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DATE NOTICED IN MONITOR February 9, 200%

Ak Becretary of Environmental Affairs, 1 hereby determine
that the Dratt Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted for
this project adequately and properly complies with the
Masaachusetts Environmenta Policy Act (MEBA) (G. L. c. 20, =a=.
61l 62M) and with its impl ementing regulations (303 CMR 11.00).
Tha proponent may prepare and submit the Tinal EIR (FEIR) for
MEDPA rveview,

Project Description

As described in Lhe DEIR, the propescd project ‘entalls the
conatriiction of 75 residential condomi=iim units {1 units more
than was presented in the Ex xpanded Envireonmenial Notificaticn

Form) in a 5-story building containing appraoximately 178,500
square feet (8f) of space and with 3 waximum height of 55 feer.
The project is Iocated on a 3,Bi-acre site located at the ssaward
end of Eighth Street, also known as Dier 3, in the Charlestown
Nawvy Yard (CNY). The project will alse inciuds ground-floor
epaces that will be acecessibls to the general public, including a
3,000-8f restaurant, a 30-room inn, asd a 1,500-af Special Pubklic
Destination Facility, as well as a 14-slip marina (zeven slips
lese than was presented in the BExpanded ENF) . The projegt will
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provide mearly one acre of public open space on the site adjacent

to Boston Harbor and add over 1,400 linear fest to the Hazborwallk
network. It is anticipated that parking for the project will ke

arcommodated in the existing Flagship Wharf parking garage, which
was approved and permitted by the Boston Redsveldopmernl huthnrity

te include additicnal parking to support the Pler 5 projech Thz
proponent intends to acguire approximately 113 parking spaces for
cccupants of the Pier 5 project

MEPA Jurisdiction and Permitting Reguirements

The project is subject Lo envivenmental review and rogquires
a mandatory EIR pursuant te 301 CMR 11.903 (3) (a) (5) of thc MEPA
ragulations because the project will create & new non watexr
tidelands. The projecl
wer Connection/Extension

]

dependent use of more than one acre
requires a Chapter 91 License and a
Permit from the DenermHnL of Envirnnmentdl Frotection (DEF) .
The Magsachiugetts Office of Coastal Zone Management (CZM) will
review the project to issue a Finding of Censistency with CZM
guidelines. The project also requires an Order of Conditions
from the Eoston Conservation Commission for alteration wl Land
sibject to Coastal Storm Flowage and Land tinder the Ocean (and
hence, a Superceding Order from DEP if the local Order is
appealed); a Bection 10/404 permit from the U.S5. Army Corps of
Engineers for pile driving and pier constructlon; and a National
psllul ion Discharge Elimination Sysrtem permit from the U.S.
Enviranmental Protection Agsncy fo

rrl (]

or ccnstruction-related impacts.

Recause the proponent is not financial asaistance
from the Commonwealth for the project, MEPA jurisdiction extends
to thoss aspects of the project th + zre within the subject
matler of required or potentially raguired permits, and that may

o

cause gignificant Damage to the Fnvironment. In this case, the

gubject matter of the required state permits (particularly the
Chapter 91 License) is sufficiently broad to confer MEPL
jurisdiction over virtually all of the potential environmental
impacts of the project.

1 Commissior (MHC)

T pnote that the Massachusetts Histaorica
atated, in its comment letter, that the proposed project is
congistent with Amended Design CGuidelines for Parcel 1B in Lhe

CIY .
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Jolnt Review

\
The project is undergeing joint review with the BRA, as a
Large Project, pursuant to Article 80 of the Boston Zoning Code.
Therefore, the document under review was submitted as a joint
DEIR/Draft Project Impact Repoyr:s (DPTR) in order tao satisly the
requirements of both the city and staLe environmenta] review
procegses. The [pllowing is the scope for the Final FIR
{FEIR) /Final PIR (FPIR) document .

