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9 
Summary of Proposed Mitigation 
In accordance with the Secretary’s Certificate on the ENF and the BPDA Scoping 

Determination on the PNF, this chapter presents an overview of the Project’s 

proposed measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate environmental impacts 

associated with its development and the public benefits to be delivered with each 

Project Component.  

The following sections summarize the planned mitigation measures being taken by 

the Proponent to avoid, minimize, or mitigate environmental impacts related to: 

› Transportation; 

› Public Realm Improvements;  

› GHG Emissions; 

› Stormwater management; 

› Water and wastewater; 

› Geotechnical/Groundwater; and 

› Construction. 

9.1 Transportation 

As discussed in Chapter 4, Transportation and Parking, the proposed mitigation and 

TDM measures demonstrate that the Proponent is committed to preserving the 

favorable mode share balance that exists in the area today and also to providing 

additional improvements to manage the vehicle trip generation projected to result 

from the Project. As presented in the analyses, the Project will have limited impacts 

on the surrounding transportation infrastructure. The Proponent will work with all 

stakeholders, including MassDOT, the MBTA and the City, to establish a plan for 

mitigation and improvements to various transportation infrastructure. The following 

sections describe the proposed mitigation to be discussed in further detail with 

stakeholders. 

9.1.1 Proposed Roadway Improvements 

The Proponent has evaluated potential roadway improvements  that will increase the 

overall performance of the mitigated intersections and improve the flow of vehicles 

in the network. 

Based on the Vehicle Level of Service Analysis (VLOS) analysis presented in Chapter 

4, Transportation and Parking, there are a few intersections that decline in operations 

as a result of the Project. To address these impacts, this analysis has considered 
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potential roadway improvements, including intersection signal timing modifications, 

as possible options for further evaluation in coordination with BTD. Please refer to 

Section 4.7 and Figure 4.19 for a detailed description of proposed mitigation at the 

following intersections: 

Signal Timing 

› Stuart Street and Clarendon Street (#11) 

o Signal timing adjustments will result in an overall intersection delay 

reduction of 16.7 seconds and an improvement of LOS D to LOS C 

in the morning peak hour.  

› Stuart Street/Arlington Street (#13) 

o Signal timing adjustments will result in an overall intersection delay 

reduction of 8.4 seconds and an improvement of LOS E to LOS D in 

the morning peak hour, and an overall delay reduction of 33.4 

seconds in the evening peak hour. The reduced LOS is a result of 

No-Build background traffic and while the Project does not have a 

substantial impact on this intersection, the Proponent is prepared to 

provide mitigation in an effort to reduce delay and improve 

intersection functionality within the area. 

› Columbus Avenue/Dartmouth Street (#17) 

o Signal timing adjustments will result in an overall intersection delay 

reduction of 9.7 seconds in the morning peak hour, and an overall 

delay reduction of 43.3 seconds and an improvement of LOS F to 

LOS E in the evening peak hour.  

o The concurrent pedestrian time during the northeast/southwest 

phase will be eliminated to reduce left turn conflicts with 

pedestrians.  

› Columbus Avenue/Clarendon Street (#18) 

o Signal timing adjustments will result in an overall intersection delay 

reduction of 29 seconds and an improvement of LOS D to LOS C in 

the morning peak hour, and an overall delay reduction of 6.7 

seconds and an improvement of LOS D to LOS C in the evening 

peak hour.  

o The existing parking lane at the Clarendon Street southbound 

approach was removed to allow for the creation of a left turn only 

lane. 

› Stuart Street/Trinity Place (Alternate Scheme Only) (#10) 

o Signal timing adjustments will result in an overall intersection delay 

reduction of 0.7 seconds in the morning peak hour, and an overall 

delay reduction of 18.4 seconds and an improvement of LOS D to 

LOS C in the evening peak hour.  

Possible Signalization of Intersection 

› St James Avenue/Trinity Place (#4) 
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o Further study signal implementation 

› Clarendon Street/Stanhope Street (#15) 

o Further study signal implementation 

Roadway Modifications  

› Stuart Street from Dartmouth Street to Trinity Place 

o The Proponent is coordinating with other approved projects to 

develop a consistent Stuart street plan from Dartmouth Street to 

Clarendon Street. Refer to Section 4.7.3 for details on the proposed 

plan.  

› Clarendon Street from Stanhope Street to Columbus Avenue 

o The Proponent proposes to convert the parking lane into a left turn 

only lane to help serve the vehicles approaching the Clarendon 

Street/Columbus Avenue intersection from the north. 

Possible Roadway Modification  

› Trinity Place One-way between St James Avenue and Stuart Street 

o Further study of the feasibility of converting circulation on Trinity 

Place to northbound only between Stuart Street and St. James 

Avenue, thereby allowing conversion of approximately 6 – 8ft. of 

roadway width to pedestrian uses or streetscape improvements.   

BTD has also requested the Proponent investigate operations and curbside activities 

along St. James Street between Dartmouth Street and Clarendon Street. Potential 

improvements are currently being evaluated by the design team and are shown 

previously in Figure 4.24. 

Phasing of Roadway Improvements 

The Project has been designed to be phasable, and the sequence of construction for 

each individual Project Component is subject to market and other conditions. In 

turn, the implementation of improvements and mitigation will be similarly phased 

according to the sequence of buildings. The phasing of potential transportation 

improvements to be implemented in association with each parcel are summarized in 

Section 4.13.1 and in Table 9-1 below. 
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TABLE 9-1 PHASING OF POTENTIAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS 

Possible Mitigation Project Parcel 

Stuart Street/Arlington Street (#13) Garage West 

Columbus Avenue/Dartmouth Street (#17) Garage West or Station East 

Columbus Avenue/Clarendon Street (#18) Garage East or Station East 

St James Avenue/Trinity Place (#4) Garage West 

Clarendon Street/Stanhope Street (#15) Garage East or Station East 

Stuart Street/Clarendon Street (#11) Garage West or Garage East 

Stuart Street/Trinity Place (#10) – Alternate Scheme only Garage West or Garage East 

Stuart Street from Dartmouth Street to Trinity Place Garage West 

Clarendon Street from Stanhope Street to Columbus Avenue Station East 

Trinity Place One-way between St James Avenue and Stuart 

Street  
Garage West 

9.1.2 Transit Mitigation 

The Project is conceived as a holistic and transformative transit-oriented 

redevelopment centered around the Station. Notably, as certain components of the 

Project are delivered, they will also create substantial improvements to the existing 

Station. The following section, and Figures 3.8a-f and Figure 4.23 describe the 

Station improvements associated with each Project Component: 

› With the development of the Garage West Parcel, the Project will deliver a new 

Station Entrance from Stuart Street linked to the Station via a through-block 

connector, providing transit customers an accessible and weather-protected path.  

› With the development of the Garage West Parcel, a dedicated bus pull-off area 

will be provided adjacent to the new Station entrance, making commuter 

connections safer and more convenient. 

› With the development of the Station East Parcel, the Project will deliver a new 

Station Entrance from Clarendon Street linked to the Station via a through-block 

connector, providing transit customers an accessible and weather-protected path.   

› With the development of the Station East Parcel, a new public plaza serving as a 

forecourt to the new Station entrance will be delivered, reinforcing the civic 

nature of the new Station entrance.  

› With the development of the Station East Parcel, the Project will deliver a new 

redundant elevator to the Orange Line adjacent to the existing elevator, doubling 

the existing capacity and increasing reliability for transit customers. New 

redundant elevators will also be delivered to Tracks 1/3 and Track 2, if 

determined to be feasible. 

› With the development of the Station West Parcel, the existing Dartmouth Street 

crosswalk will be relocated and expanded to align with the future Station 

entrance, improving commuter safety and access to the Station. 
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› With the development of the Station West Parcel, the existing open space on 

Dartmouth Street will be enhanced to create an inviting public plaza that 

welcomes transit customers and reinforces the civic nature of the existing Station 

entrance, enhancing the link between the Station and the Southwest Corridor 

Park. 

9.1.3 Transportation Demand Management 

The Proponent will support a program of Transportation Demand Management 

(TDM) actions to reduce the use of single occupant vehicles (SOVs) by encouraging 

carpooling and vanpooling, bicycling, walking, and increased use of the area’s public 

transit system. Please refer to Section 4.13.2 for a full list of TDM measures that the 

Proponent will provide. These measures will be incorporated into one or more 

Transportation Access Plan Agreements (TAPAs) as discussed further in Section 9.1.5 

below.  

9.1.4 Transportation Monitoring Program 

The Proponent will conduct an annual Transportation Monitoring Program, including 

an employee and resident survey, drive mode share survey and biennial driveway 

and parking counts. The monitoring effort will confirm that the post-development 

impacts of the Project are consistent with the forecast estimates and ensure that the 

mitigation measures are completed and/or maintained.  

The monitoring program will commence six (6) months after full completion and 

occupancy of the first building and will continue for a period of five (5) years after 

occupancy of the full-build-out of the Project. Results of the monitoring program 

will be summarized in a technical memorandum and will be provided to the 

MassDOT and BTD. Please refer to Section 4.13.3 for a summary of monitoring 

program elements.  

9.1.5 Construction Management Plan (CMP) 

The Proponent will develop a detailed evaluation of potential short-term 

construction-related transportation impacts including construction vehicle traffic, 

parking supply and demand, and pedestrian access. Detailed Construction 

Management Plans (CMPs) will be developed at the appropriate time for each  

Project Component as the phasing plan develops. As discussed in Section 4.13.4, 

further clarity is needed on key elements such as start date, construction duration, 

and other active construction sites in the area at the time of each Project 

component’s commencement. These plans will detail construction vehicle routing 

and staging. 

9.1.6 Transportation Access Plan Agreement (TAPA) 

The Proponent will enter into one or more TAPAs with the BTD for each Project 

Component in advance of its building permit issuance, which will formalize and 
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document all transportation mitigation and TDM commitments for that Project 

Component. The TAPA will assign TDM implementation to the appropriate 

responsible entity be they the building owner, an employer, or tenant for each 

Project Component.  

9.2 Public Realm Improvements  

As discussed in Section 3.5.1 and illustrated in Figures 3.8a-f, the Project includes 

significant improvements to the streetscape on the Project Site. Specific 

improvements proposed for each Air Rights Development Parcel are summarized 

below in Table 9.2. 

Table 9-2: Pedestrian Realm Improvements by Project 

Project Parcel Improvement  

Station West › Relocated and enlarged Dartmouth Street crosswalk with tactile 

paving at curb ramps and bollards for pedestrian protection 

› Improved Station entry plaza 

› New concrete paving within pedestrian zone 

› New unit paving within furnishing zone that includes new street 

trees in raised planters, benches, street lights, and bicycle racks 

Garage West › New accessible Station entrance and through block connection 

from Stuart Street 

› Widened pedestrian zone with new concrete paving along 

Stuart Street 

› New unit paving within furnishing zone that includes new street 

trees (some in raised planters), benches, street lights and bicycle 

racks 

› Improved and reconfigured accessible ramp and stairs at retail 

entrance on Dartmouth Street 

› Continuous pedestrian walkway at vehicular crossing 

› Improved grade slope within pedestrian zone at corner of 

Dartmouth Street and Stuart Street 

› Reconfigured crosswalks at Stuart Street that improve 

accessibility 

› New accessible drop-off area and bus stop along Stuart Street 



Back Bay/South End Gateway Project DEIR/DPIR 

Summary of Proposed Mitigation  

9-7 

 

Garage East › New concrete paving within pedestrian zone 

› New unit paving within furnishing zone that includes new street 

trees (some in raised planters), benches, street lights and bicycle 

racks. 

