Fridays at noon in conjunction with the Friends of
Eort Point Channel and Passim Folk Music and
Cultural Center; City of Boston's free Waterfront
Performing Arts Series on Thursdays at Christopher
Columbus Waterfront Park; Boston Natural Areds
Network's free weekly Greenway Festival Family
Movies Series at Pope John Paul II Park in
Dorchester; and the John F. Kennedy Library and
Museum's free year-round Kennedy Library Forums.

Tt is not clear from the PNF submission whether the
required open space offsets for the entire project
(versus only Phase I offset) are satisfied with the
conveyance of Parcel E. As part of the Phase I
Waiver Request approval, we strongly urge that the
open space requirement be satisfied at the start of
the project, similar to the timing of public
amenities for the adjacent Fan Pier project.

Consistent with the Secretary's Decision on the
South Boston Municipal Harbor Plaon Amendment, the
City of Boston is required "to develop a system
that accounts for the status of aggregation
program, maintain a running balance tracking the
amount of open space, where it has been provided,
and which McCourt Parcel it shall be credited to.
Using this open space accounting system, the City
shall include a certification of open status to DEP



as part of its Section 18 recommendation on
Waterways licenses" (page 49, 8 December 2000
Decision).

We ask that the City begin this process as sSo0h as
possible to allow for sufficient public involvement
and comment, so that the required Section 18
certification by the City does not hold up the
project proponent's Phase I Chapter 91 License, if
the waiver request 1s granted.

Planning for Community Fgeilities: Earlier this
year, Boston Mayor Thomas Menino appointed the able
Kairos Shen to be the City's Chief Planner. In
that capacity, we hope that Mr. Shen will begin to
work with city agencies to determine the
appropriate mix of community facilities such as
schools, libraries, public safety facilities
including police and fire stations, health clinics,
community centers, and civic facilities in the
Segport District. We highly commend the project
proponent for setting aside sites for two schools,
library branch, and performance center in
anticipation of the need for such facilities to
support a lively new neighborhood.

PHASE 1 WAIVER REQUEST

As part of this filing, the project proponent 15
requesting a Phase I Woiver Request to construct
three buildings prior to the preparation of a
project-wide Environmental/Project Impact Report.
Ninety-three residential units, 46,600 sq. ft. of
retail, 25,000 sq. ft. for the relocation of Our



Lady of Good Voyage Chapel, and 31 parking spaces
comprise the Phase I Waiver Request.

Subsequent to the filing of the
Environmental/Project Notification Form and in
response to concerns raised by The Boston Harbor
Association and others, the project proponent has
scaled back the Phase I Waiver Request. Block A
will now house 34 one, two and three bedroom units
rather than 51 units as described in the ENF, with
31 below-grade parking spaces rather than the 43
spaces outlined in the ENE/PNF. We strongly
support these changes to minimize environmental
impacts from Phase I of the project.

Traffic Issues: Block A, located on Old Sleeper
Street between Seaport Boulevard and the old
Northern Avenue Bridge, is proposed to be a six-
story residential building, with ground floor
restaurant/retail uses and parking beneath the
building.

Because the Block A building is built to the
property line and because of its proximity to the
01d Northern Avenue Bridge, future plans for the
Bridge are particularly relevant. It 1is our
understanding that the City's redevelopment plans
for the bridge call for one lane of vehicular
traffic, one lane for pedestriaon use, and one lane
for commercial activity.

1f vehicular traffic is permitted on the bridge in
the future, safe pedestrian connections to the
HarborWalk between the Evelyn Moakley Bridge and



the John Joseph Moakley Federal Courthouse are
necessary; and access for deliveries, trash
removal, and emergency response at the nearby
Barking Crab Restaurant and the water-dependent
Neptune Marine Services LLC need to be provided.

At the same time, the project proponent should
continue to examine ways to avoid quetiing of
vehicles entering the single-lane below-ground
parking facility, thereby causing back-ups onto the
Old Northern Avenue Bridge and at locations where
pedestrians will be trying to access different
segments of the HarborWalk. The proposed below-
ground parking facility will only hold 31 vehicles,
which with proper attention by the management
entity should not experience queuing on to public
streets even at rush hour.

HarborWalk: The ENF/PNF incorrectly indicates that
one of the Public Benefit Determination factors of
this project is the creagtion of a missing
HarborWalk segment or link as part of Block A
development. Because Block A is not on the water's
edge, the proponent can not construct the missing
HarborWalk segment unless he acquires the
waterfront parcel next to Block A, which is not
proposed in the ENF/PNF (see discussion below
regarding Public Walkway). Furthermore, the ENF/PNF
attributes an existing HarborWalk segment to the
Boston Children's Museum, when in actuality the
segment nearest to Block A was built by the Mass.
Highway Department as part of the Evelyn Moakley
Bridge project using toxpayer's funds. |



In conversations subsequent to the filing of the
ENF/PNF, the project proponent has expressed d
willingness to construct a new public segment from
the Evelyn Moakley Bridge HarborWalk to the
proposed public walkway along the alignment of 0ld
Sleeper Street between the Barking Crab Restaurant
and the property line of Block A. Currently, the
temporary segment is not in good condition and
awkward to access. We support the construction of
this missing segment by the project proponent as
part of the Chapter 91 License requirement, and as
a factor in the Public Benefit Determination,
assuming that the property owner of the segment 1is
amenable to the construction of a new segment by
Gale International.