SCOPE

General

T hereby reiterate that the 1%91 Boston Municipal Harbor
Plan (MIP) ie still in effect for the project site. The approverd
MHP remains in full forece and effect in the ONY sub-district;
except for the Yard's End area, pending completion of the City of
Booton'a extlendad amcndmentfrwnﬂwdl procvess. The Chapter 91
wWaterways Regulations reguire conformance with the MHF and its
amendments. Therefore, the FRETR should analyze and describe the
consistency of the prodject alternatives with the MHP and any
propoeed amendmente, 1 strongly encourage the propenent Lo
continue to work closely with CZM, DEP and BRA during the MHP
amendment process and to fully address the agencies’ comnants on
the DEIR., Furthermore, reiterate the requirsment contained ig
the Certificat& o1 the uxaa ded ENF that any and all amendments

project (e.g., the Pier Management

Pldu} be appro vcd Prior to the submiszsion of the FEIR.

The FEIR should follow the ge guidance for ocutline and
content centained in Section 11.07 of the MEEA regulaticns, as
modified by this Scope. The FEIR should include a copy of this
Certificate ancd a copy of each comment recelved. The proponent
should circulste rthe FEIR to those partiss who commented on the
DEIR, to any stale agencies from which the propoment will sesek
permits or approvals, and to any parsiss specified in Section
11.16 of the MEPA requlations.

Led
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Municipal Harbor Plan/Chapter 91 Waterways

General

The DEIR did not include a complete tabulation of the floor

i aleat
area for each of Lhe ground level Interior uses (facilities of
publication accommodation, upper floor access

areas, etc.} and exterior sgpacges, as regu ed in the scope for
the DEIR contained in the Expanded Certificate. The FRIR
dimensional ;F+Hrmahlﬂn for the

il
the commen! letter submitted by CZM, in

ory uses, commonl

ghould present all releva
project, as specified in
a spreadsheet or other summary foomat, accompanied by a set of

plans that wlearly indicate the location and size of interior
(floor by floor) and exterior elements, This information is

critical to understand the proposed mix of uses, the proposed
floor area for each use, and the project’s overall conformance

with the Chapter 91 Waterways regulations and the 1591 MHF
Approval .

fpen Space

The Chapter 91 Waterwdys open space standard at 310 CMR
9.51({3) {d) states that:
» at least one sguare foot of the project aite at ground
Jevel, exclusive of arcas lying seaward of a project
ghoraline, ghall he reserved as open Spage Loy every sguabe
foot of tideland area within the combined footprint of
buildings containing non-water-dependent use on the project
site.”
The DEIR indicates that the proposed project includes
approximately B,145 st of cpen space on Parcal 1C. Howewver, it
appears Lhat Farcel 1C was incorporated into the Chapter 21
Waterways license for the adjacent Flagship Wharf property
(Licentce #1741, dated December 30, 1387) as necessary oOpell spacs
for that project. Parcel 1C cannot be ugsd a sscond time as
cradit toward mesting the copen space standards at 310 CME
9.51 (3} {d) for this vroject. Conseguently, it appears that the
open space preopesed in conjunction with the Pier & praject is
actually 8,145 sf less than that presented in the DETR.
With the concurrent apparent incrzase in the size of the
proposed building focotprint, as described in more debtail in CEM's
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¢ described above, it
mply with the Chapter 91
praesent revised project

at demonstrate conformity

f‘.l

comment letter, and the reduced ocpen spa
does not appear that th ro o
open space standard. The FEIR sheou
plans and an accompanying dis

Co 310 OMR 8.51({3) (4) :

In addiLion, much of the propcssd open space at the tip ot
Che pier appears to include landecaped areas contained in large,
raised planterw. Thege landscaped arcas should not result in
slignificant reducdtions in the amount of space available Eor
public pedestrian uses, especially those associated with any
vegsel-related acrivity at the pier end. Accordingly, the [FREIR
should present downscaled landscaping plan Eor the pier wend, ‘'lhe
Final EIR should also present plans that depict the local ion of
restroom facilities easily accessible to the public 24 hours a
day and clarity how the building cutout will preserve the view
c¢orrider from the Harborwalk to the Custom House Towar .,

Conformance with the 1991 Municipal Harbor Plan (MHP) Approval

The Draft EIR provided the numeriec detail on the different
types of proposed uses within and arcund the propogsed building as
requested by the WRP bur there is neo corr rasponding level of
detail and disclosure of the anticipated Special Public
Destination Facilities (8PDFs) use on tﬂc qlnund nlane or the
programming of all proposed public faci
the tvpe of SPDF it is impossible to undserstand tha space
requirements, complementary uses and programming of the adjeoining
uges, both within and cutside of vhe building, to ensure the
project’s compliance with the MHP.

