Charlestown Neighborhood Council Development Committee Report

June 15, 2004

Presentation of Proposal for “The Residences of Pier 5”

 

 

Please note: The following are not minutes but rather an overview of what transpired at this meeting. 

 

Meeting convened 7:12 pm.

 

Attendance: 
Town Council Committee members: Peter Borré, Lynne Levesque, Bill Galvin, Jim Conway, Barbara Babin, Tony Bellissimo, David Whelan, Neal Boyle, Judy Brennan. 

 

Presenting:
Representing LDA Acquisition, LLC:

Jack Brennan of The Brennan Group 

Childs Bertman Tseckares Inc. (CBT) – Architects

Halverson Design Partnership – Landscape architects

Fort Point Associates, Inc.

Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates – traffic & transportation 

 

Crowd turnout was somewhere between 250-300 people, including City Councilor Paul Scapicchio and Jim Gribaudo, Senior Project Manager from the BRA. 

 
The first part of the meeting, which took approximately one-half hour, was dedicated to the presentation of the proposal by Jack Brennan and other representatives of LDA. Mr. Brennan spoke first, and then the other representatives spoke to their topics. A slide show was used. After the presentation, the floor was opened to questions. During the last 15 minutes, council members commented and asked questions. 
 
The following is a brief summary of the issues presented by the developer’s representatives and some of the comments/questions during the feedback period.
 
Pier 5 Overview by Jack Brennan: The pier was presented as “dilapidated, decadent and decaying”. On the pier, a maximum of 245,000 sq. ft. can be developed; they are developing 170,000 sq. ft. The building code allows a height of 55–75 feet; this building will be 55 feet high, excluding mechanicals on the roof. Fifty percent of the open space must be retained; they are maintaining 50%. Setback from the end of the pier is 100 feet; this is being adhered to. Parking ratio is 1.25 on a residential site; this is being adhered to. Since 1978, there has been anticipated development on Pier 5. This proposal is less than the land use authorized. 106 parking spaces are planned. BRA has advised the developer that Flagship Wharf was built for excess spaces for the Pier 5 site around the building; 110 spaces are available for this site. If not, then 106 below-grade parking spaces will be built in Parcel 2A3 and the park will be “restored and enhanced.” There will be an additional acre of open space on the U-shape of the site, in addition to the acre of existing open space. There will be a viewing area, benches, lighting and landscaping. This used to be all open space. The preliminary design, which will go through Boston Civic Design, “will be massaged.” The first floor space use is “open to negotiation.”
Some Floor Feedback: On questioning, one of the representatives stated that there will be five occupied levels and additionally a covering above the rooftop mechanicals, bringing the total height to about 70 feet with mechanicals. The question was raised as to emissions, fumes, air quality pollution that will be released from the rooftop mechanicals to the nearby residences, to which the answer was not known. It was stated that all recent construction has ignored and decimated the feel of traditional Historical Navy Yard, which is one of America’s foremost historical properties. The question was raised as to how this proposal fits in with and complements the Historical Navy Yard? The answer was there have been 30 years of planning this property and that this is only a preliminary design. To the question of length of the construction period, it was anticipated that the initial construction of repairing the pilings would start in 3-4 months, but the length of time to complete the pier repairs was not stated. The developer estimates an additional 18-24 after the pier repair is complete for the balance of the construction. The question was raised if the constructed roadway to the entrance of the building and the expansion over the water constitute open space? It was noted that for a plan that is potentially going into effect in 3-4 months, the word “preliminary”, which leaves room for much change, was used very often in describing plans that should quite finalized at this stage.
 
Specific Presentations by the Other Representatives:
Landscape: The landscape is fairly simple. If the green space needs to be improved, then they have some ideas.
 
Traffic: Presentation was that 8th Street would be only direct access/egress to the site with 5th Street, 13th Street or 16th Street to Chelsea, exiting ultimately at City Square (with some going to Sullivan Square). Additional methods of transportation could include use of the bicycles, water shuttle, bus service and MGH bus service. The developer’s traffic estimates are based on U.S. census data for the area.
Some Floor Feedback:  The area is already too congested to support more vehicular traffic along this route. This area does not have proper bus transportation as suggested by the proposal. MGH bus service is for staff, patients and visitors to the hospital. It was acknowledged that using Terry Ring Way (identified as 6th Street) as an existing thoroughfare was a “typo.” It was also acknowledged upon questioning, that there is another error in the summary and trip generation charts: that the daily vehicular trips total 558 each way and not 508 as written. The question as to emergency response and specifically, multiple fire truck access was raised. A site-specific study was requested rather than reliance on census data.
 