Public walkway along 0ld Sleeper Street: The
alignment of Old Sleeper Street, which runs between
the Barking Crab Restaurant and the property line
of Block A, is owned by the City of Boston.
Currently, the alignment 1is used for drop-off and
pick up and deliveries and for emergency access to
the Barking Crab Restaurant and to Neptune Marine
Services LLC, and by pedestrians going between the
Evelyn Moakley Bridge HarborWalk segment and the
Old Northern Avenue Bridge and/or to the HarborWalk
at the John Joseph Moakley Federal Courthouse. The
alignment is not pedestrian-friendly and in poor
condition along some sections.

The project proponent proposes to activate the
City-owned alignment through physical improvements
which will make it more user-friendly including new
landscaping, outdoor dining as well as free tables



for the general public, and rotating outdoor public
art. We support these medsures to make the public
alighment more functional and safer for pedestrions
and fomilies, consistent with plans by the City of
Boston.

At the same time, these improvements must be
implemented in such a way as to not adversely
impact the existing water-dependent use (Neptune
Marine Services LLC) nor the existing facility of
public accommodation (Barking Crob Restaurant). By
working together with the City, the project
proponent, Neptune Marine Services LLC, and the
Barking Crab Restaurant can all benefit from a more
attractive, better-designed alignment. As a

" condition of any Phase I Waiver Request approval,
an agreement regarding 0ld Sleeper Street alignment
and its uses should be exacuted between the project
proponent, the abutters Neptune Marine Services LLC
and the Barking Crab Restaurant, and the (ity of
Boston.

South Boston Municipal Harbor Pldn Amendment :
Under the South Boston Municipal Harbor Plan
Amendment approved by the Environmental Secretary
on 6 December 2000, Block A of the project has a
moximum height envelope of 75 feet.

The Amendment also approved a maximum height of 75
feet on the Barking Crab Restaurant site. As part
of the substitution provision, the Secretary
required that the Barking Crab Restaurant site must
provide a minimum 17 -foot wide water dependent use
sone concurrent with any new or expanded non-water-



dependent use building construction, and that if a
combined boat access and waterside walkway is not
feasible to accommodate ADA requirements, then the
Barking Crab site may satisty any ADA requirement
with a harborwalk walkway along the existing
Sleeper Street sidewalk, in addition to the 12-foot
wide HarborWalk waterside access (page 52, ©
December 2000 Decision).

1f a Phase I Waiver Request is granted to the
proponent, we ask that the proposed project be
permitted in such a way SO ds to not impede the
operations of the existing or expanded Neptune
Marine Services and/or Barking Crab Restaurant,
consistent with the Secretary's 6 December 2000
Decision.

Open Space Requirement: Under the Secretary's ©
December 2000 Decision, a substitution provision
allowed for 100% lot coverage and therefore 0% open
space for Block A. The proposed offset would be an
equal area of open space provided somewhere on the
project site.

Tn the 23 June 2006 Written Determination of the
Boston Children's Museum's Chapter 91 License, the
donation of Parcel E to the Museum by the prior
property owner Wwas allowed to be banked as part of
the offset for the future development of Block A
and the project site. The Secretary's Decision
Further required thot, "At a minimum, the finol
design and construction of open space provided to
meet these requirements shall satisfy the Chapter



91 standards for open space located on Commonwealth
tidelands" (page 57, © December 200@ Decision).

Parcel E, as conveyed, does not meet the open space
standard for Commonwealth +idelands, and it is not
clear from the filing how the project proponent
will meet the standard. To put any future
improvements for Parcel E into context, the Boston
Children's Museum has for the last 18 months
engaged a landscape architectural firm with the
assistance of a planning committee chaired by the
president of Legal Sed Foods and the executive
director of The Boston Harbor Association to
develop plans for a signature waterfront park. Two
community meetings have been held to solicit
community input on the plans. Construction costs
are estimated to be between $7 to 39 million.

public Benefit Determination/ Phase T Waiver
Request Requirements: As part of the landlocked
tidelands legislation signed by Governor Deval
Patrick on 15 November 2007, the Energy and
Environmental Secretary is designated as the
"administrator of tidelands™, must conduct d
"public benefit review” for projects on tidelands,
and must issue a written determination for any
proposed project located on tidelands or on
Landlocked tidelands that requires an Environmental
Impact Report.

As part of the public benefit determination and the
Phase I Waiver Request review, the ENF/PNF filing
was mistaken regarding the project praoponent's
gbility to effectuate d new HarborWalk segment and



to enliven the water's edge since the project 1s
not located on the water’s edge. It appears that
the remaining major benefit which the project
proponent had identified in the Phase I Waiver
Request is the proposed improvement of the city's
Old Sleeper Street alignment with landscaping,
outdoor seating, ond public art, ond a commitment
to work with community groups and institutions to
provide year-round events and programming in
existing and new open spaces and in the facilities
of public accommodation. The Phase 1 Waiver
Request does not demonstrate any undue hardship
from strict compliance with the MEPA regulations
requiring an EIR.

