The BRA Scoping Decision includes the following points:

General
1.  The BRA Scoping Decision is in the form of a general memorandum to which specific comments by various city and state agencies are attached.  The Decision requires LDA to “completely address” the attached comments from the various city and state agencies, including the MEPA Scoping Determination and the CZM and DEP comment letters.  In part because of this format, and in part because of how the comments are drafted, it is not always clear (perhaps intentionally) exactly what the BRA intends to require.
2.  LDA must submit both a draft and final Project Impact Report (“PIR”), not a single PIR.  The DPIR must be coordinated with the MEPA Preliminary Environmental Impact Report (“PEIR”).   However, unlike the state, which has clearly stated that it will require both a PEIR and FEIR, the BRA has the right to determine that the DPIR sufficiently responds to its Scoping Decision, and waive further review.  

3.  It does not specifically address the need for amendments to the Municipal Harbor Plan (“MHP”), but does say that the BRA intends to update its plan for a Double Interpretive Loop in the CNY and “may incorporate the plan into the MHP.”  It also mentions the current BRA general waterfront planning study and says that “the outcomes of both planning efforts may provide recommended uses and public amenities for Pier Five that would satisfy the requirement of the MHP.”  Some of the comments acknowledge the need for a Special Public Destination Facility (“SPDF”).  This is one of the areas in which the Scoping Decision appears to be deliberately vague or confusing, probably to avoid agreeing or disagreeing with CZM’s position on required amendments to the MHP.

4.  Once the BRA receives the DPIR, a notice will be published and the DPIR will be sent to the city’s agencies for review.  There will be a public meeting by the Charlestown Neighborhood Council Development Subcommittee, and a comment period, similar to the meeting and comment period after the filing of the original ENF.  Within 90 days the BRA must issue a Preliminary Adequacy Determination (“PAD”); comments are due to the BRA 15 days before the PAD issuance date.  The PAD is the stage at which the BRA could determine that the project meets its requirements and no further review is required.

5.  The traffic analysis must go as far back as City Square and include the effect of the 200 school buses that now use Chelsea Street.
6.  The project must be approved by the Massachusetts Historic Preservation Officer, and the Boston Landmark Commission has asked to be involved in the process as well.

7.   LDA must respond in the DPIR to the public comments submitted to the BRA “within the framework of the criteria outlined in the Scoping Determination.”

Waterfront and MHP Planning (Richard McGuiness of the BRA)
1.  The BRA will submit a recommendation during the Chapter 91 Licensing process stating whether the BRA believes the project serves a proper public purpose and would not be detrimental to the public’s rights in Tidelands.

2.  More information on the driveway and maintaining pedestrian safety is needed.  Suggests: redesign to avoid need to widen the pier; instead of another marina, enhance Courageous Sailing Center (“CSC”) and water transportation to the CNY, provide layover berthing for water transportation and/or day dockage for visiting vessels; and pull docks back to a parallel system to reduce impact on navigation between the piers.

3.  The ENF does not set forth an analysis of how the proposed ground floor use satisfies the city’s intent to provide “special public amenities to attract the public to this property.”  There is also a statement that “The MHP and the Decision (approval) by the Secretary of Environmental Affairs requires public benefits and uses that will preclude any privatization of this parcel by uses including residential units.”  It’s hard to tell what is intended by this comment.
Urban Design (David Carlson of the BRA/Boston Civic Design Commission)
1.  Suggests making two buildings rather than one with an opening.  Says space within/between building(s) must align with view corridor in CNY’s general guidelines.  Should be reconfigured to eliminate need to widen pier.
Need to reconfigure marina “so that the operations of the CSC are unimpeded, effectively allowing tacking as well as towing for neophyte sailors.”  Building design needs to have more details and a clearer theme and should “recall the fundamental strengths of the maritime industrial past of the Navy Yard.”
2.  “An accurate sense of scale of the building in its context must be achieved; we note that this seems highly variable within the materials as currently presented.”

