
Carol Rudich Epstein, MD 
Api Rudich, PhD 

June 17, 2004 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
James Gribaudo, Senior Project Manager 
One City Hall Plaza, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 0220_1 

Dear Mr. Gribaudo, 

197 8th Street PH 207 
Charlestown, MA 02129 

We are writing this letter as concerned residents of Charlestown. We are extremely concerned about the 
development as proposed of Pier 5, and the numerous issues that have only been alluded to in the 
proponent's package. We will address the issues in the order in which they appear in the proponent's plan. 

Summary 

First, the summary indicates that "the site consists of an existing pier structure ... and two upland parcels." 
This appears not to be correct, as Figure 1-2 clearly show that the proponent intends to utilize space that is 
currently open water. The proponent states that "the building has been designed as a low scale structure I l 
and will consist of a 5-story building, with a maximum height of fifty-five feet. See Figure 1-3, project 
rendering." Figure 1-3" is out of scale, as the proponent's building is approximately half the height of the 
building behind it. Properly drawn, the proponent's building would obscure most of the I I-story building 
behind it, when viewed from the water. 

The proponent states "Overall the proposed design and development program will significantly improve the ) 
public's passive and active recreational opportunities onsite." Until last month, when a fence w~s erected 
blocking the public's access to the pier, the public had access to the entire pier. Thus, the proponent's plan 
will not increase the access that existed prior to May 2004. 

The proponent states "the Project has been carefully designed to meet all applicable Federal, State and City 
requirements ... " We are concerned that none·ofthe reoulator aoencies have been able lo provide I 
documentation that t e 99 I Mumcipal Harbgr_P!?n was senewed, as required by aw, every five years. { 
The a, ure to renew this an would leave Chapter 91 regulations governing this site, and clearly, Chapter 
91 would not permit rhis type of development. As a former member of the Swampscott Conservation 
Commission, Dr. Epstein strongly objects to any move to renew the Plan for this site, as conservation of the 
scare remaining open space appropriate for mass viewing of the harbor, and avoidance of disruption of 
local ecosystems, must be a pnonty. Econorruc concerns were never a valid reason to circumvent Chapter 
91 in Swampscott, and we believe that the commitment to Chapter 91 should be as strong in Bosotn. 

The proponent states "Implement Transportation Demand Management elements to reduce use of single 
occupancy vehicles." This statement is not explained, but must be, in order to evaluate the impact of the 
project on the traffic in the Navy Yard. 

The proponent states that the project would increase the property values in the neighborhood. We do not 
believe this is correct. We believe that the increased traffic, inevitable failure of the projected retail space 
(based on failures in the adjacent areas), and impacts on wind and other factors, would significantly 
decre e roperty values in the area. Similarly, retail employment is overstated. 



Figure 2-11 shows only two steps, and it appears that these steps consist are approx.imately 15 feet each, 
which we feel is inadequate. 

The proponent mentions the requirement that "Building massing shall enhance the airflow channel created 
by sea breezes." Currently, the wind often blows light object~ and furniture, around the terraces of 
Flagship Wharf. The proponent's building, by, as admitted in the plan, directing existing ocean breezes in 
the existing direction, would be expected to inc ease da im?: windflow into the U-sha ed agship_Wharf 
structure, increasing the potential for damage. The proponent's plan does not include a wind study, which 
we feel is vital to evaluating this project. ~ 

The proponent envisions "restaurant seating outside in favorable weather, public gatherings, performances, 
etc. We believe these activities warrant a noise study, not only for impact on the nearby residences, but 
across the water, as noise travels across water. 

. The proponent states that 'the site has been inactive for quite some and is separated from the adjacent 
• Harborwalk on Parcel IC by a chain link fence to restrict pedestrian access and ensure public safety." As 

mentioned earlier. this fence was er ed within the ast few weeks and has significantlv decreased public 
access. Prior to this time, the public enjoyed the views and open spaceoT'Pier 5. The proponent's 
~ns obscure the past use of and access to the pier. 

Consistency with Zoning Regulations 

As we mentioned earlier, we have no evidence that the Master Harbor Plan of 1990 was renewed, and as 
such, we believe that the project does not comply with current applicable regulations, most importantly, 
Chapter 91. 

We do not believe that a parking assessment, which would factor in the sprc.:1al transportation needs of a 
residence, hotel, restaurant, and existing local traffic and transportation c.:011J111ons. would conclude that 
106 spaces would be adequate for this project. We strongly urge that an c ,tcnm·e parking and traffic 
assessment be performed prior to considering this plan. 