While The Boston Harbor Association does not
generally support segmentation of a project, we are
supportive of this Waiver Request, given the
reduction in the size of the Block A building since
the ENF submission, and with appropriate
conditions. If o Waiver Request 1is granted, we ask
that your office incorporate the following
conditions to meet the public benefit
determination, satisfy Phase I Waiver requirements,
and meet the open space offset for the entire
project, not just the Phase I parcels:

1. Block A, located completely on Commonwealth
tidelands, will be reduced from 51 residential
units as stated in the Environmental/Project
Notification Form to no more than 34 units and will
have no more than 31 below-ground parking spaces,
rather than 43 parking spaces as stated in the
Environmental/Project Notificaotion Form;



2. The project proponent, with the concurrence of
the property owner, will construct and maintain a
public, ADA accessible segment connecting the
HarborWalk segment beneath the Evelyn Moakley
Bridge to the public way on the Old Sleeper Street
alignment;

3. The project proponent will provide free space
For a visitor information facility or kiosk on the
ground floor of the Block A "gateway" building,
with access to a public restroom for the general
pubiic;

4. That portion of Block H within Commonwealth
tidelands and closest to the Parcel E open space
donated to the Boston Children's Museum shall have
a public restroom available for use by park users;

5 At the time of the granting of an extended term
Chapter 91 License for buildings in the Phase 1
Waiver Request, the project proponent shall provide
funds to the Boston Children's Museum to ensure
that Parcel E/ Children's Wharf Park meet Chapter
91 standards for open spaces located on
Commohwealth tidelands. Because Parcel E currentty
does not meet Chapter 91 open space standards for
tidelands, because additional open space offsets
may be required for the entire project, and because
the City of Boston may decline the ¢5 million
contribution the project proponent has offered to
help repair the 0ld Northern Avenue Bridge, we ask
that the project proponent provide funding which
will make the open space a significant destination



and resource for the new workers, residents, and
visitors of the 6.5 million sq. ft. development
within the Seaport District. Up to $5 million shall
be provided by the project proponent to the Boston
Children's Museum to construct a park to the
standards required for open space on Commonwealth
tidelands if the City of Boston decides not to
accept the proponent's $5 million contribution for
repairs to the Old Northern Avenue Bridge. A
smaller amount of funding to meet the standards
required for open space on Commonwealth tidelands
will be provided by the project proponent if the
City of Boston accepts the $5 million for
improvements to the 0l1d Northern Avenue Bridge.

Thank you for your consideration. We look forward
to continuing to work together with the project
proponent as he finalizes plans for Seaport Square.

Sincerely,

\&w\‘—“\

Vivien L1

Executive Director

The Boston Harbor Association



Kara, Kristin

Erom: Richie Neville [rneville@locald3.org]

© & \Wadnesday, July 30, 2008 10:54 AM

To: Kara, Kristin

Subject: The Seaport Square Projectin South Bosion

uly 30, 2008

{risten Kara
IRA

Jear Kristen:

have attended all the meetings for the Seaport Square Project and truly halieve that this project will be in the best interest for
he area and the community of South Boston. This project wilt provide employment for many residence of the area during

.onstruction and as well as full time employees upon completion.

£1 can be of any assistance please feel free to contact me a {(617) 350-0014

sincerely,
Richard Neville

3t s Agent
Zarpenter Union Local 33

Tinonng



July 30, 2008

To Whom It May Concern:
I represent all of our South Boston residents.

The proposed development looks amazing. Obviously a lot of work has
gone into keeping it in line with what already works in the City while adding
a new and exciting feel. The fact that the developer is willing and able to
complete this development all at once is very reassuring. Now there will
definitely be something developed on the South Boston Waterfront, after 20
years in waiting. This project alone will ereate thousands of construction
and permanent jobs. With the uncertainty in the financial markets
worldwide, this project should get approved asap and get the work started.

Ed Marenburg

Organizer

Sheet Metal Workers Local 17
" 1157 Adams Street

Boston, MA 02124



July 30, 2008

To Whom It May Concem:
I represent all of our South Boston residents.

The proposed development looks amazing, . Obviously a lot of work has
gone into keeping it in line with what already works in the City while adding
a new and exciting feel. The fact that the developer is willing and able to
complete this development all at once is very reassuring. Now there will
definitely be something developed on the South Boston Waterfront, after 20
years in waiting. This project alone will create thousands of construction
and permanent jobs, With the uncertainty in the financial markets
worldwide, this project should get approved asap and get the work started.

Neal Kelleher

Sheet Metal Workers Local 17
1157 Adams Street

Bostor, MA 02124



July 30, 2008

To Whom It May Concern:
I represent all of our South Boston residents.

The proposed development looks amazing. Obviously a lot of work has
gone into keeping it in line with what already works in the City while adding
a new and exciting feel. The fact that the developer is willing and able to
complete this development all at once is very reassuring. Now there will
definitely be something developed on the South Boston Waterfront, after 20
years in waiting. This project alone will ereate thousands of construction
and permanent jobs. With the uncertainty in the financial markets '
worldwide, this project should get approved asap and get the work started.

Richard Keogh

Business Agent

Sheet Metal Workers Local 17
1157 Adams Sireet

Boston, MA 02124



July 30, 2008

To Whom It May Concern:
I represent all of our South Boston residents.