3.  Extensive requirements for more information on space use, neighborhood plans to show building in context, analysis of views from key intersections, and relationship with Water Shuttle and CSC.
Transportation (James McCarthy of the Boston Transportation Department)
1.  The parking component of the project is unclear and confusing.  “The Project is located at the end of Eighth Street which is narrow and at times congested due to vehicular activities on the street.  In addition to the weekly peak vehicular activity, there will be off-peak and weekend vehicular activities from the facilities of public accommodation and the marina.  There is not enough information in the PNF regarding parking, the facilities of public accommodation, valet, pick up/drop off and marina.”
2.  Requires in-depth traffic analysis that includes the other developments planned in and around the CNY and the trips generated by them, with analysis at all intersections in the CNY, into the Yard from Chelsea Street, and at City Square.  Pedestrian counts must be taken at all named intersections.  The land use assumptions should be based on Central Business District not Residential Condominium/Townhouse.

3.  Service and Loading analysis must be done.  BTD requires a minimum of 3 loading bays with the ability to accommodate a WB-40 design vehicle concurrently and operational with a separately designated dumpster/trash compactor.  Service and loading area must be designed and managed to prevent queuing on public streets by trucks or private vehicles.
Environmental (Bryan Glascock of the Boston Environment Department)
1.  Recommends two stage (DPIR/FPIR) review.  Notes uncomfortably windy conditions at the site.  Notes likelihood of hazardous materials in the filled tidelands and land under the ocean given the historic uses in the CNY.  DPIR must provide info on aquatic habitat and benthic flora and fauna.  Must also address effects of sediment disturbance and density of the proposed pile field under the pier; and noise regulations applicable to construction and post-construction periods.  
2.  Notes that valet parking can adversely affect air quality due to idling; DPIR must address compliance with Massachusetts anti-idling law.

3.  Must address marina interface with CSC and “any measures necessary to prevent conflict between the two uses.”  Recommends transient docking facility and touch-and-go docking for the general public, as well as a publicly-accessible pumpout.

4.  BED is concerned about LDA’s plan to cut holes in the pier so that the structure will be directly pile-supported rather than resting on Pier 5.  This was ​not discussed at all in the ENF.  Also concerned about adding to the mass of existing piles.  The DPIR must specify the number of proposed piles, provide detailed renderings and describe the effects on benthic flora and fauna.

5.  Actual height of building including mechanicals must be used for shadow analysis.

6.  Asks that DPIR address option to move vehicle drop-off/pick-up to Eighth Street rather than on Pier 5.

7.  “We do not concur with the proponent’s assessment that restaurant, retail and lodging uses make the project a significant public destination that will attract a broad range of the public to the CNY.  The DEIR/DPIR should include a further examination of the ways in which the project can meet the requirement for Special Public Destination Facilities.”

8.  Notes conflict between pedestrian use of Harborwalk and cars/moving trucks/trash trucks/delivery trucks and others, and likely need of trucks to back onto the Pier.  Notes that valet will double the trips and that peak use of resident vehicles coinciding with restaurant/hotel/marina uses are likely to result in queuing along the Harborwalk.  DPIR must address theses issues including queuing space available off of the access roadway (presumably this means an analysis of how many cars and trucks can line up on 8th Street waiting their turns to get onto the Pier) and how this will affect street and pedestrian traffic.

Additional Environmental (John Walser, BRA Environmental Officer)

1.  Sets forth the specific detailed studies that must be done for the DPIR, including Shadow, Daylight, Solar Glare, Air Quality, Solid and Hazardous Wastes, Noise, Flood Hazard Zones/Wetlands, Water Quality and Resources, Stormwater Management, Construction Impacts, and Rodent Control.

2.  “DPIR shall demonstrate compliance with the requirements of Chapter 91 and its implementing regulations and with the applicable policies of the Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management Plan and the Municipal Harbor Plan.  In particular, the DPIR must describe the public benefits of this mostly non-water dependent project and must demonstrate how the proposed project serves a public purpose and provides a greater public benefit than public detriment to the rights of the public in the tidelands.  Included shall be an evaluation of public access to be provided by the Proposed Project and an evaluation of any civic and/or cultural uses to be provided.”

3.  Must include analysis of potential impact (including from work on pilings) of construction on adjacent buildings, utilities and roads.

4.  Must map and describe historic resources in the CNY and vicinity and evaluate effect on them, including from design, scale, height, massing, material, wind and shadow as they relate to the “significant architectural and historic resources in the proposed project’s vicinity.”

Other

There are also comments from the Boston Sewer and Water Commission and the Boston Fire Department setting forth their requirements.