› Reconfigured crosswalk at Clarendon and Stanhope Streets  that 

increase pedestrian safety and accessibility 

› The Garage drive width and has been reduced and realigned to 

Clarendon Street 

› Improved grade slope within pedestrian zone along Garage 

façade adjacent to Clarendon Street 

Station East › New accessible Station entrance and through block connection 

from Clarendon Street 

› New landscaped public plaza with trees in raised planters  

› New concrete paving within pedestrian zone  

› New proposed Hubway station 

› New unit paving within furnishing zone that includes new street 

trees in raised planters, benches, street lights, and bicycle racks 

› Reconfigured crosswalks that increase pedestrian safety and 

accessibility 

› New redundant elevator to Orange Line  

› Potential new redundant elevator to tracks 1/3 and 2 

› New vehicular drop-off lane 

 

9.3 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Air Quality  

As discussed in Chapter 5, Sustainability and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment, 

the Project’s sustainable design goals and operational measures demonstrate that 

the Proponent is committed to constructing and operating a sustainable and 

environmentally-sensitive development. The incorporation of these sustainable 

design and operational principles will result in an overall reduction in Project-related 

GHG stationary and mobile source emissions.  

The GHG emissions assessment demonstrates that the Project meets the intent and 

requirements of the MEPA GHG Policy because it estimates the potential Project-

related GHG emissions and evaluates and incorporates measures to reduce the GHG 

emissions to the extent practical and feasible.  
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9.3.1 Stationary Source GHG Emissions  

The GHG emissions assessment is based upon the best information available at the 

current stage of design. The Project has been designed to meet the Stretch Energy 

Code, as applicable, (i.e., a minimum 10 percent energy savings over the ASHRAE 

90.1-2013 standards) through the incorporation of building improvements.  

As discussed in Chapter 5, Sustainability and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment, of 

this DEIR/DPIR, the Project is targeting a LEED Gold rating for the Garage West 

commercial building and a LEED Silver rating for the Garage East and Station East 

Residential buildings and the Station West retail expansion. The Proponent will 

continue to evaluate and incorporate sustainable design and energy conservation 

strategies as the design process continues with the goal of increasing the LEED 

rating level. Sustainable and high-performance building strategies are at the core of 

the design for the Project in order to meet these targets. The preliminary LEED-NC 

Scorecards are presented in Figures 5.1a-d.   

High-efficiency mechanical systems, LED lighting and daylight dimming controls, 

and high-performance building envelope design are anticipated measures to 

contribute substantially to energy savings. Coupled with other improvements in the 

design condition, these mitigation measures are expected to provide a 19.7 percent 

energy savings and 15.4 percent GHG emissions savings over the baseline condition 

for the combined Project. These savings are substantially greater than the minimum 

required by the Stretch Energy Code and exemplify the Proponent’s commitment to 

building a successful and sustainable Project. Section 5.4.4  provides a comprehensive 

description of the proposed energy conservation measures assumed as part of the 

energy model as well as other beneficial measures that were not modeled due to 

limitations of the science used in energy models. 

While not accounted for in the preliminary energy modeling, the Proponent will 

continue to consider and evaluate additional measures to further reduce stationary 

source GHG emissions such as operational measures (e.g., continuous building system 

optimization and energy tracking for the life of the Project). The Proponent will further 

consider the feasibility of cogeneration in the form of combined heat and power and 

roof PV as the design develops. Vertical, helix-shaped, roof-mounted wind turbines are 

deemed infeasible because average wind speeds in Boston are low and their inclusion 

would preempt other more cost-effective renewable measures from being implemented. 

At this time, vertical PV is also deemed infeasible due to its relatively low energy 

generation resulting in a lengthy payback period. If, in the future, PV integration with 

the façade can be achieved more cost effectively, façade PV may also be studied 

further at a later date.   

Post-construction of each Project Component, the Proponent will submit a self-

certification (Refer to Section 9.8.6), signed by an appropriate professional, to the MEPA 

Office that identifies the as-built energy conservation measures and documents the 

stationary source GHG emissions reductions from the baseline case for that Project 

Component, as required by the MEPA GHG Policy. 



Back Bay/South End Gateway Project DEIR/DPIR 

Summary of Proposed Mitigation  

9-9 

 

9.3.2 Mobile Source Greenhouse Gas and Air Quality Emissions  

The mobile source mesoscale assessment calculated the GHG and Air Quality emissions 

for Project-related mobile sources. The Proponent is committed to implementing a 

comprehensive TDM program as detailed in Section 4.13.2. The TDM program is 

expected to improve air quality in the study area over the Build without Mitigation 

scenario by promoting the use of alternative forms of transportation over the use of 

single-occupant motor vehicle trips to the Project Site. Although not easily modeled, 

previous estimates of similar TDM programs in urban areas have been on the order 

of a two percent reduction in Vehicle Miles Travelled from Project-generated trips. 

The comprehensive TDM program proposed as part of this Project will result in 

reduced Project-related greenhouse gas emissions.  

Additionally, the Proponent is proposing specific roadway improvements (see 

Section 9.1.2 above) to particular intersections in the study area. These 

improvements include signal timing optimization and capacity upgrades, which will 

meaningfully reduce idling time and thus, emissions, at these intersections in 

addition to improving their general operation. Furthermore, benefits from 

intersection signalization modifications will be considered in coordination with BTD. 

When coupling the proposed TDM measures and proposed roadway improvements, 

the Project is projected to reduce mobile source CO2 emissions by approximately 60 

to 65 percent in both the Base and Alternate Schemes. 

9.4 Infrastructure 

The Proponent will coordinate the design of the proposed utility connections with 

BWSC, MassDOT, MBTA and all applicable private utility providers. All utility 

connections will be designed to minimize adverse effects to the existing systems and 

surrounding areas. The Proponent will acquire the appropriate utility permits and 

approvals prior to construction. 

As presented in Chapter 7, Infrastructure, the key findings and benefits relative to the 

utility systems include: 

› Compliance with the MassDEP Stormwater Management Standards, in 

accordance with the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act Regulations (310 

CMR 10.00) and Water Quality Certification Regulations (314 CMR 9.00);  

› Implementation of a treatment train of BMPs to improve water quality, reduce 

runoff volumes, and reduce peak discharge rates of runoff in comparison to pre-

development conditions; 

› Provision for groundwater recharge by installing a recharge system designed to 

infiltrate clean stormwater runoff, in accordance with the standards articulated in 

the GCOD requirements;  

› Provision of phosphorous removal for stormwater runoff from the Project Site, in 

accordance with BWSC design guidelines for projects that discharge to the 

Charles River Watershed; and 
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› Compliance with the requirements of the BWSC’s 4:1 I/I mitigation program. 

9.4.1 Stormwater Management 

Proposed stormwater management controls will be established in compliance with 

the current BWSC standards and DEP Stormwater Management Policy. A thorough 

capacity analysis of the existing public infrastructure will be conducted as part of the 

BWSC Site Plan Review. Mitigation measures to be provided by the Proponent will 

also be decided at that time once the proposed design reaches an appropriate level 

of detail.   

Proposed storm drain connections are anticipated to be provided as follows: 

Garage West Parcel 

› Stormwater runoff from the majority of the Garage West Parcel, which will be 

comprised of new roof areas for the Garage West building, will be directed to the 

MassDOT system located within I-90 that ultimately discharges to the Fort Point 

Channel. Prior to discharging to the MassDOT system:  

 Stormwater runoff from the new roof areas of the Garage West building will 

first be directed to structural BMPs designed to improve water quality through 

trapping oil, floatables, and Total Suspended Solids (“TSS”), then 

 Clean runoff will be directed to a recharge system designed to infiltrate 

stormwater runoff in order to replenish groundwater and provide phosphorous 

removal  

 Overflow from the recharge system will discharge to the existing MassDOT 

system 

› Surface runoff from the public way (sidewalks, driveway aprons, and street 

surfaces) along the Garage West Parcel frontages will discharge to existing BWSC 

storm drain systems within Dartmouth Street, Stuart Street, and Trinity Place. 

There will be no increase in surface runoff to the BWSC storm drain systems.   

 

Garage East Parcel 

› Stormwater runoff from the majority of the Garage East Parcel, which will be 

comprised of new roof areas for the Garage East building and existing Garage 

area to remain, will be directed to the MassDOT system located within I-90 that 

ultimately discharges to the Fort Point Channel. Prior to discharging to the 

MassDOT system: 

 Stormwater runoff from the new roof areas of the Garage East building will first 

be directed to structural BMPs designed to improve water quality through 

trapping oil, floatables, and TSS, then 

 Clean runoff will be directed to a recharge system designed to infiltrate 

stormwater runoff in order to replenish groundwater and provide phosphorous 

removal. 
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 Overflow from the proposed recharge system will discharge to the existing 

MassDOT system. 

› Surface runoff from the public way (sidewalks, driveway aprons, and street 

surfaces) along the Garage East Parcel frontages will discharge to existing BWSC 

storm drain systems within Clarendon Street and the I-90 access road.  There will 

be no increase in surface runoff to the BWSC storm drain systems. 

Station East Parcel 

› The Station East Parcel is entirely located over the Station track level.  Stormwater 

runoff from the majority of the Station East Parcel, which will be comprised of 

new roof areas for the Station East building, will be directed to the existing MBTA 

system below the concrete deck that ultimately discharges to the Fort Point 

Channel. Prior to discharging to the existing MBTA system: 

 Stormwater runoff from the new roof areas of the Station East building will first 

be directed to structural BMPs designed to improve water quality through 

trapping oil, floatables, and TSS, then 

 Clean runoff will be directed to a recharge system, located to the south of the 

Station East Parcel, designed to infiltrate stormwater runoff in order to 

replenish groundwater and provide phosphorous removal. 

 Overflow from the recharge system will discharge to the existing MBTA system.  

› Surface runoff from the proposed pick-up/drop-off area and the public plaza off 

Clarendon Street for the Station East building will first be directed to structural 

BMPs designed to improve water quality through oil, floatables, and TSS removal. 

Then, clean runoff will likely be directed to the existing MBTA storm drain system 

below that ultimately discharges to the Fort Point Channel. There will be no 

increase in surface runoff to the MBTA storm drain systems.  

› Surface runoff from the public way (sidewalks, driveway aprons, and street 

surfaces) along the Station East Parcel frontage will discharge to existing BWSC 

storm drain systems within Clarendon Street and Columbus Avenue. There will be 

no increase in surface runoff to the BWSC storm drain systems. 

Station West Parcel 

› Existing storm drain connections for the existing Station roof will remain.   

› Stormwater runoff from the new roof area for the Station West Air Rights 

Development Parcel, which is entirely located over the Station track and 

concourse levels, will first be directed to structural BMPs designed to improve 

water quality through oil, floatables, and TSS removal.  Then, clean runoff will 

likely be directed to the existing MBTA storm drain system below the existing 

Station that ultimately discharges to the Deer Island Waste Water Treatment 

Plant. 

› Surface runoff from the entrance plaza for the Station and the public way 

(sidewalks and street surfaces) on Dartmouth Street along the Station West Parcel 

frontage will discharge to existing BWSC storm drain systems within Dartmouth 
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Street.  There will be no increase in surface runoff to the BWSC storm drain 

systems.   

9.4.2 Water and Wastewater 

Water Conservation Measures 

The Project will require approximately 177,650 gallons per day of domestic water. As 

part of the overall sustainability plan for the Project, the Proponent will be actively 

exploring means to reduce domestic water demand, including:  

› Low flow water fixtures will be installed to meet, at a minimum, a 30 percent 

reduction in potable water use compared to baseline 

› Energy Star appliances will be installed for the residential buildings at Garage East 

and Station East Parcels 

› Water-efficient landscaping will be implemented through appropriate plant 

selection 

Inflow/Infiltration 

BWSC requires all new sewer connections or expansions of existing connections that 

exceed 15,000 gallons per day of wastewater to mitigate the impacts of the 

development by removing four (4) gallons of I/I for each new gallon of wastewater 

flow.  The Proponent will comply with this requirement and develop an I/I mitigation 

plan in coordination with BWSC.   