The proposed development looks amazing. Obviously a lot of work has
gone into keeping it in line with what already works in the City while adding
a new and exciting feel. The fact that the developer is willing and able to
complete this development all at once is very reassuring. Now there will
definitely be something developed on the South Boston Waterfront, after 20
years in waiting. This project alone will ereate thousands of constructien
and permanent jobs. With the uncertainty in the financial markets
worldwide, this project should get approved asap and get the work started.

Russell Bartash

Business Agent

Sheet Metal Workers Local 17
1157 Adams Street

Boston, MA 02124



July 30, 2008

To Whom It May Concern:
I represent all of our South Boston residents.

The proposed development looks amazing. Obviously a lot of work has
gone into keeping it in line with what already works in the City while adding
a new and exciting feel. The fact that the developer is willing and able to
complete this development all at once is very reassuring, Now there will
definitely be something developed on the South Boston Waterfroni, after 20
years in waiting. This project alone will create thousands of construction
and permanent jobs, With the uncertainty in the financial markets
worldwide, this project should get approved asap and get the work started.

James Wool

Business Manager

Qheet Metal Workers Local 17
1157 Adams Street

Boston, MA 02124



July 30, 2008

To Whom It May Concern:
I represent all of our South Boston residents.

The proposed development looks amazing. Obviously a lot of work has
gone into keeping it in line with what already works in the City while adding
a new and exciting feel. The fact that the developer is willing and able to
complete this development all at once is very reassuring. Now there will
definitely be something developed on the South Boston Waterfront, after 20
years in waiting. This project alone will ereate thousands of construction
and permanent jobs. With the uncertainty in the financial markets
worldwide, this project should get approved asap and get the work started.

Robert Butler

Business Agent

Sheet Metal Workers Local 17
1157 Adams Street

Boston, MA 02124



Kara, Kristin

From: Stephen Buckley [shuckley4@gmail.com]
" oaf Wednesday, July 30, 2008 8:16 AM

10: Kara, Kristin .

Subject: Seaport Development

Hi Kristin,

I just wanted to take a minute and let you know how important the Seaport development is to the neighbors of South
Boston. In a depressed real estate market and an wncertain economy, T think that the development of the Seaport area
will provide countless jobs for construction industries as well as add to the property values to many homes in South
Boston. Being within a mile of the development, I expect fo usc the pending construction as a salespoint if I ever decide
to move. Though I've only lived in South Boston for two years, 1 strongly feel that the development will be a positive
for the entire Southic community.

Thank you,

Steve Buckley
25 Dorchester St.

7/30/2008



Kara, Kristin

Froim: John Hurley [mrjohnhurley@yahoo.com}
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2008 7:24 PM

o Kara, Kristin

Subject: Re: Seaport Square

VY VYV VVYVYVYYVYVVVYVVYYVYVYYVYVY

v VVYY

- On Tue, 7/29/08, Jobn Hurley <mrjohnhurley@yahoo. coms wrobe:

From: John Hurley «mrjohnhurley@yahos. com>
Subiject: Seaport Sguare

Ta: krisitn.kara.bragcityofboston.gov
Date: Tuesday, July 29, 2008, 7:22 PM
Kristin:

T just wanted to write a quick note Lo you to express my support of
the proposed Seaport Square project. As the pon of a union ironworker,
T am excited to know that his members, as well as members from the
other building trades will have ample amount of work for the
Forseeable future, especially in light of our purrent economic
gituation.

From a long term perspective, I am glad that many permanent jobs will
come as a result. Additionally, as the sSouth Bosten neighborhood is
expanded, it will become an even betiter transition area into the
financial district and fanueil hall.

As a fourth gemeration South Bostonian, I am confident that this
project will create a positive atmosphere in our neighborhocd, and
will make the City of Boston an overall better place as well.

Thank you for your time, Kristin.

Take care,
John Hurley



Kara, Kristin

From: AAALLENS@aol.com

T oat Tuesday, July 29, 2008 7:18 PM

Jur Kara, Kristin

Subject: Seaport Square Devslopment Project

1 am writing to you in support of the Seaport Square Development Project in South Boston. 1 have fived in South Beston my
entire fife as have my parents and grandparents. I love South Boston and it is exciting to see all the changes, especially in
and around the seaport area. With the proposed Seaport Square Development on the table, during these tough economic
times, It gives our families and this city a brighter future,

Both my father and I work construction -- I am a Local 7 Iron Worker and my father is a Local 537 Pipefitter. Our fivelihood
depends on projects such as these and so does the livelihood of all the apprentice programs in all union trades across the city.
Please consider Investing in the future of this great City of (South) Bostan.

Thank you,

Tom Allen

712 E. 6th Street

South Boston, MA 02127
617-269-9821

(et fantasy football with free live scoring. Sign up for FanHouse Fantasy Football foday.

7/30/2008



Kara, Kristin

From: Anne-Marie Joyce [annemarie.joyce@;ud.staie.ma.us]
it Thursday, July 24, 2008 1:.07 PM

To: Kara, Kristin

Ce: Maryeflen. Maicolm

Subject: seaport square developement

Kristin, | just wanted to write and let you know how excited | am about the proposed Seaport Square Developement. | live in
South Boston and | am happy that something is finally being done fo spruce up the waterfront area. The additional taxes from this
developement will also be a boost to our economy. I'am also encouraged by the fact that so many new construction jobs will be

created especially in these financially trying times.