Requirement 7 of the 129! MHE Approval limits residential
uses over flowed tidelands on Pier 5 only if, in part, Ltwo
criteria are met. These are

" Reguirement 7(b): ground floor spaces may not be ussd for
residential use except for “.upper rloor accessory services”

(1.e. utility and access facilities), and Yany resgsidential

use of the sccond floor shall be accompanied by a

commensurate incredse In one or & combination of public S

space, building setbacks, interior facilities of public

accommodation, or water-based public activities as the term

i

ig used in 310 CMR 2.53(2) (a)”; and

H'U

L
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" Requirement 7lc): “.such facilities shall be subject to

. gpecific guidelines to avoid ::nflict and minimize
incompatikbility with the operation cf nearby water dependent
and/or public activities; at a minimum, such facilities
ghall address the factors identified in 310 CMR 9.51(1) that
give rise to such adverse effects; such gquidelinss shall be

[

submitted for review and approval by the Secretary in
accordance with 301 CMR 232.06(1)". '

The FEIR should include a detailed digscussion of the
project’s contormance with Requirement 7(b) of the MHP Approval,
as described in greater detail in CZM's comments. T acknowledge
that the proposed Wancr Dependent Use Management Plan ourrently
underway will be incerporated in the MHP Amendment being
developed, and is, in part, intended to comply with Requirement
7ic). Beyond a task putline and a schedule, the DEIR presents no
information regarding this effort, so it is not poasible to
ascertain the project's compliance with this reguirement. The
Fullk should present a thorough discussion of the MHEP dmendment
that addressee project compliance with Recquirement 7(c).

Requirement 8 of the MHP Approval reguires an amendment to
Lhe MHF for a network of Special Public Destination Pacilities
(BPDFs} for any loocat ion at which a waiver of the use aslLandards
of 310 CME 9.51{3) () are authorized and establishes an arga-wide
minimum amount of ground level space that must be programmed for
SPDF use as a percentage of the aggregate space that will he
devoted to non-water-dependsnt Facilitisa of Private Tenancy
{FPTa) on pile-supported structurss,

Requirement 8 doesd not make speeific reference to Pler §,
but dess include z directive to the effect that
Moreasonable arrangements shall bhe made to locate suwch
[SEDF] space cn pile-supported structures in conjunction
with new facilities of private tena.cy.” and “.development
of special facilities shall be concurrent with development
of the relevant fagilitises of private tenancy..”
Thig criterion is reinforced by Regquirsment 4 (b} of the 19%1 MEFP
Appraval stating that:
" “.at least 50 percent of the ground floor spaces within all
buildings centaining non-water-dspendent facilities of
private tepancy, on pile supported structures on flowsd

(43
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tidelands, shall be occcupled by facilities of public

: accommodation, incl ctent deemed appropriate in
acvcordance with Reoguirement &, spec:a? public destination
facilities.”

lnaddition, the City of Buston committed to requiring a SPDF at

Pigr 5 in the Final Supplemental EIR on the CNY Master Plan dated

September 3, 1891.

M

Heguirement B addresses the need for the project to provide
and expand the presence of Facilities of Public Accommocdaticn
(FPA) in a manner that will offsel Lhe effects of a substantial
increagse in private usage that, without the exemptions contained
in the MHP, would non be allowsd, "o achieve Lthis end, the MHP
regquired the City to undertake a comprehensive, area-wide Nebwork
Elan to idﬁnti:y and propose local ions Tor SPOMs, which Lhe BREA
hag initiated. The proponent should work with the BRA to
complete the arca wide Network Plan so Lhat the plan can be
submitted for roview and appraoval prior to submissicn of Lhe
FEIK, 1 also expect that the forthcoming MHP amendment will

Hescribe the SPLOF notwork plan, as called far in Requirement 8.
The DELR did not present information on how a SPFDF at Fler 5

would be incorporated within the larger network plan far the (ONY.
The FEIR should include a detailed proposal for a SEDF on Pier §
that inaludes substantive programmatic, operational, and
dimensional information for both the propcesed SPDF and other
complementary FF2s, and explains how thev conform to the
recommendations of the MHP. For purpcses of public activation of
the entire Pier; and in keeping with standards for activaticn of
Commorweal th Lwdp1n1na for public use at 210 CME 9.53 and the
genditicns of Reguirement 8, I strongly recommend that the

proponent consider including the malzricy-ﬂf SPDF space at the

seaward end of the pisr.