Parking: Presentation was that parking would derive from spaces at Flagship Wharf or, if that did not work out, then an underground garage in Parcel 2A3 would be built. It was stated that the BRA has advised the developer that Flagship was built for excess spaces for the Pier 5 site. MGH parking can be used at night. Another recommendation would be “when you buy a unit, you will be encouraged to buy a bike.”
Some Floor Feedback:  Lack of enough parking spaces was a major concern. It was believed that the proposal took into account only the 59 residences, and not the hotel, restaurant, marina and retail space. The valet-service only, tandem, below-grade parking plan was deemed not sufficient. It was suggested that if people had to wait for their cars to be retrieved and this took some time, then they would resort to parking on the streets overnight. To the question of a purchaser owning two cars, the developer stated that they won’t have the space to park a second car. EPA and general environmental issues (e.g. concern if the soil is contaminated), open space issues with the underground garage (not leaving as much green space as is there now) were raised.
 
Chapter 91: According to what was presented, this project is subject to Chapter 91, the state waterways regulation as modified by the 1991 Harbor Plan. There is a requirement of a 19-foot setback and the developer is doing a 20’ setback. There will also be a 21-slip marina. The plan will conform to sunlight, shadow and wind requirements. As to the issue of hazardous waste, no problems are anticipated as the soil “should consist of typical urban fill.” No negative impact is anticipated on geotechnical or the water quality. There will be no lowering of ground water. There will be a $1 million improvement and enhancement to the project site. The project will create one acre of new open space and create another one acre of open space.
Some Floor Feedback:  Several people stated their belief that the 1991 Harbor Plan has lapsed. The developer’s representative refused to provide the basis for his statement that the plan is effective. It was stated that it is important to determine which rules will actually govern this project. The creation of open space is considered a myth. There is already existing open space that has been sealed off to the public which is now being considered new open space upon redevelopment. 
 
Developer’s Timeline:
May 17 
Developer filed expanded ENF.
June 15
Charlestown Neighborhood Council Development Committee community meeting
June 18
BRA comment deadline
June 25
BRA comment deadline 
July 1

MEPA scoping decision
July 2

MEPA certificate issued
Some Floor Feedback:  There was a request that the deadline of the BRA comment period to be extended to that of the MEPA deadline for comments. Jim Gribaudo stated that he would extend the comment period on behalf of the BRA to June 30, but the Committee suggested he get the BRA to officially put that in writing. In the interim, it should be assumed the deadline remains at June 18. At the end of the meeting, the developer was specifically asked, in light of all of the concerns and issues raised at the meeting, if the developer would agree to voluntarily (a) extend the June 18 deadline for comments and (b) prepare both a preliminary environmental impact report and a final environmental impact report, rather than a combined preliminary /final report contemplated by its proposal. The developer refused these requests.
 
Pier/Pilings: The representative noted that the plan calls for the pier to be expanded on the Constellation Wharf side by 10 feet.  He also noted that approximately 500 of the estimated 1500 pilings would have to be restored, 
Some Floor Feedback:  The developer was asked if it had considered the environmental impact of disturbing the ocean floor beneath the pier. The developer responded that the repairs would involve wrapping the pilings in concrete to a level six feet below the low water mark, and would not involve work on the ocean floor. One commenter noted that the pier that is referred to is not the existing pier; that this pier is expanded. The developer then acknowledged that new pilings would have to be installed in the ocean floor to support the expanded portion of the pier. The developer stated that no environmental testing has been done on the site. The developer was encouraged not to begin building until this was performed, because the neighborhood would not want the pier to be an eyesore during remediation or if the developer was then forced to abandon the project. It was noted that the developer has encountered similar environmental issues on Parcel 4 after the initial approval of the project.
 
Marina: Plan is for 21 slips on the adjacent to Courageous Sailing Center. 
Some Floor Feedback:  The question was raised if the marina will be available to the general public? No clear explanation was given of how the marina will be used and who will use it. It was mentioned that the proposed marina plan will make the current Courageous Sailing Center area too narrow for sailors to tack, as sailboats as do not take a straight path.  It was noted that with the current plan to expand the pier on the Constellation Wharf side, it would be impossible to get boats in and out of the current marina slips. 
 
Conclusion of Discussion and Vote: After two hours of presentation; discussion and questions by first the floor and then the Committee, the Charlestown Neighborhood Council Development Committee unanimously voted that the developer resubmit a more detailed and corrected proposal. The committee also determined not to take any action with respect to any recommendation on the project until it had received and reviewed a revised plan from the developer.
 
New Business: Peter Borré announced there will be a Navy Yard Liaison Committee Meeting on June 22, 2004 in the Constitution Inn to discuss issues of interest relative to preserving the Navy Yard. All Navy Yard residents are invited to attend.
 
Meeting adjourned. 9:20 pm
 