712442008



Kara, Kristin

From: Donna Crosby [donna_cmsbyZDOZ@yahoo.com]
T Thursday, July 24, 2008 12:17 PM

To: Kara, Kristin

Subjeci: Seaport Square Development

To: SBeaport Boauare

Subject: Seaport Sguara bevelopment

The development that is being proposed is gomething that is needed and wanted in the watexfront
area. Living in south Boston my anbire 1ife I have seen many changes and the waterfront is one
of them. This proposed development is exciting and I am hoping that is gets done guickly so
that my children and future generations will be able to enjoy the benefits of such a great

development.

Sincerely,

Donna Crosby

141 L Street

South Boston, MA 02127
Tr™ #(617)523-8771

7/24/2008



Kara, Kristin

From: denise hagle [deniseﬁnagieZDDS@yahookcom]
1 Thursday, July 24, 2008 11:21 AM

To: Kara, Kristin

Subject: seaport square development project

Just a little note to let you know that | hope the above project can get started soon. The idea of building the waterfront up and
e prospect of future jobs during construction as well as when the job is complete is very reassuring.

The Idea that we will have a beautiful modemn waterfront is a jong time in the rmaking. Let's get the project started.

Denise Nagle

South Boston resident

712472008



Kara, Kristin

F‘r_om: Paula Feris [Paula_Ferris@aubampain.com}
“# Thursday, July 24, 2008 10:58 AM

To: Kara, Kristin

Subject: Seaport Square Development Project

My name Is Paula Ferris and | am a lifelong resident of South Boston. | have been to the community meetings and have seen the
development plans for Seaport Square. | think that this project will be a great asset to South Boston and am glad fo finally see
something done with the area. Not only will this project provide much needed jobs during the construction, It will also provide
housing, schools and jobs once the project is complete. | hope that this project approved,

Seleted e one v Anericas Healitie
Resanrants ke et Mapasine

7/24/2008



Kara, Kristin

From: Carter, Jean fimcarter@lehman.coim]
- Rent: Wednesday, July 23, 2008 4:00 PM
o Kara, Kristin
Subject: Seaport Square...........

To Whom It May Concern:

Boston is becoming more and more of an amazing city each day.

The proposed development of Seaport Sguare 1B exciting and will only
add to the beauty of this city. As & south Boston resident, all of wmy
1ife, it is wonderful to see the growth and construction all
arcund. . .the neighborhood looks more beautiful, each day, as wall.
fet's keep this going and create more jobs....,.times are tough right
TOW. +« v v let's be part of getting things rolling and letting people
get ahead once again.

ginceraly,

Jean M. Carter

LV VY VYV Y Y Y VYV VY Y VYV VY

This message is intendecd only for the personal and confidential use of the designated
recipient (s) named above. If you are not the intended recipient of this message you are
nereby notified that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this message is
gtrictly prohibited. This communicatien is for information purposes only and should not
_be regarded as an offer to gell or as a solicitation of an offer to buy any financial

roduct, an official confirmation of any transaction, or as an official statement of
Lehman Brothers. Emall transmission camnot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free,
Therefore, we do not represent that thig information is complete or aceurate and it should
not be relied upon as such. All information ig subject To change without notice.

TRE Cireular 230 Disclosure:

Pleaze be advised that any discugeion of U.5. tax matters contained withia this
communication (inciuding any attachments) is not intended or written to be used and cannot
be uced for the purpose of (i) avoiding U.8. tax related penalties or (il) pronoting,
marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein.



Kara, Kristin

Frem:  Malcolm, Maryellen iMaryetien.Malcolm@bostongen.com]
£ Wednesday, July 23, 2008 3:57 PM

To: Kara, Kristin

Subject: FW: Seaport Square Development

From: Malcolm, Maryellen

Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2008 3:01 PM
To: 'Kristen, Karabra@cityofboston.gov'
Suhject: Seaport Square Development

Hi

My name is Maryellen Malcolm and | am a lifelong resident of South Boston, | have been at quite a few of the community meeting
in which the topic was Seaport Square Development. | just wanted fo voice my opinion of how excited I am that finally scrmathing
is going fo be done in that district of South Boston which will benefit the community in all aspects, jobs, housing, retall, schools
etc, | just hope this gets underway sooner than later so we could all enjoy the benefits of such a beautiful sight.

Let's get this started

Thanks

Maryellen

The Information contained in this communication is confidential, maybe attorney-client privileged, may constitute
inside information, and is intended only for the use of the addressee. It Is the property of US Power Generating
Cr~pany or one of its affiliates. Unauthorized use, disclostire or copying aof this communication or any part

tl  -of is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in error, please notify
“us immediately by returpy ermnall or by email to return- mail@uspowergen,com, and destroy this communication
and all coples thereof, inciuding attachments,

7/23/2008



July 23, 2008

Mr. Kairos Shen

Chief Planner, City of Boston

c/o Boston Redevelopment Authority
One City Hall Square

Boston, MA. 02201

Re: Seaport Sguare Project Comments
Dear Kairos:

Brickman is the owner 313 Congress Street, 330 Congress Street, 300 A Street and 51
Sleeper in the Fort Point Chamel arsa, Because of our investments, we are closely
following the progress of the nroposed Seaport Squate project. We have gitended the
public hearings and have met directly with Morgan Stanley to voice our specific concemns
ahout the portion of the project refersed to as Parcel H located along Seaport Boulevard.