MEPA History/Request for a Singli.: EIK 

We feel strongly that the issues involving this project are so comple, 1h.11 .1 ,iric·k I-.IR 1s NOT warranted. 
It is clear that this project does NOT comply with Chapter 91. anJ .:Pui,I n, ·I k· h11l1 unlt:ss the 1991 
Master Harbor Plan is still in effect; there is no evidence that this i~ thl· ,.1,l· 

Tidelands 

As discussed earlier, we believe that the 1991 Master Harbor Plan is n,,1 1n c!l:,t .. 111,! therefore Chapter 91 
regulates this project. We do not believe that this project meers the c.:r1trn.1 urhkr l"h.q,tc.:r 9 I. The 
proponent should apply to the Department of Environmental Protcl:tlun t,,r .1 rul111:.: 

We have significant concerns regarding environmental issues. One of thl· I, ,_,d rl·,i.knt:- recalls a sign at 
the end of Pier 5 forbidding swimming because of radioactive waste :11 1 he ,11l· ·\ n \ Jc vclopment of this 
site must involve exploration of the fill for evidence of radioactivity, a11J ,,1 thl· ,,,n,lt1111n of the pier and its 
supports. We have not been provided documentation that the pier surr••rh .,rl· n11t v.111 1J. and as he harbor 
cleanup succeeds, wood pier supports are being destroye~y w9od-cat1n:,: 1 1r~.1ni,1m Any development of 
a wood supported pier should involve the replacement of the support~ b~ ~ll'el 1 1r 111 ll!f materials that will 
last the lifetime of the structures placed upon them. 

The proponent proposes to build a 21-slip marina on the watersheet adjacent 10 the p11:r. We are concerned 
that such a marina will not be economical and self-sustaining, and would abo ncg:it1vely impact the 
activities of the Courageous sailing center. 



Project Description 

The pr nent la1ms that "the upland portions of the site are currently used as open space and for public 
acce purp e .. A tuall . the ent1re pier, until last month when a fence was erected, was in use by the 
pu Ii . f r Jogging. p1cn1 king. and viewing fireworks and harbor activities. The photographs provided do 
not a curate I y rene t the public· s access and use of the pier prior to the installation of the fence, which is 
v, 1 le in the photo . 

We have already addressed the i sue of the "low-scale" nature of the project above. This roject is n 
"l_v. - cale - in fa t. 11 1s higher than all of the nearby structures with the exception of Flagship Wharf. The 
plan call for eas nal outdoor seating. The noise impact of this plan has not been addressed. Noise travels 

er water. urrentl)'. the noise from the local dinner cruise boats regularly awaken residents of the Navy 
Yard and re 1den f the waterfront units along the Boston side of the harbor. The proponent's plan will 
negat1 el 1mpa t the quality of hfe of all of these citizens. 

We have alread)· addre ed the fact that the proponent's _Ian decreases, rather than increases. 
to the waterfront 

The prop ed _ J Ii manna appear not 10 be economically viable. This marina would have a significant 
1mpa ton the Couragcou ailing center on the ne1ghbonng pier, which has served the children of Boston 
o ell 

onen st tes that the res1dent1al units will be "first-class" units. The plan states that I 06 parking 
e o 1 1ned rom Fl:1:,sh1p Wharf would be sufficient for this pr~ject. We fail to see how 106 

p:1r ~ sp:1 es ill e sufficient for 59 residential units, a hotel containing 30 rooms. retail space, and a 
I 0-se:u restaur:1nt The Nav, Yard 1s woefull underserved by public trans ortation. The closest public 
bu 1s ten_E11~ ~way, and the~r transportation runs every 15 minutes an stops mi evening. 
1he1efore. the mJJOnt of people Ii 7'ri'g.work.ing and v15111ng t e propose proJect will bnng cars. 
Cunentl) , 1s1tor of the residents of Flagship Wharf and surrounding residences utilize these spaces when 
the s11 \~'e almost ne er see p:irking paces opening up on the nearby streets, and there are always ar 
do le- ed in ront of the Children· s Quarter at the cornc:r of First and Eighth. The proponent' .s plan 
does not adequ tel recognize. document or provide for the senous impact on the traffic pattern that would 
result from this proJect 

Wr:. • el1e,e that re ting an underground parking lot on land currently used as a park would be insuffi ient 
well 

Urban Design Guidelines 

As stated :ibo e, we do not agree with the assertions regarding tncrea ed pubh a es . n r rnphan e 
with ex1st1ng regulations covenng the waterfront, including Chapter 91. We don t belie e that the 
d II n ~ as es,one are appropriate tu areas that could be inunclatcd during maJor 1orm n ider 
Pro 1dence during 1he humcane of 1938. when a storm surge of over 15 fcet \I high 11dc resulted in the 
Ouoding of the 11 ) In ou1 expenence. these areas require special cons1dcra11ons th ll nre n t oJdres ed 
the: rn oncnl 

The propor c:nt s1 te) 1ha11hc prOJect 1~ 1n 0111pli, nee: w11h 1he requ1rcmenl thnl 11 "d1rc ·t v1cw • und 
pedt)tnan mo c:rnent) town rd the: water. The prop nent fails to nddrc:s~ the: 1111p 1 t n IC\ f th 
building - not nly froin otl c::r buildrn, ,n 1hc:: nrc::u, bul from the: pier 11self Th p1 po11 •111 ·t,llcs that "th 
impact on 1he 1c:w) of then ·q~hbonn • ~1ruc.1u1c~ arc: tnin111111.c:LI" Th· i 1oponc111 dt1 ~ tH l • 1I ·ul t • lh 
number f ne. rb re 1dcncc:, 1hu1 will ha c: 1hc:1r view, of the: cit r hnrbo1 bl ·I-. ·ti h -n 
believe th1~ ts :1 s1 ndicant nu111bcr 

Tht: proponent mcn11ons 1hc:: rcqu,rernc:111 1h 11 "011ild1n, ·lc111c:nt~ 1111111 the: 'h irk tm n N, :mJ h.11 
generally step down tn he1gl11 toward the wntc:r's cdge" und ·l 11111 lu compl \ 1th th,· rc 1u1rcmcnl. 