Pedestrian Activily and Vehicular Access

The project has been modified since its original
presentation in the Expanded ENF to aliminate ths propossad
expansion of the existing pier dack to accommodate the
Harborwalk. This change appears to bring Lhe praject into
compliance with 210 CMR 9.32 (1) la) (3) by eliminating unnscessary
encroachment into flowed tidelands, for which I comnmend the

.

g
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proponent . In additien teo this change, the site access drive was
velocated within the footprint of the proposad building to create

separation from the pedestrian and non-metorizad use of the

Irarborwalk. As presented in the DETR, the proposed site drive

would culminate in a roundabout app imately a third of the way

down the pier, apparsntly to be use

service Lo off-pier parking building residents and visitars, Lo
:

!
=
-

The DEIR stales that the project would generate 628 vehicle
Lripa per day to and from the parking facilities at Flagship
Wharf . Such vehicular activity presents a potential safety
hazard in the area where the site drive would intewsect with CLhe
existing Harborwalk and appears to be inconsisglent with the
atandard set forth at 310 CMR 9,36(3), which states that:

w.the project shall not significantly disrupt any water-

dependent use in operation as of the date of license

application.”
THe DELR does not make a compelling arqument for the nead for oo
many vehicle trips per day, beyond the mers convenience of the
¥esidents and visitors,

The FEIR should present a detailed analysis of Lhe likely
implications of the propoasd site draive and its use, a
just {fication for why such a configuration would be congidered
necessary, and the proposed means by which the proponent will
mitigate the potentially difficult conflicts batwesn pedestrians
and antomobiles in such an active and confined area. In the
abaence of a compelling arqument for such an arrangement, 1
slrongly recommend limiting at-graae vehicular activity omn the
pier to emergency vehicles only.

Watersheet Actiwvabion

The proponent has reduced and reconfigqurad the proposed
marina, from that presented in the Expanded ENF, to minimize
ravigational confliclbs with the Couragecus Sailing Centexr, which
ig located en the adjacent pier. The watershest portien of the
project site is programmed exclusively for a 14-slip commercial
marina along the southwesterly side of the pier. Conlrary to the
Navy Yard Pier Management Plan issued by the BRA in 1992, the
marirna layout depicted in the DEIR runs the entire length of the

B



EQE2 #3275 DEIR Cerzisicste 03/18/05

I‘x\

pier and occupies the entire watershes:t on the project site
This seems likely to pose navigational problems that call into
quesLion the advisability of including 2 recreational boating
facility in the project development program, in lieu of a less
intrusive water-based publie facilits

T order to comply with the standards of 310 OMR 9.53(2) {a),
the proponent must provide:
“.at least one facility utiliz
accordance with 310 CMR §.52(1
facilities that generate water-dependent activity on the
gite] must also promote water-based public activitys such
facilitiecs include but are not limited to ferries, crulsa
ships;, water shuttles, public landings and swimming/tishing
areas, excursion/ charter/rental docks, and community
sailing centers,”
I'he project, as currently propos
facilities. In its comments, DE
recredtional boating facility, in and of itself, would not
fulfill this reguirement.

ing the shoreline in
P al {regquiring one opr more

d; does nob Include such

» roeiterabes that a phblll"

a rJ

L this reguirement will
t 5260, 500 to water
whare in the harbor, in

In the DEIR, the proponent states t
be met. through a monecary contribution o
transportation at a ncarby location elss
accordance wikth a formula set ru:Lh in a draft Water
{ransportation Policy issued by DEP. However, it 1ia unclear how
these funds will be used. Ths FEIR should explore cpportuniliss
for on-site measurss that are more consistent with the apprioved
MHE and 310 CMR 9.53{2) (a) including, but not limited to,
operation of ferry service to the Doston Harbor Islands. To the
extent that such a ferry fac411.y would require interior support
gpace, it could be credited toward meeting Requirement & of Lhe
1221 MHP 2pproval.,

The FEIR should spacifically resvond to the commants
gubmitted by the Courageocus SBailing Cencar ragarding this malter.