Brickman is generally in support of Seaport Square and believes the project will become
a vibrant destination within the City of Boston. Specifically, we are very excited about
the retail component of the project as it will increase pedestrian traffic to the area.
However, we are concerned that Parcel H will greatly contrast with the cuorent character
and historic nature of the Fort Point Channel neighborhood.

The majority of the existing buildings in the Fort Point Channel avea are brick and beam
innature. Tenants clearly value the historie, low-Tise nature of the neighborhood as
confirmed by strong absorption figures and low vacancy rates. Much of the atiraction to
the atea is due to the Hght and aiv characteristics as well as the waterfront views achieved

fyom many of the structures. Brickman believes that the proposed design aad massing of
Parcel H will significantly alter the character of the Fort Point Channel aree, which is
very unique. We are also concerned about the effect of Parcel H on wind and shadow
characteristics of adjacent buildings such as 51 Yleeper. We are confident our neighbors
at 44 Parnsworth share the same CONCRLnS.

Brickman encourages the BRA to consider reducing the height of Parcel H and increasing
density in a portion of the project that is not directly adjacent to the historic Fort Point
Channel area. We are supportive of & Jow-rise retail strmcture at the intersection of
Seaport Boulevard and Sleeper Streei. Tn addition, we believe that the alleyways and
pedestrian pathways behind Parcel H should be integrated with the Harbor Walk.

Brickman is a real estate owner, operator and developer and strongly belicves that
Seaport Square will preatly benefit the City of Boston. Our cORCRrns aie primatily with

712 Fifth Avenue New York, NY 10018 T, 212.641,6500 £ 212.6B6.6961 www.hrickmanre.com




the current design of Parcel H and its impact on abuiting properties and the overall Fort
Point Channel atea. We are hopeful that our comments herein, as well as the comuments
of our neighbors, will result in the reconfiguration of Parcel H.

‘Michael Bernstein in my office is responsible for our Boston Portfolio. Please do not
hesitate to contact him with any further questions.

Ce:  Kristin Kara, BRA
Michael Bernétein, Brickman

712 Fith Avenue Naw York, NY 10018 1. 212.541.6500 £ 212.856.5981 www.brickianse.com




Kara, Kristin

From: Kelly Collins [Kal!y.Comns@newbalance.com]
“ant: Wednesday, July 23, 2008 3:00 PM

o: Kara, Kristin
Subject: Seaport Square

T attended a meet in regards to the Seaport Sqguare development. I think this project will
definitely be a great asset to Boston. I'm a resident of South Boston and have lived here
my entire life, I'm also a new mother of a six month old. And Bee this project as
something great for my child's future. This project has semething for everyone which is
great. Seaport Square will be another great for geuth Boston. Leks look ab what is there
now and compara to what we could have. Young professionals will be able to walk to work
and have access to local stores, movies or greab dinning.

Families have the same benefits plus they will be able to go and relax ab a great park.
All in all T see this as huge win for South Roston residents.

Thank you,
Kelly Collins

Pimase consider the enviromment before printing this email.

Disclaimer: This message {including any sttachments) is intended oniy for the use of the

individual or entity to which it iz addressed and may contain information that is non-

~wublic, proprietaty, privileged, confidential, and exempt from disclosure under applicable
aw or may constitute as attorney work product.

"If you are not the intended recipient, you axre hereby notified that any use,
digsemination, distribution, or copying of this copmunication is strictly prohibited. If
you have received this communication in error, notify us immediately by telephone and
(i) destroy this message if a facsimile or (ii) delete this message immediately 1f this is
an electronic communication.

Thank vou.



Kara, Kristin

From: Donna Casper [dmc101 s5@nhotmail.com]
" Wednesday, July 23, 2008 1:49 PM

To: Kara, Kristin

Subject: Seaport Square

A week ago Monday I attended my second mesting in regards to the Seaport Square development. I think Seaport Square witl be
a great asset to Boston, I have fived in South Boston my entire fife and have seen NUMEToUS projects be developed. . What 1 like
about this project is there is something for everyone. People will be able to walk to work, families will have the abllity to walk to
local stores, attend church and also be able to go to a movie, have dinner or relax at a park. Seaport Sguare will be another
great neighborhood in South Boston, My husband and I chose to remain In the city and raise our three children because of all the
greast things the City of Boston has to offer and Seaport Square will be another one of those great assets.

Donna M. Casper

With Windows Live for mobile, your contacts travel with you. Connect on the go.

7/23/2008



Kara, Kristin

From: renee bothwell [rbothwell2@yahoeo.com]
t; Wednesday, July 23, 2008 1:42 PM
To: Kara, Kristin

To: Seaport Square
Subject: Seaport Square Development

[ have been to a few meetings and have heard great things re this project. I am in favor of the project and feel it should
be approved asap. '

renee bothwell

7/23/2008



Kara, Kristin

From: Jody Cullinan [jodyculinan@gmail.com]
Ty Wednesday, July 23, 2008 9:41 AM

Jo: Kara, Kristin

Subject: Seaport Square

Hello,

I am writing in support of the Seaport Square Development on the South Boston waterfront and wondering when
construction will start. It sounds like the developers will do right in creating a vibrant, new neighborhood on under-
utilized, prime waterfront space. There is also the bonus of new jobs created in the construction phase and on going
with all of the new shops and restaurants planed.