Environmental 

As discussed earli r, we believe that there may be a significant negative wind impact on Flagship Wharf. 
A formal wind stud h uld be required. In addition, the continuous breeze from the ocean will bring 
significant c nstrn lion dirt into the neighboring residences. 

We ha e significant concerns regarding other environmental issues. One of the local residents recalls a 
sign at the end of Pier 5 forbidding swimmini because of radioactive waste at the site. Any development 
of this site, especially involving the placement of the proposed 30 additional pilings for the 21-slip marina, 
must involve exploration of the fill for evidence of radioactivity. The proponent states that a geotechnical 
anal sis fo the parcel will be performed. We believe this should be performed before the project is 
reviewed and considered. 

The condition of the pier and its existing supports must be evaluated. We have not been provided 
documentation that the pier supports are not wood, and as the harbor cleanup succeeds, wood pier supports 
are being destroyed by wood-eating organisms. Any development of a wood supported pier should involve 
the replacement of the supports by steel or other materials that will last the lifetime of the structures placed 
upon them. 

The proponent admits that a oood part of the oject lies in a ~el9city zone. This means that it_ 
could be ex e led to be impaciecL storms. The proponent expects to address this b asking the Federal_ 
Emergency Management Agency to amend its map. We believe there is no evidence to support this 
amendment.. and strongly object to such a move. The current determination would require significant 
add1t1onal planning work by the proponent, which we believe is necessary in order to protect the lives and 
property of the proposed residents and workers in the proposed project. •• 

We disagree with the proponent that there will be no noise impact from the project. Noise travels without 
d1ssipat1on o er w,!ler, and any noise generated on this site will not only be clearly heard in the neighboring 
buildings. but across the harbor as well. This statement is clearly supported by the noise that can be heard 
at these sites corning from dinner cruise boats. 

We have significant concerns regarding the impact of construction traffic. Given the congestion and 
current state of double parking on Eighth Street, we believe that any additional traffic down Eighth Street 
resulung from the project would be a threat to public safety. The project should bring its materials in via 
barge. • 

Transportation 

We do not agree with the proponent that there will be only 506 new daily vehicle trips per weekday for :i 
complex cons1sung of 59 residential (family) units, a 30 room hotel. a 160 scat restaur:int, retail space lnd 
the shoppers therein. and the staff to support these activities. The proponent expects this complex to be 
supponed by 106 park.mg spaces. We feel this number is unrealls11cally low, given the current lack of free 
parkrng in the area. It is unlikely that people purchasing units cosung upward of $2 nullion \ ill feel th t 
one car is adequate for the needs of a family and visitors. TlllS are:i 1s poorly served b publi 
tran~portauon. The site 1s served by water shuules, which stop running ai 8 pm n weekJu s. and pm n 
weekends. Therefore, 1f the resident do not mke a private cur to out ·1de dest1n:111ons, the \ ill bet. king .1 

taxic.:ab. 1hus genern11ng add111onal traffic. A special tudy of trnflic must be pt!rf rmeLI Ill or lcr t 
accurately assess the s11ua11on. We do not feel that "normal" ns umpu ns fit the ·p c1 \I n~c:us I this ·11 

We disagree, based on year of experience with vis1101 ·' nlle111p1111, 10 p irk 01Hl1 cl, th 11 2 • of the on-
street parking within a 5-10 m1nu1e walk of the site, ire uno • upied du, 111g th· ,,ft ·rm 011 1nJ venmg. r • 
are usually double parked at the corner of ighth und f-ir ·1 111 tho 111orn111 , 111d 1ft •rn1hrn. 

The proponent states that 'The Flagship Wharf Gnrnge also provitles 1pprornn 11ely 100 vakt- ·er ice, 
public parking spaces." These spaces are currently usetl by vi 11or • 10 Flngslup Whurf and the <.:ommercial 



spaces it contains. The plan fails to note that these are the spaces the proponent intends to acquire, thus 
decreasing space available to visitors to Flagship Wharf and neighboring residences. 

We do not see that the traffic mitigation plan mentioned by the proponent will have a significant or lasting 
impact on traffic generated by this project. Again, we believe that materials should be brought in by water 
to decrease the impact on public safety in an already congested, double-parked area. 

Because of the unusual parking and transportation situation in this area of the Navy Yard, we believe that a 
formal traffic assessment needs to be performed before the plan· can be assessed. 

We respectfully request that the project undergo a comprehensive review, with responses to the above 
issues, and attention to the requirements of Chapter 91 as it stands. 

Sincerely, 
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