Constructieon within & Flood Hazard Zons

A portion of the project site includes flood hazard zones (V
and A Zones). The slandard at 310 CM= 9. 37{2) {a), which
stipulates that:

L5
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Lud

“.ln coastal high hazard areas as defined in 3210 CMR #.02,
\ new or cxpandsd buildings for ressidential use shall not be

located seaward of the high water mark.”
Pursuant te 310 CME 2.37(2) (b) and in accordance with CZM'a
Coagtal Hazard Policy #1, relative sea level risge predictions
during the estimated design life of the buildings should be
incorporated into the project. The DEIR states tha- a two-Foot
high perimeter barvier will be constructed and a Flood Insurance
Rate Map Revision will be reguested, Howsver, it ig8 unclear to
what extent the proposed building would be located within the
flood hazard zones (especially wi :h the atteact of sea level
rise), where the perimeter wall would be located, or how the wall
would atfect the design and programming of the Harborwalk and

LIl BpOoe. I strongly encourage the Proponent to consult with
the Massachusetts ¥Flood Hazard Management Program and C¥M
regarding this matter. The FEIR should prasent a full resolution

ol these issues.
Waterwaye License Term

The Draft ETR states that the proponent will request. an
extended license cerm of 89 yesars. The proponent should nole
that pursuant to 310 CMR 5.15(1) (b), the maximum term the
Department could issue a licenss over flowed Lidelands is 65
years and only 1f the proponent provides justification that the
maximum term is warranted. The FEIR should provide this
justification, inclading relevant supporting documentatiocn as
specified at 310 CMR 9.15(1) (k) (2).

Iransportation

Vehicular Traffic

I expect that the BRA and the Boston Transportation
Department (BTD) will thoroughly svaluate the traffic study
contained in the DEIR for impacts to local stresats and key
intersections in the vicinity of the projsct. The FEIR should
thoroughly respeond to any concerns exprassed by the BRA aad BTD
ragarding wvehicular traffic gencrated by the project, as w=ll as
the substantive comments submitted by numerous abutters to Che
project .
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I'ransportaticn Demand Management (TDM)

h

The DEIR states Lhat the project will achieve a significanl
made share ind favor of public transit. Lo its comments, the
Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA) states that
although the project is located close to existing water
transportation gervice at Pier 4 and logal bus service, and is
within walking distance of the MATA's Orange Line, Green Line,
and commuter rail services at North Station, the mitigation
proposed in the DELR is inadeguate to achieve the indicated mode
share., The' FEIR should either justify or revise the mode share
agsumpbions based on the comments provided by the META, and
evalunale the [easibility of a coordinated TDM program, which
includes the adjacent Pier 4 and other proposed waterfront
tavalopmnenls. ‘ThHe PELIR should also demonstrate that the
project!s waterfront location will be maximized by supporting and
Familitating waler Lransportation to downtown Boston, through the
Fier 4 water terminal or other potential locations.

Limited parking should bhe provided during the construclion
poriod fo encourage construction workers to use nearby public
transit scrvicea. All construction workers should be included in
the TDM plan teo disgourage single ccocupant vehicle Lrips to angd
from the site. The Construction Management Plan should include
specific TDM commitments that can be implemented during the
congtruction period.

in general, the FEIR should present a TDM program that
minimizes single oeeoupancy vehicle trips to and from the site and
thoroughly responds to the concerns exprasscsd in many comment
letters, particularly those of the MBTA and the Metropolitan Area
Pianning Council, as wsll as anticipated comments from BEA and
BT,

Parkin Q

The DEIR states that parking facilities for the Pler 5
project will bes provided in the existing Flagship Wharf parking
garage. The FEIR shoeuld identify how the parking gpages in tlie
garage will be allocated so as to ensure that 100 spaces will
remain available to the public as rsgquired in Special Condition
#4 ©f License 1741 {issued to Flagship Wharf Realty Trust on

11
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December 13, 1%87). The FEIR should also thoroughly address the
many specific comments on parking, including those submitted by
the Boston Environmenl Department and the Friends of the
Charlestewn Navy Yard,

Stormwater Management

The DELIR did not include information on the proposed desiygn
of the stormwater conveyance system and the water quality
treatment units. The FELR should address the deticiencies
degcribed in DEP! letter and demonatrate that the
project will comply with the Stormwater Management Policy. L
strongly encourage the proponent Lo censider incorporating low-
impact development strategies in the design ot the project’s
gLormwater manadgement facilities.