9.4.3 Groundwater Conservation Overlay District 

Located within the Groundwater Conservation Overlay District (GCOD), the Project 

will include facilities to capture stormwater runoff and direct it to infiltration systems 

consistent with, the requirements of Article 32, with the goal of replenishing the 

groundwater table.  

As discussed in Section 7.4.3, due to the nature of the Project Site, it may not be 

possible to infiltrate the first inch of runoff over the entire post-development 

impervious area. To provide groundwater recharge, to the maximum extent 

practicable, the proposed stormwater management system will include recharge 

chambers or wells designed to infiltrate runoff over a 72-hour period. In addition, 

the proposed recharge system will provide stormwater treatment in the form of 

phosphorous removal, in accordance with BWSC design guidelines. 

The Proponent will provide the BPDA and Boston Groundwater Trust a letter 

stamped by a professional engineer registered in Massachusetts that details how 

each of the four parcels will meet the GCOD requirement for no reduction in 

groundwater levels on site or on adjoining lots. 
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9.5 Geotechnical/Groundwater 

Mitigation measures will be incorporated into the design and construction of the 

Project to limit potential adverse impacts on buildings and utilities in the vicinity of 

the Project Site, as well as groundwater, including the following: 

› The Project Team will conduct studies, prepare designs and specifications, and 

monitor the contractor's performance for conformance to the Project’s contract 

documents with specific attention to protecting nearby structures and facilities, 

and reducing impacts to groundwater levels. 

› The proposed foundation system will consist of Load Bearing Elements (LBE) 

which are installed within slurry-filled trenches; as well as drilled foundations 

consisting of drilled shafts and micropiles. Each of these foundation types will 

minimize vibrations, noise, and soil disturbances (compared to driven 

foundations). 

› Performance criteria will be established in the Project specifications for the 

system with respect to movements, and the construction sequence of the 

foundations. The contractor will be required to plan, employ, and modify as 

necessary, construction methods and take all necessary steps during the work to 

protect nearby buildings and other facilities. 

› Performance criteria will be established for maintenance of groundwater levels 

during construction in the vicinity of the Project. The contractor will be required 

to implement necessary steps during the work to not lower groundwater levels 

outside the limits of the Site. The feasibility of recharging temporary dewatering 

effluent into the ground will be investigated during the design of the Project. 

› Geotechnical instrumentation will be installed and monitored before and during 

the foundation installation portion of the work to observe the performance of the 

adjacent buildings and structures. 

9.6 Temporary Construction Impacts  

Impacts associated with the Project’s construction activities are temporary in nature 

and are typically related to air quality, stormwater runoff, solid waste, and truck 

traffic. The Proponent will provide measures to protect pedestrians and other visitors 

in the area of the Project Site throughout the duration of each construction phase. 

These control measures will maintain access around the Site and to the Station, and 

will provide pedestrians and other visitors safe access in the area during 

construction activities. During construction there may be periods when public access 

will be controlled to ensure public safety while performing certain construction 

activities. 

As design progresses and in advance of construction commencement on any of the 

Project components, construction mitigation techniques will be reviewed by 

appropriate regulatory agencies through the development and submission of a 

Construction Management Plan (CMP). The CMP will identify and address the 

potential impacts to the community that may arise during construction and to 
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minimize these impacts where possible on the City, the public, and the on-site 

transportation infrastructure. The CMP will be developed when additional 

information is available with regard to the timing and phasing of construction, and 

will be coordinated with other area Projects. The overall duration of construction for 

the Project will be dependent on the sequencing of the various phases.  

In accordance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES”) 

General Permit requirements, the Project will also develop a Stormwater Pollution 

Prevention Plan (“SWPPP”) to control construction related impacts, including 

erosions, sedimentation and other pollutant sources during construction and land 

disturbance activities. Additionally, construction dewatering discharges will be 

controlled and discharged in accordance with the state and local dewatering 

standards.  

Please refer to Section 6.11 for a description of the potential temporary impacts 

resulting from construction activities and proposed mitigation measures anticipated 

to reduce these impacts.  

9.7 Proposed Mitigation Implementation Plan  

As required by the Secretary’s Certificate on the ENF, Table 9-3 below presents the 

proposed mitigation implementation plan associated with the anticipated phasing 

schedule for each Project Component. The Proponent (which term shall include each 

and every successor(s) in interest to the original Proponent)  will be responsible for 

implementing all of the mitigation measures. Costs will be determined as the Project 

design is developed.  
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TABLE 9-3– SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation Measure Garage 

West 

Garage 

East 

Station 

East 

Station 

West 

Transportation 

Roadway Improvements: The Project has evaluated potential roadway improvements, including signal 

timing modifications to certain intersections and roadway modifications in order to increase the overall 

performance of the mitigated intersections and improve the flow of vehicles in the network. Please refer 

to Section 4.7, Section 9.1.1 and Table 9-1 for a detailed description and phasing of proposed roadway 

improvements at each intersection.  

X X X  

Transit Mitigation: As certain components of the Project are delivered; they will create substantial 

improvements to the existing Station. Improvements include: 

X  X X 

› New entrance linked the Station via a new through-block connector X  X  

› New dedicated bus pull-off area X    

› New public plaza serving as a forecourt to the new Station entrance on Clarendon Street   X  

› New redundant elevator to the Orange Line   X  

› New redundant elevators to Tracks 1/3 and track 2 (if determined to be feasible)   X  

› Relocated and expanded crosswalk to align with the future station entrance    X 

› Enhanced open space and public plaza along Dartmouth Street at the existing Station entrance    X 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM): The Project will implement a comprehensive Transport 

Demand Management (TDM) program to reduce the use of single occupant vehicles (SOVs) by 

encouraging carpooling and vanpooling, bicycling, walking, and increased use of the area’s public transit 

system. Please refer to Section 4.13.2 for a full list of proposed TDM measures that the Proponent will 

provide.  

X X X X 

Transportation Monitoring Program: The Project will conduct an annual Transportation Monitoring 

Program, including an employee and resident survey, drive mode share survey, and biennial driveway 

and parking counts. Please refer to Section 4.13.4 for a summary of monitoring program elements. 

X X X X 

Construction Management Plan (CMP): The Project will develop a detailed CMP for each Project 

Component to address potential short-term construction-related impacts, including construction vehicle 

traffic, parking supply and demand, and pedestrian access. A CMP will be formalized at the appropriate 

time for each Project Component as the phasing plan develops; please refer to Section 4.13.3 for details. 

X X X X 



Back Bay/South End Gateway Project DEIR/DPIR 

Summary of Proposed Mitigation  

9-16 

 

Mitigation Measure Garage 

West 

Garage 

East 

Station 

East 

Station 

West 

Transportation Access Plan Agreement (TAPA): The Project will enter into one or more TAPAs with the BTD 

which will formalize and document all transportation mitigation and TDM commitments. The TAPA will 

assign TDM implementation to the appropriate responsible entity be they the building owner, an 

employer, or tenant for each Project Component. 

X X X X 

Public Realm Improvements 

As discussed in Section 3.5.1 and illustrated in Figures 3.8a-f, in addition to the transit-related public 

realm benefits listed above, the Project includes significant improvements to the streetscape on the 

Project Site. Specific improvements proposed for each Air Rights Development Parcel are summarized 

below: 

X X X X 

› New sidewalks with concrete paving within pedestrian zone X X X X 

› Widened sidewalks compared to existing condition X X   

› New unit paving within furnishing zone that includes new street trees (some in raised planters), 

benches, street lights, and bicycle racks 

X X X X 

› New accessible vehicular drop-off zones X X X  

› New proposed Hubway station   X  

› Reconfigured and improved crosswalks at intersections that increase pedestrian safety and 

accessibility 

X X X X 

› Improved or new accessible ramps to buildings (where necessary) X  X  

› Improved sidewalk grade slope to improve accessibility at existing non-compliant conditions X X   

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Energy Conservation Measures: The Project will incorporate key elements of sustainable and high 

performance building design to increase energy efficiency and reduce stationary source GHG emissions. 

Overall, the Project is expected to provide a 19.7 percent energy savings and 15.4 percent GHG emissions 

savings. Please refer to Section 5.4.4 for a comprehensive description of proposed energy conservation 

measures.  

X X X X 

LEED Certification: The Project is targeting a LEED Gold rating for the Garage West commercial building 

and a LEED Silver rating for the Garage East and Station East Residential buildings and the Station West 

retail expansion. 

X X X X 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM): The Proponent will implement a comprehensive TDM 

program as detailed in Section 4.13.13, that will reduce Project-related greenhouse gas emissions by 

promoting the use of alternative forms of transportation over the use of SOVs. 

X X X X 
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Mitigation Measure Garage 

West 

Garage 

East 

Station 

East 

Station 

West 

Infrastructure 

Stormwater 

Stormwater Management and Treatment: The Project will install on-site stormwater management and 

treatment systems that will improve water quality, reduce runoff volume, and control peak rates of runoff 

in comparison to existing conditions, in compliance with current BWSC standards and MassDEP 

Stormwater Management Policy.  

X X X  

Groundwater Recharge: The Project will install a recharge system designed to infiltrate clean stormwater 

runoff, in accordance with the standards articulated in the GCOD requirements. 
X X X  

Water/Wastewater 

Water Conservation Measures: As part of the overall sustainability plan for the Project, the Proponent will 

be actively exploring means to reduce domestic water demand, including: 

    

› Install low flow water fixtures to meet, at a minimum, a 30 percent reduction in potable water use 

compared to baseline 

X X X X 

› Install Energy Star appliances for the residential buildings at Garage East and Station East Parcel  X X  

› Provide green roof areas, where feasible, to help reduce stormwater runoff X X X  

› Implement water-efficient landscaping through appropriate plant selection X X X X 

› To the extent excess recycled rainwater may be available after groundwater recharge obligations 

have been met, the Project will consider using it for cooling tower make up and/or irrigation 

X X X  

Ground Water Conservation Overlay District: The Project will install a recharge system designed to 

infiltrate clean stormwater runoff, in accordance with the standards articulated in the GCOD 

requirements.  

X X X  

Inflow and Infiltration (I/I): As the Project design advances, and in consultation with MassDEP and CDPW, 

the Project team will develop an Inflow and Infiltration (I/I) plan to mitigate for increased flows at the 

Project Site. 

X X X X 

Geotechnical/Groundwater 

The Project will incorporate mitigation measures into the design and construction of the Project to limit 

potential adverse impacts on buildings and utilities in the vicinity of the Project Site, as well as 

groundwater.  

X X X X 
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Mitigation Measure Garage 

West 

Garage 

East 

Station 

East 

Station 

West 

Temporary Construction Impacts 

Construction Management Plan (CMP): The Project will implement a comprehensive CMP for each Project 

Component to mitigate temporary construction-related impacts. Please refer to Section 4.13.3 for details. 

X X X X 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (“SWPPP”): In accordance with the National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (“NPDES”) General Permit requirements, the Project will develop a SWPPP to control 

construction related impacts, including erosions, sedimentation and other pollutant sources during 

construction and land disturbance activities. Please refer to Section 7.4.4 for details. 

X X X X 
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9.8 Draft Section 61 Findings 

As required by 301 CMR 11.07(6)(k) of MEPA, this chapter provides draft Section 61 

Findings for each agency action to be taken on the Project.  