Thank you,
Jody Cullinan

7/23/2008



Kara, Kristin

From: tdsbbsr@aal.com

. Tuesday, July 22, 2008 5:00 PM
To: Kara, Kristin
Subject: Sea Port Square

Dear BRA Board Members,

{ am writing to offer my support of the Seaport Square development in South Boston, Out of curiosity [ attended the
meeting held last week at the Condon School. WOW, I was impressed with the presentation, I am the father of four
children and have resided in South Boston for over 46 years. I see great opportunity for employment for our children. I
can’t wait to have a book store that we can walk to, Please put the development on the fast track so that we all can
enjoy the benefits in our lifetime. Mr. Hynes came across as an honorable man, the last owner wasted the community’s
time. '

Two thumbs up for Seaport Square.

Sincerely,

Thomas Powns
41_ gast Seventh Street

South Boston, MA
02127

7/23/2008



Kara, Kristin

From: Nd831@aol.com

© fr  Tuesday, July 22, 2008 3:54 PM
To: Kara, Kristin

Subject: Seapori Square

July 22, 2008
Dear BRA Board members:

My name is Nicole DiMaggio and I am a lifelong South Boston resident. I have been following the progress of the
Seaport Square project for the past year. 1 am quite impressed with the changes and progression. 1attended a
presentation along with many others at the Condon School. I must say that 99 percent of the aitendees were in
support following the presentation.

1 like many others ,was a bit skeptical of all the new developments down the wateriront. I must say [ am singing a
different tune after seeing the excitement of the businesses and restaurants. I know many people who work at the law
firms, businesses, Convention Center, and the restaurants,

As a Boston Public School teacher I am thrilled that there will be educational and scholarship opportunities for the
children of Bostor. I truly believe that the only impact will be positive.

Sincerely,

Nicole DiMaggio
527 East Sixth Street
South Boston, MA

Get fantasy football with free live scoring. Sign up for FanHouse Fantasy Foothall foday.

7/22/2008



Kara, Kristin

From: Michael Panagako [mpanagako@yahoo.com]
“ nat: Friday, July 18, 2008 5:04 PM

1! Kara, Kristin

Subject: Seaport Sguare Public Commentary Period

Dear Kristin,
I am writing to voice my strong support for the planned Seaport Square project.
1'd like to see more height and density in this area to help make it a truly world-class development.

My hope is that the development will help mitigate the "superblock” problem that the whole avea has, and a
neighborhood feel will emerge. I think the Gale team has done an excellent job with imaging the area as a
"neighborhood™ and not just a collection of mega-blocks.

[ am = resident of Dorchester, near the South Boston line. I will be impacted by the increased traffic in South Boston
that this project (and others) may bring, however 1 do feel that we should be planning eities for the future and not
making decisions based on automobile traffic. The central location and Silver Line stops make the site ideal for dense,
urban development.

Thanks,

Mike Panagako
17 Morrill Street,
Be-fon MA

7/22/2008



Kara, Kristin

From: Gill, Rita (DET) [RGill@detma.org]
"3t Tuesday, July 22, 2008 11:49 AM

To: Kara, Kristin

Subject: Seaport Square Development

Dear Kristin:

Please accapt this letter on my behalf for the proposed waterfront development, it locks like
it will be amazing. Cbviously a lot of work has gome in to. keeping it in line with what already
works in the City while adding a new and exciting feel. The fact that the developer is willing
and able to complete this develcpment all at once is very reassuring. Wow there will definitely
be something developed on the South Boston Waterfront, after 20 years in waiting. This project
alone will create thousands of construction and permanent jobs. With the uncertainty in the
financial markets worldwide, this proiect should get approved ASAP and get the work started. It
will keep people working as well as improving the city.

Thank you,
Rita McCarthy

26 Owengroft Reoad
Dorchegter, MA 02124

7/22/2008



Kara, Kristin

From: Elizabeth Murphy [emurphy@smw17boston.orgl
f 7§ Wednesday, July 30, 2008 10:04 AM

To: Kara, Kristin

Subject: Seaport Square Development

[he proposed development looks amazing. Obviously a lot of work has gone in to keeping it in line
xith what already works in the City while adding a new and exciting feel. The fact that the developer
s willing and able to complete this development all at once is very reassuring. Now there will
lefinitely be something developed on the South Roston Waterfront, after 20 years in waiting, This
sroject alone will ereate thousands of construction and permanent jobs. With the uncertainty in
he financial markets worldwide, this project should get approved ASAP and get the work started.

Zlizabeth J. Murphy, 6 Brewster Street, South Boston, Ma. 02127

7/30/2008



Kara, Kristin

From: Flabbok7@acl.com

wt:  Thursday, July 31,2008 315 PM
10! Kara, Kristin

Subject: (no subject)

Hi, | weni to the Community meeting on the Seaport Square and | came away thinking that the project was great and | cannot
wait for the project to get going, very exciting. Thank You very Much.

Get fantasy football with free live scoring. Slgn up for FanHouse Fantasy Footbalt foday.