& comment

Waglewaler Generaltion

The greater mumber of residential unics proposed in the DEIR
v £l

will result in estimated waste ows of approximately 26,435
gallons per day (gpd), as oppo Eed to the 1%,500 gpd presented in
the Expanded ENF. Although the proponent hasg acknowledged that
infiltration and inflow (1/1l) mitigation ls regquired for the
vroject, the DELIR did not provide any information regarding
potential infrastructure improvemernls that ¢ould be implemented
to eliminate four gallons of I/I for every gallon of wastewater
generated by the project, or approximately 105,740 gpd. I
strongly encourage the proponent to gonsult with DEP and the
Eoston Water and Sewer Commission (BWSC) in order to provide more
detailed information on wastewater mitigatien in the FEIR. The
FEIR should thoroughly respond to the commencs submitted by the
BWSC and include a revisged Draft Section &1 Finding for use by
LEP.

Qgp;truction Feriod Impacts

The FEIR should include a Drait Section 61 Finding feor use
by DEP that gommits the proponent to mitigate adverss

construction period impacts trem diesczl emissieons by using

12
1
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equipment with aftrer-éngine emiszions contrels, such as oxidation
gatalyste or particulate filters, as well as ar-road low il fux

diesel (LSD) fue’ in off-road vonscruction aequipment,

The FRI
types of waste and/or recyclables thal are likely to be generated
annually once the project is occupied and the extent to which
recycled materials will be incorporated in the coenstr ction and

=

furnishings of the pullding and other on-site amenitiecs,

R should alsoc provide informatiosn on Ehe vialume and

The FETR should also respond to the specific concerns
expressed in several comment letters, in particular that of the
Friends of the Charlestown Navy Yard, regarding conatruction
period impacts.

Responges to Comments

The FEIR should thoroughl nd to all substantiwve
commente received. I recommend Luﬁ the proponent use either an
indexed response to comments format, or direct narrative
responses. The FTR should present any additional narrative or
quantitalive analysis necessary Lo respond to hhe commsdtas
recocived,

s '{
H
<
th

T [‘Ii

Mitigation and Dratt Section 61 Findings

To the extent that the mitigation for the projach, as
preposed in the FEIR, diffars frcm nat ‘presented in the DEIR,
the FEIR shoulc include an updated summary of all mitcigation
measures Lo which the proponent has commiteed and reviged draft
Section 61 Findings for uss by the state permitting agencies.

Mareh 18, 2085 ) e f-l" K-'-"’[ wli{ CH'*”‘“-—-—
Date EL




'

EOEA #7130

Comments

p3/o08/05
63/09/08
G3/09/05
pDi/u8/05
03/10/05
@3/10/058
03/10/05
03.,/10/0%
G3LL0/05
Da/1o/0n
3710/0%9
31 nl0y
03/10/05
DE/10/05
A3/ 11/0%
a3 /1108
03/11 /05
03/ 11/08
p3/11/08
g3/11/08
03/11/08
03/11/05
03/11/05
03/11/05
03/11/05
NIj10/05
03511 /0%
G3/11/05
03/11/05
D3/14 /0%
03/14/0%

03/14 /05

03/14/65
03/14/05
03/14/05
D3/34/05
¢3/14/05
02/14/058

I_."-g ——— =

BXSledas
reoselven:
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Eobert MacNaiz
Wendy J. Strothman
Elaine Vigneay
Uconstellation Wharf
John P, Bishop
James Brogan
Jeffrey & RBarbara Tansey Bush
Kathia A.
Leonard V. Dorrian
Kathy Elliout

Joel &
Jane Legere
Stephanic Podter &

Condominium Assaciation

Capellupo

2heila Kessel

e,
M.‘l.ﬁ. i

Bogton Water and Sewer Commission
Courageous Sailing Center

Leodesign, Ino.

Friends ¢f the Charlestown Navy Yard
Charlestown Waterfront Coalition

Julia Ann Beard

Paul & Nadins Broudc

James Rrogan

Faul Clausen

Walter J.

Christopher P. & Marilyn

Jdean Grimes Hackett

Michac!l Parker
Ivey St. John
Kathleen &. Schat
Ifice of Coastal Zons Management

Department of Environmental Protection

Regulzticon Program

Department of Envircomantal

Regional Office

Diadds

Wth‘fWiﬁ‘fB

Morcheasl
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