MGL Chapter 30, Section 61, requires that “[a]ll authorities of the Commonwealth … 

review, evaluate, and determine the impact on the natural environment of all works, 

projects or activities conducted by them and … use all practicable means and 

measures to minimize [their] damage to the Environment. … Any determination 

made by an agency of the commonwealth shall include a finding describing the 

environmental impact, if any, of the project and a finding that all feasible measures 

have been taken to avoid or minimize said impact.” The finding required by Section 

61 “shall be limited to those matters which are within the scope of the 

environmental impact report, if any, required … [on a project].” MGL Chapter 30, 

Section 62A.  

Each state agency that issues a permit for the Project shall issue a Section 61 Finding 

in connection with the permit issuance, identifying mitigation that is relied upon to 

satisfy the Section 61 requirement. Table 9-4 identifies the anticipated state 

actions/permits required for the Project. 

 

TABLE 9-4 - LIST OF ANTICIPATED STATE PERMITS AND APPROVALS  

Agency/Department Permit/Approval/Action 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts 

Department of Transportation (“MassDOT”)  Indirect/Direct Access Permit 

 Permit for Construction in accordance with M.G.L. c. 40, 

Section 54A (if required) 

 MBTA approvals and/or consent (if required) 

 Finalization and execution of Air Rights Lease(s) 

Executive Office of Administration and Finance   Approval of Infrastructure Investment Incentive (I-Cued) 

Program funding (in coordination with Mass 

Development and the City of Boston, if requested) 

 District Improvement Financing (in coordination with 

Mass Development and the City of Boston, if requested) 

Department of Public Safety  Building Permits or Approvals (as required)  

Department of Environmental Protection  Fossil Fuel Utilization Permit 

 Pre-Construction Notice 

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

(MEPA Office) 

 Review under the Massachusetts Environmental Policy 

Act and Public Benefits Determination. 

Massachusetts Historical Commission  State Register Review, including Determination of No 

Adverse Effect or Memorandum of Agreement 

Massachusetts Water Resources Authority  Construction Dewatering Permit (if required) 

 Temporary Construction Dewatering Permit (if required) 

 Sewer Use Discharge Permit (if required) 

Architectural Access Board  Variances (as required) 
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The Proponent (which term shall include each and every successor(s) in interest to 

the original Proponent) will be responsible for implementing all of the mitigation 

measures. Costs will be determined as the Project design is developed.  

Draft Section 61 findings for use by state agencies issuing permits for the Project are 

provided below to assist the agencies in meeting their obligations. Each Draft 

Section 61 finding incorporates the relevant proposed mitigation measures 

described above. 
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9.8.1 Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT) Draft 

Section 61 Findings 

 

D R A F T   O N L Y 
 

J. Lionel Lucien, P.E. 

Manager - Public/Private Development Unit 

Massachusetts Department of Transportation, Highway Division - Boston 

10 Park Plaza, Room 4150 

Boston, MA 02116 

(EEA No. 11502) 

 

These findings for the Back Bay/South End Gateway Project (the “Project”), (EEA No. 

11502), have been prepared in accordance with the provisions of M.G.L. c. 30, 

Section 61 and 301 CMR 11.00. On XXX, the Secretary of Energy and Environmental 

Affairs issued a decision stating that the Project’s Final Environmental Impact Report 

(“FEIR”), dated XXX, adequately and properly complied with the Massachusetts 

Environmental Policy Act and its implementing regulations. 

Project Description 

The Project includes the mixed-use redevelopment of four distinct sites comprising 

up to approximately 1.26 million square feet, and consisting of a new office building 

with ground floor retail, two new residential buildings, a one-story vertical retail 

expansion of the existing Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority’s (“MBTA”) 

Back Bay/South End Station (the “Station”). The Project will also result in the partial 

redevelopment of the existing 100 Clarendon Street Parking Garage (the “Garage”). 

The transformational development will deliver up to approximately 592,000 square 

feet of commercial office space, up to approximately 62,000 square feet of retail and 

restaurant space, and up to approximately 600 residential units in addition to 

project-related parking, loading and service uses.  

The Proponent occupies and utilizes the Project Site pursuant to an existing ground 

and air rights lease with MassDOT, which authorizes future air rights development 

and subdivides the Project Site into four Air Rights Development Parcels, which will 

in turn be the subject of four distinct Air Rights Leases with MassDOT. These Air 

Rights Development Parcels include adjacent terra firma controlled by the 

Proponent, creating the following four parcels: Garage West, Garage East, Station 

East and Station West.  Consistent with this parcelization, the Project has been 

planned and designed as four distinct and severable but interrelated components as 

described as follows: 

› Garage West Parcel, located at the corner of Dartmouth and Stuart Streets, 

includes the demolition of the westernmost Garage entry drum and a portion of 

the existing Garage and the construction of a new 26-story building containing a 

new entrance and pedestrian connection to the Station from Stuart Street, up to 
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approximately 592,000 square feet1 of commercial office space, up to 

approximately 26,500 square feet of ground floor retail fronting on Dartmouth 

and Stuart Streets, and the reconstruction of approximately 200,000 gross square 

feet of the Garage. The reconfigured Garage will contain parking spaces to serve 

all uses in the Project.  

The potential closure of the westbound on-ramp to the I-90 Extension of the 

Massachusetts Turnpike (the “On-Ramp”), as described in the MEPA filings, 

primarily affects the Garage West Parcel and, therefore, two alternate 

development schemes have been prepared by the Proponent. The first assumes 

the On-Ramp will remain open and functioning as it does today (the “Garage 

West Base Scheme”) and the second assumes, as an outcome of the MassDOT 

study, the On-Ramp will be closed (the “Garage West Alternate Scheme”).  

With the demolition of the existing Garage entry and exit drums, a replacement 

Garage exit will be necessary to avoid negative traffic impacts to the surrounding 

neighborhoods. The location of the new Garage exit is dependent on whether or 

not the On-Ramp remains open. 

› Garage East Parcel, located on Clarendon Street, involves the demolition of the 

easternmost Garage exit drum and the construction of a new 28-story residential 

building containing up to approximately 240 units and up to approximately 

222,000 square feet along the eastern end of the Garage, which will remain. 

Irrespective of the potential On-Ramp closure, it is anticipated that the existing 

vehicular access from Clarendon Street which passes under the Garage will 

remain, and therefore, only one scheme is presented for this parcel. 

Station East Parcel, located on the existing bus drop-off along Clarendon Street, 

involves the relocation of the terminus of Bus 39 and the removal of the existing 

MBTA ventilation tower, subject to MBTA approval, in order to construct a new 

35-story residential building a new entrance and pedestrian connection to the 

Station from Clarendon Street, up to approximately 360 units and up to 

approximately 382,000 square feet of residential space,  and up to approximately 

5,000 square feet of ground and second floor retail space.  In addition, with the 

construction of the Station East Parcel, the Project includes the creation of a new 

approximately 11,000 square foot public plaza off Clarendon Street and the 

addition of a new redundant elevator to the Orange Line adjacent to the existing 

elevator within the Station. The possible reactivation of the Commuter Rail head 

house located on the south side of Columbus Avenue in order to provide 

redundant elevators to Tracks 1/3 and Track 2, if determined to be feasible, is 

also contemplated as part of the development of the Station  East Parcel. 

 
1  Unless labeled otherwise, all areas provided herein are described in gross floor area as such term is used in the definition of 

“Floor Area Ratio” in  the Code; therefore, such areas specifically exclude floor area devoted to garage use, whether or not in 

the basement of a building or serving residential uses, mechanical equipment, storage, service and loading areas, and areas 

serving as access to, egress from or use by public transit services, including pedestrian bridge connections providing access to 

such public transit services, whether directly or indirectly as part of the overall Project.  Please note that given the fact that the 

majority of the Project Site is on and over air rights, it is not possible to reconstruct parking spaces beneath one or more of the 

buildings, and thus this filing and PDA No.2 as amended will expressly exclude the square footage allocated to such parking for 

the purposes of calculating FAR. 
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› Station West Parcel, located on Dartmouth Street above the existing Station 

Concourse, involves the vertical expansion of the Station, creating up to 

approximately 30,000 square feet of additional retail opportunities to serve both 

transit customers and the adjacent neighborhoods. In coordination with a 

separate Station Concourse Improvements project being managed by the 

Proponent, the Project adds a single level of retail space on either side of the 

Station’s central hall connected to the Station Concourse below. In addition, with 

the construction of the Station West Parcel, the Project includes the relocation 

and expansion of the existing pedestrian crosswalk and the upgrading of the 

open space in front of the Station to create a welcoming an inviting public plaza 

at the terminus of the Southwest Corridor Park. 

› Permits/Approvals 

As the Project is currently described, it will require the execution of up to four 

distinct Air Rights Leases , an Indirect/Direct Access Permit, and may require a 

permit for construction in accordance with M.G.L. c. 40, Section 54A, and MBTA 

approvals and/or consent.  

Mitigation 

Proposed mitigation measures related to the Air Rights Leases, permits and 

approvals from the Department are described in the attached table.  

Findings 

MassDOT has reviewed and commented on the FEIR, EEA #11502 prepared for the 

Project. Pursuant to M.G.L. c. 30, Section 61, MassDOT hereby finds that all 

practicable means and measures will be taken to avoid or minimize adverse impacts 

to the environment as a result of the Project.  

 

   

By  Date 
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Table 9-5 – Summary of Mitigation Measures (MassDOT) 

Mitigation Measure Garage 

West 

Garage 

East 

Station 

East 

Station 

West 

Transportation 

Roadway Improvements: The Project has evaluated potential roadway improvements, including signal 

timing modifications to certain intersections and roadway modifications in order to increase the overall 

performance of the mitigated intersections and improve the flow of vehicles in the network. Please refer 

to Section 4.7, Section 9.1.1 and Table 9-1 for a detailed description and phasing of proposed roadway 

improvements at each intersection.  

X X X  

Transit Mitigation: As certain components of the Project are delivered; they will create substantial 

improvements to the existing Station. Improvements include: 

X  X X 

› New entrance linked the Station via a new through-block connector X  X  

› New dedicated bus pull-off area X    

› New public plaza serving as a forecourt to the new Station entrance on Clarendon Street   X  

› New redundant elevator to the Orange Line   X  

› New redundant elevators to Tracks 1/3 and track 2 (if determined to be feasible)   X  

› Relocated and expanded crosswalk to align with the future station entrance    X 

› Enhanced open space and public plaza along Dartmouth Street at the existing Station entrance    X 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM): The Project will implement a comprehensive Transport 

Demand Management (TDM) program to reduce the use of single occupant vehicles (SOVs) by 

encouraging carpooling and vanpooling, bicycling, walking, and increased use of the area’s public transit 

system. Please refer to Section 4.13.2 for a full list of proposed TDM measures that the Proponent will 

provide.  

X X X X 

Transportation Monitoring Program: The Project will conduct an annual Transportation Monitoring 

Program, including an employee and resident survey, drive mode share survey, and biennial driveway 

and parking counts. Please refer to Section 4.13.4 for a summary of monitoring program elements. 

X X X X 

Construction Management Plan (CMP): The Project will develop a detailed CMP for each Project 

Component to address potential short-term construction-related impacts, including construction vehicle 

traffic, parking supply and demand, and pedestrian access. A CMP will be formalized at the appropriate 

time for each Project Component as the phasing plan develops; please refer to Section 4.13.3 for details. 

X X X X 
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Mitigation Measure Garage 

West 

Garage 

East 

Station 

East 

Station 

West 

Transportation Access Plan Agreement (TAPA): The Project will enter into one or more TAPAs with the BTD 

which will formalize and document all transportation mitigation and TDM commitments. The TAPA will 

assign TDM implementation to the appropriate responsible entity be they the building owner, an 

employer, or tenant for each Project Component. 