7/31/2008



'Kara, Kristin

From: Kim McDermott [kimedermott@verizon.net]
nt:  Thursday, July 31, 2008 1:22 AM

101 Kara, Kristin

Subject: Gale International Project-Fan Pier

Hello- As a resident of South Boston I attended the meeting held at the Condon Community School and I would like to
say 1 am in full support of this project. Sincerely, Kim McDermott

7/31/2008



Kara, Kristin

Erom: JEANETTE GREELEY {paulgreeley@verizon.nei]
“ at: Thursday, July 31, 2008 1:35 AM

Vo Kara, Kristin

Subject: Gale International Fer Pier Project

This is to inform you as a resident of South Boston that T atiended the meeting at the Condon School and I am in full
support of this project.Sincerely, Paul Greeley '

7/31/2008



Kara, Kristin

Frosm: Laborers223@verizon.net
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2008 1:06 PM
”n Kara, Kristin
Subject: Hynes Project-Seaport Square Development

Currently work in the Bosdton area is pretty decent, but with the addition of the
Hynes Prciject on the Waterfromt it would help our members who are residents and taxpayers
of the City of RBoston with continued employment in the forseeable future. I myself have
been to the community meetings with the BRA and the Gale Company. They have put on a
tremendous program and outline of this project. Currently they spend 2 million a year on
taxeg to the City of Boston. When this project is complete it would bring in 58 willion
dollars of taxes for the City of Boston. This would not include the trickle down effect
it would have onte other businesses within the community, not only during construction but
also after completiom.

This project must go forward now. We need this project for jobs and the economic
benefitas to the City of Beoston, With the Hynes Project and the Fallon project going on at
the same time, i% would move Boston further up on the Convention scene to help put Boston
on target as one of the major cities to bring people to for both Business and Pleasure.

¥ristin Thank vou for listening tc me and pleasge help us on this project for both
our members and the City of Boston and ite taxpayers.

Sincerely,
Martin F. Walsh

Buginess Managex
Laborers' Local 2213



APPENDIX 4
EXAMPLES OF PUBLIC NOTICE



SAMPLE
PUBLIC NOTICE
The Boston Redevelopment Authority (BRA), acting pursnant 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

(Name of Applicant)

for

(Brief Description of Project)

proposed at

(Location of Project)

The DPIR may be reviewed or obtained at the Office of the Secretary of the BRA Boston
City Hall, Room 910, between 9:00 A M. and 5:00 P.M., Monday through Friday, except
legal holidays. Public comments on the DPIR, including the comments of public
agencies, should be transmitted to Jay Rourke, Senior Project Manager, Boston
Redevelopment Authority, Boston City Hall, Boston, MA 02201, within sixty (60) days
of this notice or by . Approvals are requested of the BRA pursuant to
Article 80 for .

The BRA in the Preliminary Adequacy Determination regarding the DPIR may
waive further review requirements pursuant to Section 80B-5 A(c)(iv), if after reviewing
public comments, the BRA finds that the adequately
describes the Proposed Project's impacts.

BOSTON REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
Secretary



APPENDIX 5
SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS FOR DESIGN DEVELOPMENT
AND CONTRACT DOCUMENTS SUBMISSIONS



Phase II Submission: Desien Development

1.

2.

3.

Written description of the Proposed Project.

Site sections.

Site plan showing;:

a.

Relationship of the proposed building and open space and existing
adjacent buildings, open spaces, streets, and buildings and open spaces
across streets.

Proposed site improvements and amenities including paving,
landscaping, and street furniture.

Building and site dimensions, including setbacks and other dimensions
subject to zoning requirements.

Dimensional drawings at an appropriate scale (e.g., 1" = 8') developed from
approved schematic design drawings which reflect the imipact of proposed
structural and mechanical systems on the appearance of exterior facades, interior
public spaces, and roofscape including:

a.

b.

Building plans

Preliminary structural drawings

Preliminary mechanical drawings

Sections

Elevations showing the Proposed Project in the context of the surrounding

area as required by the Authority to illustrate relationships or character,
scale and materials.

Large-scale (e.g., 3/4" = 1'-10") typical exterior wall sections, elevations and
details sufficient to describe specific architectural components and methods of
their assembly.

Qutline specifications of all materials for site improvements, exterior facades,
roofscape, and interior public spaces.



Fye-level perspective drawings showing the Proposed Project in the context of
the surrounding area.

Samples of all proposed exterior materials.
Complete photo documentation {35 mim color slides) of above components

including major changes from initial submission to the Proposed Project
approval.

Phase I Submission: Contract Documents

1.

2,

Final written description of the Proposed Project.

A site plan showing all site development and landscape details for lighting,
paving, planting, street furniture, utilities, grading, drainage, access, service, and
parking.

Complete architectural and engineering drawings and specifications.

Full-size assemblies (at the project site) of exterior materials and details of
construction.

Eye-level perspective drawings or presentation model that accurately represents
the Proposed Project, and a rendered site plan showing all adjacent existing and
proposed structures, streets and site improvements.

Site and building plan at 1" - 100' for Authority's use in updating its 1" = 100"
photogrammetric map sheets.

Phase IV Submission: Construction Inspection

1.

All contract addenda, proposed change orders, and other modifications and
revisions of approved contract documents, which affect site improvements,
exterior facades, roofscape, and interior public spaces shall be submitted to the
BRA prior to taking effect.

Shop drawings of architectural components, which differ from or were not fully
described in contract documents.