X X X X 

Public Realm Improvements 

As discussed in Section 3.5.1 and illustrated in Figures 3.8a-f, in addition to the transit-related public 

realm benefits listed above, the Project includes significant improvements to the streetscape on the 

Project Site. Specific improvements proposed for each Air Rights Development Parcel are summarized 

below: 

X X X X 

› New sidewalks with concrete paving within pedestrian zone X X X X 

› Widened sidewalks compared to existing condition X X   

› New unit paving within furnishing zone that includes new street trees (some in raised planters), 

benches, street lights, and bicycle racks 

X X X X 

› New accessible vehicular drop-off zones X X X  

› New proposed Hubway station   X  

› Reconfigured and improved crosswalks at intersections that increase pedestrian safety and 

accessibility 

X X X X 

› Improved or new accessible ramps to buildings (where necessary) X  X  

› Improved sidewalk grade slope to improve accessibility at existing non-compliant conditions X X   

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Energy Conservation Measures: The Project will incorporate key elements of sustainable and high 

performance building design to increase energy efficiency and reduce stationary source GHG emissions. 

Overall, the Project is expected to provide a 19.7 percent energy savings and 15.4 percent GHG emissions 

savings. Please refer to Section 5.4.4 for a comprehensive description of proposed energy conservation 

measures.  

X X X X 

LEED Certification: The Project is targeting a LEED Gold rating for the Garage West commercial building 

and a LEED Silver rating for the Garage East and Station East Residential buildings and the Station West 

retail expansion. 

X X X X 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM): The Proponent will implement a comprehensive TDM 

program as detailed in Section 4.13.13, that will reduce Project-related greenhouse gas emissions by 

promoting the use of alternative forms of transportation over the use of SOVs. 

X X X X 



Back Bay/South End Gateway Project DEIR/DPIR 

Summary of Proposed Mitigation  

9-26 

 

9.8.2 Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) 

Draft Section 61 Findings 

 

D R A F T   O N L Y 
 

Commissioner Martin Suuberg 

Department of Environmental Protection 

One Winter Street 

Boston, Massachusetts 02108 

(EEA No. 11502) 

 

These findings for the Back Bay/South End Gateway Project (the “Project”), (EEA No. 

11502), have been prepared in accordance with the provisions of M.G.L. c. 30, 

Section 61 and 301 CMR 11.00. On XXX, the Secretary of Energy and Environmental 

Affairs issued a decision stating that the Project’s Final Environmental Impact Report 

(“FEIR”), dated XXX, adequately and properly complied with the Massachusetts 

Environmental Policy Act and its implementing regulations. 

Project Description 

The Project includes the mixed-use redevelopment of four distinct sites comprising 

up to approximately 1.26 million square feet, and consisting of a new office building 

with ground floor retail, two new residential buildings, a one-story vertical retail 

expansion of the existing Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority’s (“MBTA”) 

Back Bay/South End Station (the “Station”). The Project will also result in the partial 

redevelopment of the existing 100 Clarendon Street Parking Garage (the “Garage”). 

The transformational development will deliver up to approximately 592,000 square 

feet of commercial office space, up to approximately 62,000 square feet of retail and 

restaurant space, and up to approximately 600 residential units in addition to 

project-related parking, loading and service uses.  

The Proponent occupies and utilizes the Project Site pursuant to an existing ground 

and air rights lease with MassDOT, which authorizes future air rights development 

and subdivides the Project Site into four Air Rights Development Parcels, which will 

in turn be the subject of four distinct Air Rights Leases with MassDOT. These Air 

Rights Development Parcels include adjacent terra firma controlled by the 

Proponent, creating the following four parcels: Garage West, Garage East, Station 

East and Station West.  Consistent with this parcelization, the Project has been 

planned and designed as four distinct and severable but interrelated components as 

described as follows: 

› Garage West Parcel, located at the corner of Dartmouth and Stuart Streets, 

includes the demolition of the westernmost Garage entry drum and a portion of 

the existing Garage and the construction of a new 26-story building containing a 

new entrance and pedestrian connection to the Station from Stuart Street, up to 
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approximately 592,000 square feet1 of commercial office space, up to 

approximately 26,500 square feet of ground floor retail fronting on Dartmouth 

and Stuart Streets, and the reconstruction of approximately 200,000 gross square 

feet of the Garage. The reconfigured Garage will contain parking spaces to serve 

all uses in the Project.  

The potential closure of the westbound on-ramp to the I-90 Extension of the 

Massachusetts Turnpike (the “On-Ramp”), as described in the MEPA filings, 

primarily affects the Garage West Parcel and, therefore, two alternate 

development schemes have been prepared by the Proponent. The first assumes 

the On-Ramp will remain open and functioning as it does today (the “Garage 

West Base Scheme”) and the second assumes, as an outcome of the MassDOT 

study, the On-Ramp will be closed (the “Garage West Alternate Scheme”).  

With the demolition of the existing Garage entry and exit drums, a replacement 

Garage exit will be necessary to avoid negative traffic impacts to the surrounding 

neighborhoods. The location of the new Garage exit is dependent on whether or 

not the On-Ramp remains open. 

› Garage East Parcel, located on Clarendon Street, involves the demolition of the 

easternmost Garage exit drum and the construction of a new 28-story residential 

building containing up to approximately 240 units and up to approximately 

222,000 square feet along the eastern end of the Garage, which will remain. 

Irrespective of the potential On-Ramp closure, it is anticipated that the existing 

vehicular access from Clarendon Street which passes under the Garage will 

remain, and therefore, only one scheme is presented for this parcel. 

Station East Parcel, located on the existing bus drop-off along Clarendon Street, 

involves the relocation of the terminus of Bus 39 and the removal of the existing 

MBTA ventilation tower, subject to MBTA approval, in order to construct a new 

35-story residential building a new entrance and pedestrian connection to the 

Station from Clarendon Street, up to approximately 360 units and up to 

approximately 382,000 square feet of residential space,  and up to approximately 

5,000 square feet of ground and second floor retail space.  In addition, with the 

construction of the Station East Parcel, the Project includes the creation of a new 

approximately 11,000 square foot public plaza off Clarendon Street and the 

addition of a new redundant elevator to the Orange Line adjacent to the existing 

elevator within the Station. The possible reactivation of the Commuter Rail head 

house located on the south side of Columbus Avenue in order to provide 

redundant elevators to Tracks 1/3 and Track 2, if determined to be feasible, is 

also contemplated as part of the development of the Station East Parcel. 

 
1  Unless labeled otherwise, all areas provided herein are described in gross floor area as such term is used in the definition of 

“Floor Area Ratio” in  the Code; therefore, such areas specifically exclude floor area devoted to garage use, whether or not in 

the basement of a building or serving residential uses, mechanical equipment, storage, service and loading areas, and areas 

serving as access to, egress from or use by public transit services, including pedestrian bridge connections providing access to 

such public transit services, whether directly or indirectly as part of the overall Project.  Please note that given the fact that the 

majority of the Project Site is on and over air rights, it is not possible to reconstruct parking spaces beneath one or more of the 

buildings, and thus this filing and PDA No.2 as amended will expressly exclude the square footage allocated to such parking for 

the purposes of calculating FAR. 
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› Station West Parcel, located on Dartmouth Street above the existing Station 

Concourse, involves the vertical expansion of the Station, creating up to 

approximately 30,000 square feet of additional retail opportunities to serve both 

transit customers and the adjacent neighborhoods. In coordination with a 

separate Station Concourse Improvements project being managed by the 

Proponent, the Project adds a single level of retail space on either side of the 

Station’s central hall connected to the Station Concourse below. In addition, with 

the construction of the Station West Parcel, the Project includes the relocation 

and expansion of the existing pedestrian crosswalk and the upgrading of the 

open space in front of the Station to create a welcoming an inviting public plaza 

at the terminus of the Southwest Corridor Park. 

Permits/Approvals 

As the Project is currently described, it requires a Fossil Fuel permit and will require 

submission of a  Pre-Construction Notice under 310 CMR 7.09.  

Mitigation 

Proposed mitigation measures related to the permits and approvals from the 

Department are described in the attached table.  

Findings 

DEP has reviewed and commented on the FEIR, EEA #11502 prepared for the Project. 

Pursuant to M.G.L. c. 30, Section 61, DEP hereby finds that all practicable means and 

measures will be taken to avoid or minimize adverse impacts to the environment as 

a result of the Project.  

 

   

By  Date 
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TABLE 9-6 – SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES (DEP) 

Mitigation Measure Garage 

West 

Garage 

East 

Station 

East 

Station 

West 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Energy Conservation Measures: The Project will incorporate key elements of sustainable and high 

performance building design to increase energy efficiency and reduce stationary source GHG emissions. 

Please refer to Section 5.4.4 for a comprehensive description of proposed energy conservation measures.  

X X X X 

LEED Certification: The Project is targeting a LEED Silver rating for the Garage East and Station East 

Residential buildings and the Station West retail expansion and a Gold rating for the Garage West 

commercial building. 

X X X X 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM): The Proponent will implement a comprehensive TDM 

program as detailed in Section 4.13.13, that will reduce Project-related greenhouse gas emissions by 

promoting the use of alternative forms of transportation over the use of SOVs. 

X X X X 

Infrastructure 

Stormwater     

Stormwater Management and Treatment: The Project will install on-site stormwater management and 

treatment systems that will improve water quality, reduce runoff volume, and control peak rates of runoff 

in comparison to existing conditions, in compliance with current BWSC standards and MassDEP 

Stormwater Management Policy.  

X X X  

Groundwater Recharge: The Project will install a recharge system designed to infiltrate clean stormwater 

runoff, in accordance with the standards articulated in the GCOD requirements. 
X X X  

Water/Wastewater     

Water Conservation Measures: As part of the overall sustainability plan for the Project, the Proponent will 

be actively exploring means to reduce domestic water demand, including: 

    

› Install low flow water fixtures to meet, at a minimum, a 30 percent reduction in potable water use 

compared to baseline 

X X X X 

› Install Energy Star appliances for the residential buildings at Garage East and Station East Parcel  X X  

› Provide green roof areas, where feasible, to help reduce stormwater runoff X X X  

› Implement water-efficient landscaping through appropriate plant selection X X X X 
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Mitigation Measure Garage 

West 

Garage 

East 

Station 

East 

Station 

West 

› To the extent excess recycled rainwater may be available after groundwater recharge obligations 

have been met, the Project will consider using it for cooling tower make up and/or irrigation 

X X X  

Ground Water Conservation Overlay District: The Project will install a recharge system designed to infiltrate 

clean stormwater runoff, in accordance with the standards articulated in the GCOD requirements.  

X X X  

Inflow and Infiltration (I/I): As the Project design advances, and in consultation with MassDEP and CDPW, 

the Project team will develop an Inflow and Infiltration (I/I) plan to mitigate for increased flows at the 

Project Site. 

X X X X 

Geotechnical/Groundwater 

The Project will incorporate mitigation measures as described above into the design and construction of 

the Project to limit potential adverse impacts on buildings and utilities in the vicinity of the Project Site, as 

well as groundwater.  

X X X X 

Temporary Construction Impacts 

Construction Management Plan (CMP): The Project will implement a comprehensive Construction 

Management Plan (CMP) to mitigate temporary construction-related impacts. 

X X X X 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (“SWPPP”): In accordance with the National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (“NPDES”) General Permit requirements, the Project will develop a SWPPP to control 

construction related impacts, including erosions, sedimentation and other pollutant sources during 

construction and land disturbance activities. Please refer to Section 7.4.4 for details. 

X X X X 
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9.8.3 Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy and Environmental 

Affairs (EEA) Draft Section 61 Findings 

 

D R A F T   O N L Y 
 

Secretary Matthew Beaton 

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) 

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114 

(EEA No. 11502) 

 

These findings for the Back Bay/South End Gateway Project (the “Project”), (EEA No. 

11502), have been prepared in accordance with the provisions of M.G.L. c. 30, 

Section 61 and 301 CMR 11.00. On XXX, the Secretary of Energy and Environmental 

Affairs issued a decision stating that the Project’s Final Environmental Impact Report 

(“FEIR”), dated XXX, adequately and properly complied with the Massachusetts 

Environmental Policy Act and its implementing regulations. 

Project Description 

The Project includes the mixed-use redevelopment of four distinct sites comprising 

up to approximately 1.26 million square feet, and consisting of a new office building 

with ground floor retail, two new residential buildings, a one-story vertical retail 

expansion of the existing Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority’s (“MBTA”) 

Back Bay/South End Station (the “Station”). The Project will also result in the partial 

redevelopment of the existing 100 Clarendon Street Parking Garage (the “Garage”). 

The transformational development will deliver up to approximately 592,000 square 

feet of commercial office space, up to approximately 62,000 square feet of retail and 

restaurant space, and up to approximately 600 residential units in addition to 

project-related parking, loading and service uses.  

The Proponent occupies and utilizes the Project Site pursuant to an existing ground 

and air rights lease with MassDOT, which authorizes future air rights development 

and subdivides the Project Site into four Air Rights Development Parcels, which will 

in turn be the subject of four distinct Air Rights Leases with MassDOT. These Air 

Rights Development Parcels include adjacent terra firma controlled by the 

Proponent, creating the following four parcels: Garage West, Garage East, Station 

East and Station West.  Consistent with this parcelization, the Project has been 

planned and designed as four distinct and severable but interrelated components as 

described as follows: 

› Garage West Parcel, located at the corner of Dartmouth and Stuart Streets, 

includes the demolition of the westernmost Garage entry drum and a portion of 

the existing Garage and the construction of a new 26-story building containing a 

new entrance and pedestrian connection to the Station from Stuart Street, up to 
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approximately 592,000 square feet1 of commercial office space, up to 

approximately 26,500 square feet of ground floor retail fronting on Dartmouth 

and Stuart Streets, and the reconstruction of approximately 200,000 gross square 

feet of the Garage. The reconfigured Garage will contain parking spaces to serve 

all uses in the Project.  

The potential closure of the westbound on-ramp to the I-90 Extension of the 

Massachusetts Turnpike (the “On-Ramp”), as described in the MEPA filings, 

primarily affects the Garage West Parcel and, therefore, two alternate 

development schemes have been prepared by the Proponent. The first assumes 

the On-Ramp will remain open and functioning as it does today (the “Garage 

West Base Scheme”) and the second assumes, as an outcome of the MassDOT 

study, the On-Ramp will be closed (the “Garage West Alternate Scheme”).  

With the demolition of the existing Garage entry and exit drums, a replacement 

Garage exit will be necessary to avoid negative traffic impacts to the surrounding 

neighborhoods. The location of the new Garage exit is dependent on whether or 

not the On-Ramp remains open. 

› Garage East Parcel, located on Clarendon Street, involves the demolition of the 

easternmost Garage exit drum and the construction of a new 28-story residential 

building containing up to approximately 240 units and up to approximately 

222,000 square feet along the eastern end of the Garage, which will remain. 

Irrespective of the potential On-Ramp closure, it is anticipated that the existing 

vehicular access from Clarendon Street which passes under the Garage will 

remain, and therefore, only one scheme is presented for this parcel. 

Station East Parcel, located on the existing bus drop-off along Clarendon Street, 

involves the relocation of the terminus of Bus 39 and the removal of the existing 

MBTA ventilation tower, subject to MBTA approval, in order to construct a new 

35-story residential building a new entrance and pedestrian connection to the 

Station from Clarendon Street, up to approximately 360 units and up to 

approximately 382,000 square feet of residential space,  and up to approximately 

5,000 square feet of ground and second floor retail space.  In addition, with the 

construction of the Station East Parcel, the Project includes the creation of a new 

approximately 11,000 square foot public plaza off Clarendon Street and the 

addition of a new redundant elevator to the Orange Line adjacent to the existing 

elevator within the Station. The possible reactivation of the Commuter Rail head 

house located on the south side of Columbus Avenue in order to provide 

redundant elevators to Tracks 1/3 and Track 2, if determined to be feasible, is 

also contemplated as part of the development of the Station  East Parcel. 

 
1  Unless labeled otherwise, all areas provided herein are described in gross floor area as such term is used in the definition of 

“Floor Area Ratio” in  the Code; therefore, such areas specifically exclude floor area devoted to garage use, whether or not in 

the basement of a building or serving residential uses, mechanical equipment, storage, service and loading areas, and areas 

serving as access to, egress from or use by public transit services, including pedestrian bridge connections providing access to 

such public transit services, whether directly or indirectly as part of the overall Project.  Please note that given the fact that the 

majority of the Project Site is on and over air rights, it is not possible to reconstruct parking spaces beneath one or more of the 

buildings, and thus this filing and PDA No.2 as amended will expressly exclude the square footage allocated to such parking for 

the purposes of calculating FAR. 
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› Station West Parcel, located on Dartmouth Street above the existing Station 

Concourse, involves the vertical expansion of the Station, creating up to 

approximately 30,000 square feet of additional retail opportunities to serve both 

transit customers and the adjacent neighborhoods. In coordination with a 

separate Station Concourse Improvements project being managed by the 

Proponent, the Project adds a single level of retail space on either side of the 

Station’s central hall connected to the Station Concourse below. In addition, with 

the construction of the Station West Parcel, the Project includes the relocation 

and expansion of the existing pedestrian crosswalk and the upgrading of the 

open space in front of the Station to create a welcoming an inviting public plaza 

at the terminus of the Southwest Corridor Park. 

Chapter 91 Request for a Public Benefit Determination   

The Project is subject to the jurisdiction of the 2007 statute “An Act Relative to 

Licensing Requirements for Certain Tidelands” (2007 Mass. Acts Ch. 168, sec 8) 

because it is entirely within filled tidelands. The act requires the Secretary to 

consider the following when making a Public Benefit Determination: 

› Purpose and effect of the development; 

› The impact on abutters and the surrounding community; 

› Enhancement of the property; 

› Benefits to the public trust rights in tidelands or other associated rights; 

› Community activities on the development site; 

› Environmental protection and preservation; 

› Public health and safety; and 

› General welfare. 

The Secretary is also instructed by the Act to consider the differences between 

tidelands, landlocked tidelands and great ponds when assessing the public benefit 

and shall consider the practical impact of the public benefit on development. The 

Project Site is entirely within landlocked tidelands, and is therefore not subject to 

Chapter 91 licensing jurisdiction.  

The following sections describe how the Project provides appropriate public benefits 

and is adequately protective of the Public Trust rights inherent in tidelands. 

Purpose and Effect on the Development  

The overall purpose of the Project is to construct a transformational transit-oriented 

redevelopment centered on the Station, rejuvenating an underutilized urban site, 

transforming the adjacent public realm, creating an attractive and appealing place 

worthy of its prominent location and becoming an asset to the vibrant Back Bay, 

South End and Bay Village neighborhoods and the City as a whole. The Project will 

deliver world-class architecture, significant improvements to existing on-site transit 

infrastructure, first class office space, improved retail vitality and high quality 
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residential space, contributing to the long term growth, and vitality of the City of 

Boston in an increasingly competitive national and international economic context.  

Impact on Abutters and Community  

The Project Site is uniquely situated in the heart of one of Boston’s most significant 

cultural and mixed-use downtown areas. The Project offers a unique opportunity to 

animate and dramatically improve an existing important city block and to help 

connect the Back Bay, South End and Bay Village neighborhoods, to both the Project 

Site and each other, creating an inviting and seamless urban fabric.  

By introducing a mix of uses in appropriate and carefully considered locations, the 

Project will reinforce the mixed-use character of the existing area, creating a 

sustainable development centered on an important transit node, and thereby 

encouraging the use of non-automotive means of transportation. In addition, the 

buildings at both the Garage West and Station East Parcels will offer new public 

entrances to the Station and pedestrian-friendly accessible through-block 

connectors  from both Clarendon and Stuart Streets flanked by new retail 

improvements, thus increasing neighborhood connectivity and improving public 

safety within the district. 

The Project will bring new and diverse retail opportunities to neighborhood 

residents, transit customers, and the public at large, as well new workplace 

opportunities for a variety of business types, and a variety of new high-quality 

housing opportunities, in compliance with the applicable Inclusionary Development 

Policy of the City of Boston. The Project will create approximately 2,500 construction 

jobs and 3,200 permanent jobs across all four Air Development Parcels, and 

generate approximately $15.3 million annually in new real estate tax revenue. 

Furthermore, the Project will contribute approximately $5.5 million in housing 

linkage and $1.1 million in jobs linkages payments.   

Enhancements to the Property 

The Project will enhance the Project Site by converting a deteriorating and 

underutilized site into a 21st century mixed-use development, focused on creating 

pedestrian-oriented streets and sidewalks and reimagining the Site as a multi-modal 

transit hub, offering convenient rail and bus access, as well as direct connections to 

bicycle accommodations, ride share and taxis. As described in Section 3.5, the public 

realm around the Site will be significantly upgraded to provide a number of 

conveniences and amenities including new sidewalks, street lighting, street trees and 

landscaping, street furniture and other public amenities along Dartmouth, Stuart and 

Clarendon Streets, consistent with the BTD’s Complete Streets Guidelines. In 

addition, with the delivery of the Station East Parcel, the Project will create a new 

approximately 11,000 square foot public plaza off Clarendon Street, serving as a 

forecourt to the new Station entrance, reinforcing its civic presence. With the 

delivery of the Station West Parcel, the Project includes the relocation and expansion 

of an existing pedestrian crosswalk and the upgrading of the open space in front of 
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the Station to create a welcoming an inviting public plaza at the terminus of the 

Southwest Corridor Park.  

As described above, two new public entrances to the existing Station will be 

provided through the development of the Garage West and Station East parcels. In 

addition, with the delivery of the Station East Parcel, a new redundant elevator to the 

Orange Line adjacent to the existing elevator within the Station will be provided, 

along with the possible reactivation of the Commuter Rail head house located on 

the south side of Columbus Avenue in order to provide redundant elevators to 

Tracks 1/3 and Track 2, if determined to be feasible,   

Furthermore, as described in detail in Appendix E, in parallel with the Proponent’s 

efforts to develop the Air Rights Development Parcels, the Proponent agreed to pre-

pay the rent on the existing 99-year MassDOT Lease in order to make funding 

available now to complete necessary Station repairs and upgrades in coordination 

with the MBTA. A portion of the rent proceeds are to be used and were matched by 

the MBTA to complete a MBTA-led track-level ventilation system improvement 

project that will improve Station air quality and customer comfort. The remaining 

considerable funds are being used to complete a renovation of the Station 

Concourse, which is being managed and executed by the Proponent on behalf of 

the MBTA.  In addition, as part of the MassDot Lease agreement, the Proponent 

agreed to assume property management responsibilities for the Station Concourse 

level for the duration of the lease term beginning in August 2015. These renovation 

projects represent significant enhancements to the existing Station property, owned 

in fee by the MBTA, and will dramatically improve not only the experience of transit 

customers, but also that of the surrounding neighborhoods, making the Station an 

asset for the City as a whole. 

Benefits to the Public Trust Rights in Tidelands or Other Associated Rights  

The Project will create new or enhanced public open space lined by a high-quality 

continuous street frontage activated by vibrant and engaging ground floor uses, 

such as retail and restaurant spaces, and residential and commercial building 

lobbies. Through the use of glass facades wherever possible, the Project will provide 

transparency and create an inviting, safe and accessible ground-level experience for 

pedestrians. In addition, public access and convenience will be improved through 

the creation of new Station entrances and through-block connectors as well as the 

addition of redundant elevators, improving accessibility for the public throughout 

the Project Site. 

The traditional public trust rights in tidelands (e.g. the right to fish, fowl and 

navigate) have long been precluded at the Project Site by the historic filling and 

development of downtown Boston. However, the modern expression of these 

traditional public trust rights on filled land isolated from the existing water shed will 

be realized through enhanced access to and through the Site and the Station, a 

greatly improved street-level experience with inviting public open space, and 

enhanced public activation of the Site.  
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Community Activities on the Project Site  

The Project will result in a substantial net improvement to community activities at 

the Project Site by introducing more active uses, including retail, residential, and 

office uses, and enhanced public open space, including the two public plazas at the 

Station entrances from Stuart and Clarendon Streets.  

The Project will encourage the community’s use of the Site in a manner that doesn’t 

exist today through the introduction of approximately 1.26 million square feet of 

transit oriented development, including approximately 600 residential units, 592,000 

square feet of commercial office space, and up to 62,000 square feet of retail and 

restaurant space. Two of the proposed buildings flanking the Station are designed to 

interconnect with it and provide new pedestrian-friendly accessible routes from both 

Clarendon and Stuart Streets, improving the transit customer experience and 

permeability through the Project Site for the surrounding neighborhoods and 

businesses. 

Environmental Protection/Preservation  

The overall goal of the Project is to develop the Project Site with a variety of new 

uses while avoiding or minimizing potential adverse environmental and community 

impacts to the greatest extent feasible.  Impacts will be mitigated in accordance with 

all applicable local, state and federal environmental protection regulations.  

The Project has evaluated the following potential environmental impacts and has 

taken or will take appropriate steps to mitigate them to the extent practicable as 

described in detail in the DEIR: 

› Pedestrian Wind › Air Quality  › Groundwater  

› Shadow   › Water Quality  › Geotechnical 

› Daylight › Noise  
› Construction 

 

› Solar Glare 
› Solid and 

Hazardous Waste  
 

The Project-related impacts, which are to be expected in urban development of this 

scale, are counterbalanced by the significant benefits for the adjacent 

neighborhoods and the City, including the realization of many of the City’s planning 

goals expressed in the recently enacted Stuart Street Zoning District.  

Public Health and Safety 

The Project will promote public health and safety through implementing a Site 

design that provides a safe and universally accessible facility from all directions. The 

Project will provide a significantly upgraded public realm, including enhanced 

furnishing and pedestrian zones with new paving, street trees, bike racks, trash 
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receptacles, benches and street lighting consistent with the BTD’s Complete Streets 

guidelines.  

The Project will also enhance accessibility throughout the Site by regrading sidewalk 

slopes where possible, providing adequate sidewalk widths, and delivering the fully 

enclosed, accessible through-block connections between Stuart and Clarendon 

Streets and the Station with the development of the Garage West and Station East 

Parcels, respectively. Additional improvements will include a new redundant elevator 

for the Orange Line inside the Station building and reconfigured crosswalks that will 

improve pedestrian safety and circulation from the Project Site to the surrounding 

neighborhood. 

Through a variety of design strategies, the Project will promote health and wellness, 

assist in improving indoor air quality, and reduce the urban heat island effect. The 

Project will provide improved pedestrian facilities and bicycle accommodations to 

support heathy alternate modes of transport. 

General Welfare 

The Project will protect the general welfare by redeveloping the existing 

underutilized Site with modern and iconic buildings and thoughtfully designed and 

universally accessible public realm. The Project will comply with all applicable local, 

state and federal environmental protection standards and will be constructed in 

accordance with one or more Construction Management Plans subject to review and 

approval by the City of Boston to avoid or minimize potential impacts during 

construction. 

Protection of Groundwater 

The potential for groundwater impacts at the Site is limited by the small amount of 

terra firma affected and no impacts are anticipated due to the lack of substantive 

excavation proposed. The Project Site is located within the Groundwater 

Conservation Overlay District, and will therefore provide a recharge system designed 

to infiltrate clean runoff and replenish the groundwater table to the extent feasible. 

Findings 

EEA has reviewed and commented on the FEIR, EEA #11502 prepared for the Project. 

Pursuant to M.G.L. c. 30, Section 61, EEA hereby finds that consistent with the above 

referenced provisions of An Act Relative to Licensing Requirements for Certain 

Tidelands, the above referenced Project will have a public benefit. 

 

   

By  Date 
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9.8.4 Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) Draft Section 61 

Findings 

 

D R A F T   O N L Y 
 

Brona Simon 

State Historic Preservation Officer 

Executive Director 

Massachusetts Historical Commission 

220 Morrissey Boulevard 

Boston, Massachusetts 02125  

(EEA No. 11502) 

 

These findings for the Back Bay/South End Gateway Project (the “Project”), (EEA No. 

11502), have been prepared in accordance with the provisions of M.G.L. c. 30, 

Section 61 and 301 CMR 11.00. On XXX, the Secretary of Energy and Environmental 

Affairs issued a decision stating that the Project’s Final Environmental Impact Report 

(“FEIR”), dated XXX, adequately and properly complied with the Massachusetts 

Environmental Policy Act and its implementing regulations. 

Project Description 

The Project includes the mixed-use redevelopment of four distinct sites comprising 

up to approximately 1.26 million square feet, and consisting of a new office building 

with ground floor retail, two new residential buildings, a one-story vertical retail 

expansion of the existing Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority’s (“MBTA”) 

Back Bay/South End Station (the “Station”). The Project will also result in the partial 

redevelopment of the existing 100 Clarendon Street Parking Garage (the “Garage”). 

The transformational development will deliver up to approximately 592,000 square 

feet of commercial office space, up to approximately 62,000 square feet of retail and 

restaurant space, and up to approximately 600 residential units in addition to 

project-related parking, loading and service uses.  

The Proponent occupies and utilizes the Project Site pursuant to an existing ground 

and air rights lease with MassDOT, which authorizes future air rights development 

and subdivides the Project Site into four Air Rights Development Parcels, which will 

in turn be the subject of four distinct Air Rights Leases with MassDOT. These Air 

Rights Development Parcels include adjacent terra firma controlled by the 

Proponent, creating the following four parcels: Garage West, Garage East, Station 

East and Station West.  Consistent with this parcelization, the Project has been 

planned and designed as four distinct and severable but interrelated components as 

described as follows: 

› Garage West Parcel, located at the corner of Dartmouth and Stuart Streets, 

includes the demolition of the westernmost Garage entry drum and a portion of 

the existing Garage and the construction of a new 26-story building containing a 

new entrance and pedestrian connection to the Station from Stuart Street, up to 
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approximately 592,000 square feet1 of commercial office space, up to 

approximately 26,500 square feet of ground floor retail fronting on Dartmouth 

and Stuart Streets, and the reconstruction of approximately 200,000 gross square 

feet of the Garage. The reconfigured Garage will contain parking spaces to serve 

all uses in the Project.  

The potential closure of the westbound on-ramp to the I-90 Extension of the 

Massachusetts Turnpike (the “On-Ramp”), as described in the MEPA filings, 

primarily affects the Garage West Parcel and, therefore, two alternate 

development schemes have been prepared by the Proponent. The first assumes 

the On-Ramp will remain open and functioning as it does today (the “Garage 

West Base Scheme”) and the second assumes, as an outcome of the MassDOT 

study, the On-Ramp will be closed (the “Garage West Alternate Scheme”).  

With the demolition of the existing Garage entry and exit drums, a replacement 

Garage exit will be necessary to avoid negative traffic impacts to the surrounding 

neighborhoods. The location of the new Garage exit is dependent on whether or 

not the On-Ramp remains open. 

› Garage East Parcel, located on Clarendon Street, involves the demolition of the 

easternmost Garage exit drum and the construction of a new 28-story residential 

building containing up to approximately 240 units and up to approximately 

222,000 square feet along the eastern end of the Garage, which will remain. 

Irrespective of the potential On-Ramp closure, it is anticipated that the existing 

vehicular access from Clarendon Street which passes under the Garage will 

remain, and therefore, only one scheme is presented for this parcel. 

Station East Parcel, located on the existing bus drop-off along Clarendon Street, 

involves the relocation of the terminus of Bus 39 and the removal of the existing 

MBTA ventilation tower, subject to MBTA approval, in order to construct a new 

35-story residential building a new entrance and pedestrian connection to the 

Station from Clarendon Street, up to approximately 360 units and up to 

approximately 382,000 square feet of residential space,  and up to approximately 

5,000 square feet of ground and second floor retail space.  In addition, with the 

construction of the Station East Parcel, the Project includes the creation of a new 

approximately 11,000 square foot public plaza off Clarendon Street and the 

addition of a new redundant elevator to the Orange Line adjacent to the existing 

elevator within the Station. The possible reactivation of the Commuter Rail head 

house located on the south side of Columbus Avenue in order to provide 

redundant elevators to Tracks 1/3 and Track 2, if determined to be feasible, is 

also contemplated as part of the development of the Station East Parcel. 

 
1  Unless labeled otherwise, all areas provided herein are described in gross floor area as such term is used in the definition of 

“Floor Area Ratio” in  the Code; therefore, such areas specifically exclude floor area devoted to garage use, whether or not in 

the basement of a building or serving residential uses, mechanical equipment, storage, service and loading areas, and areas 

serving as access to, egress from or use by public transit services, including pedestrian bridge connections providing access to 

such public transit services, whether directly or indirectly as part of the overall Project.  Please note that given the fact that the 

majority of the Project Site is on and over air rights, it is not possible to reconstruct parking spaces beneath one or more of the 

buildings, and thus this filing and PDA No.2 as amended will expressly exclude the square footage allocated to such parking for 

the purposes of calculating FAR. 
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› Station West Parcel, located on Dartmouth Street above the existing Station 

Concourse, involves the vertical expansion of the Station, creating up to 

approximately 30,000 square feet of additional retail opportunities to serve both 

transit customers and the adjacent neighborhoods. In coordination with a 

separate Station Concourse Improvements project being managed by the 

Proponent, the Project adds a single level of retail space on either side of the 

Station’s central hall connected to the Station Concourse below. In addition, with 

the construction of the Station West Parcel, the Project includes the relocation 

and expansion of the existing pedestrian crosswalk and the upgrading of the 

open space in front of the Station to create a welcoming an inviting public plaza 

at the terminus of the Southwest Corridor Park. 

Permits/Approvals 

As the Project is currently described, it requires a review by MHC. 

Mitigation 

Should the project result in a determination of adverse effect as defined under 950 

CMR 71.05 and 71.07, a Memorandum of Agreement will be prepared, detailing 

mitigation measures as agreed upon by MassDOT, MHC, and the Project’s 

Proponent. 

Findings 

MHC has reviewed and commented on the Final EIR, EEA #11502 prepared for the 

Project. Pursuant to M.G.L. c. 30, Section 61, MHC hereby finds that all practicable 

means and measures will be taken to avoid or minimize adverse impacts to the 

environment as a result of the Project.  

 

   

By  Date 
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9.8.5 Massachusetts Water Resources Authority (MWRA) Draft Section 

61 Findings 

 

D R A F T   O N L Y 
 

Director Frederick A. Laskey 

Massachusetts Water Resources Authority 

Charlestown Navy Yard 

100 First Ave, Building 39 

Boston, MA 02129 

(EEA No. 11502) 

 

These findings for the Back Bay/South End Gateway Project (the “Project”), (EEA No. 

11502), have been prepared in accordance with the provisions of M.G.L. c. 30, 

Section 61 and 301 CMR 11.00. On XXX, the Secretary of Energy and Environmental 

Affairs issued a decision stating that the Project’s Final Environmental Impact Report 

(“FEIR”), dated XXX, adequately and properly complied with the Massachusetts 

Environmental Policy Act and its implementing regulations. 

Project Description 

The Project includes the mixed-use redevelopment of four distinct sites comprising 

up to approximately 1.26 million square feet, and consisting of a new office building 

with ground floor retail, two new residential buildings, a one-story vertical retail 

expansion of the existing Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority’s (“MBTA”) 

Back Bay/South End Station (the “Station”). The Project will also result in the partial 

redevelopment of the existing 100 Clarendon Street Parking Garage (the “Garage”). 

The transformational development will deliver up to approximately 592,000 square 

feet of commercial office space, up to approximately 62,000 square feet of retail and 

restaurant space, and up to approximately 600 residential units in addition to 

project-related parking, loading and service uses.  

The Proponent occupies and utilizes the Project Site pursuant to an existing ground 

and air rights lease with MassDOT, which authorizes future air rights development 

and subdivides the Project Site into four Air Rights Development Parcels, which will 

in turn be the subject of four distinct Air Rights Leases with MassDOT. These Air 

Rights Development Parcels include adjacent terra firma controlled by the 

Proponent, creating the following four parcels: Garage West, Garage East, Station 

East and Station West.  Consistent with this parcelization, the Project has been 

planned and designed as four distinct and severable but interrelated components as 

described as follows: 

› Garage West Parcel, located at the corner of Dartmouth and Stuart Streets, 

includes the demolition of the westernmost Garage entry drum and a portion of 

the existing Garage and the construction of a new 26-story building containing a 

new entrance and pedestrian connection to the Station from Stuart Street, up to 
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approximately 592,000 square feet1 of commercial office space, up to 

approximately 26,500 square feet of ground floor retail fronting on Dartmouth 

and Stuart Streets, and the reconstruction of approximately 200,000 gross square 

feet of the Garage. The reconfigured Garage will contain parking spaces to serve 

all uses in the Project.  

The potential closure of the westbound on-ramp to the I-90 Extension of the 

Massachusetts Turnpike (the “On-Ramp”), as described in the MEPA filings, 

primarily affects the Garage West Parcel and, therefore, two alternate 

development schemes have been prepared by the Proponent. The first assumes 

the On-Ramp will remain open and functioning as it does today (the “Garage 

West Base Scheme”) and the second assumes, as an outcome of the MassDOT 

study, the On-Ramp will be closed (the “Garage West Alternate Scheme”).  

With the demolition of the existing Garage entry and exit drums, a replacement 

Garage exit will be necessary to avoid negative traffic impacts to the surrounding 

neighborhoods. The location of the new Garage exit is dependent on whether or 

not the On-Ramp remains open. 

› Garage East Parcel, located on Clarendon Street, involves the demolition of the 

easternmost Garage exit drum and the construction of a new 28-story residential 

building containing up to approximately 240 units and up to approximately 

222,000 square feet along the eastern end of the Garage, which will remain. 

Irrespective of the potential On-Ramp closure, it is anticipated that the existing 

vehicular access from Clarendon Street which passes under the Garage will 

remain, and therefore, only one scheme is presented for this parcel. 

Station East Parcel, located on the existing bus drop-off along Clarendon Street, 

involves the relocation of the terminus of Bus 39 and the removal of the existing 

MBTA ventilation tower, subject to MBTA approval, in order to construct a new 

35-story residential building a new entrance and pedestrian connection to the 

Station from Clarendon Street, up to approximately 360 units and up to 

approximately 382,000 square feet of residential space,  and up to approximately 

5,000 square feet of ground and second floor retail space.  In addition, with the 

construction of the Station East Parcel, the Project includes the creation of a new 

approximately 11,000 square foot public plaza off Clarendon Street and the 

addition of a new redundant elevator to the Orange Line adjacent to the existing 

elevator within the Station. The possible reactivation of the Commuter Rail head 

house located on the south side of Columbus Avenue in order to provide 

redundant elevators to Tracks 1/3 and Track 2, if determined to be feasible, is 

also contemplated as part of the development of the Station East Parcel. 

 
1  Unless labeled otherwise, all areas provided herein are described in gross floor area as such term is used in the definition of 

“Floor Area Ratio” in  the Code; therefore, such areas specifically exclude floor area devoted to garage use, whether or not in 

the basement of a building or serving residential uses, mechanical equipment, storage, service and loading areas, and areas 

serving as access to, egress from or use by public transit services, including pedestrian bridge connections providing access to 

such public transit services, whether directly or indirectly as part of the overall Project.  Please note that given the fact that the 

majority of the Project Site is on and over air rights, it is not possible to reconstruct parking spaces beneath one or more of the 

buildings, and thus this filing and PDA No.2 as amended will expressly exclude the square footage allocated to such parking for 

the purposes of calculating FAR. 
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› Station West Parcel, located on Dartmouth Street above the existing Station 

Concourse, involves the vertical expansion of the Station, creating up to 

approximately 30,000 square feet of additional retail opportunities to serve both 

transit customers and the adjacent neighborhoods. In coordination with a 

separate Station Concourse Improvements project being managed by the 

Proponent, the Project adds a single level of retail space on either side of the 

Station’s central hall connected to the Station Concourse below. In addition, with 

the construction of the Station West Parcel, the Project includes the relocation 

and expansion of the existing pedestrian crosswalk and the upgrading of the 

open space in front of the Station to create a welcoming an inviting public plaza 

at the terminus of the Southwest Corridor Park.   

Permits/Approvals 

As the Project is currently described, it will require a Construction Dewatering Permit 

and possibly a temporary Construction Dewatering Permit and Sewer Use Discharge 

Permit.  

Mitigation 

Proposed mitigation measures related to the permits and reviews by the MWRA are 

described in the attached table.  

Findings 

MWRA has reviewed and commented on the FEIR, EEA #11502 prepared for the 

Project. Pursuant to M.G.L. c. 30, Section 61, MWRA hereby finds that all practicable 

means and measures will be taken to avoid or minimize adverse impacts to the 

environment as a result of the Project.  

 

   

By  Date 
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TABLE 9-7– SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES (MWRA) 

Mitigation Measure Garage 

West 

Garage 

East 

Station 

East 

Station 

West 

Infrastructure 

Stormwater     

Stormwater Management and Treatment: The Project will install on-site stormwater management and 

treatment systems that will improve water quality, reduce runoff volume, and control peak rates of runoff 

in comparison to existing conditions, in compliance with current BWSC standards and MassDEP 

Stormwater Management Policy.  

X X X  

Groundwater Recharge: The Project will install a recharge system designed to infiltrate clean stormwater 

runoff, in accordance with the standards articulated in the GCOD requirements. 
X X X  

Water/Wastewater     

Water Conservation Measures: As part of the overall sustainability plan for the Project, the Proponent will 

be actively exploring means to reduce domestic water demand, including: 

    

› Install low flow water fixtures to meet, at a minimum, a 30 percent reduction in potable water use 

compared to baseline 

X X X X 

› Install Energy Star appliances for the residential buildings at Garage East and Station East Parcel  X X  

› Provide green roof areas, where feasible, to help reduce stormwater runoff X X X  

› Implement water-efficient landscaping through appropriate plant selection X X X X 

› To the extent excess recycled rainwater may be available after groundwater recharge obligations 

have been met, the Project will consider using it for cooling tower make up and/or irrigation 

X X X  

Ground Water Conservation Overlay District: The Project will install a recharge system designed to infiltrate 

clean stormwater runoff, in accordance with the standards articulated in the GCOD requirements.  

X X X  

Inflow and Infiltration (I/I): As the Project design advances, and in consultation with MassDEP and CDPW, 

the Project team will develop an Inflow and Infiltration (I/I) plan to mitigate for increased flows at the 

Project Site. 

X X X X 

Geotechnical/Groundwater 

The Project will incorporate mitigation measures as described above into the design and construction of 

the Project to limit potential adverse impacts on buildings and utilities in the vicinity of the Project Site, as 

well as groundwater.  

X X X X 
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Mitigation Measure Garage 

West 

Garage 

East 

Station 

East 

Station 

West 

Temporary Construction Impacts 

Construction Management Plan (CMP): The Project will implement a comprehensive Construction 

Management Plan (CMP) to mitigate temporary construction-related impacts. 

X X X X 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (“SWPPP”): In accordance with the National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (“NPDES”) General Permit requirements, the Project will develop a SWPPP to control 

construction related impacts, including erosions, sedimentation and other pollutant sources during 

construction and land disturbance activities. Please refer to Section 7.4.4 for details. 

X X X X 

 



Back Bay/South End Gateway Project DEIR/DPIR 

Summary of Proposed Mitigation  

9-46 

 

9.8.6 Stationary Source GHG Emissions Self-Certification  

 

D R A F T   O N L Y 
 

[Insert anticipated filing date] 

 

Secretary Matthew A. Beaton 

Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114 

 

ATTN: Deirdre Buckley, Director, MEPA Office 

 

Re: Letter of Commitment for Stationary Source Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Self-Certification  

 Back Bay/South End Gateway Project 

Boston, MA (EEA No. 11502) 

Dear Secretary Beaton and Director Buckley: 

On behalf of the BP Hancock LLC, through its affiliate, Boston Properties Limited 

Partnership (the “Proponent”), VHB has prepared a summary of the estimated 

reduction in overall energy use and stationary source Greenhouse Gas (“GHG”) 

emissions for the Back Bay/South End Gateway Project in Boston (the “Project”).  

In accordance with the current Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (“MEPA”) 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Policy and Protocol (the “GHG Policy”) dated May 2010, 

the initial stationary source GHG assessment approach was outlined in the 

Environmental Notification Form (“ENF”) filed on April 15, 2015. On June 24, 2016, a 

Certificate was issued by the Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs requiring 

an Environmental Impact Report for the Project. In accordance with the Secretary’s 

Certificate on the ENF, as part of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) 

filed on 1/31/17, the Proponent completed the stationary source GHG assessment. 

On XXX, a Certificate stating that the Project’s Final Environmental Impact Report 

(“FEIR”), dated XXX, adequately and properly complied with MEPA and its 

implementing regulations was issued by the Secretary of Energy and Environmental 

Affairs. 

The energy conservation measures for the full build-out of the Project are estimated 

to reduce the possible overall energy use by 19.7 percent over the base code, 

resulting in a 15.4 percent reduction in stationary source CO2 emissions when 

compared to the baseline case. The following table presents the estimated energy 

savings and CO2 emissions reductions for each Project Component. 
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Air Rights Development 

Parcel 

Energy Consumption (MMBtu/yr.) CO2 Emissions (tons/yr.)1 

Base 

Case Design Case 

Percent 

Savings Base Case Design Case 

Percent 

Reduction 

Garage West Office 54,763 43,132   21.2% 4,728.4 3,894.3 17.6% 

Garage East Residential 20,452 16,406   19.8% 1,625.8 1,398.3 14.0% 

Station East Residential 34,439 27,627   19.8% 2,737.6 2,354.7 14.0% 

Station West Retail 7,390 6,805 7.9% 535.0 495.9 7.3% 

Total 117,044 93,970 19.7% 9,626.8 8,143.2 15.4% 

1 The Base Case represents current Base Energy Code and ASHRAE 90.1-2013 standards. 

The building energy model results/energy savings and estimated stationary source 

GHG emissions reductions are preliminary, as none of the proposed buildings have 

progressed past a conceptual level of design. Following completion of construction 

of each element, the Proponent will submit a self-certification to the MEPA Office, 

signed by an appropriate professional, which identifies the as-built energy 

conservation measures and documents the stationary source GHG emissions 

reductions from the baseline case.  

If you have any questions, please contact me at (617) 607-2988 or via email at 

KGreaves@vhb.com.  

 

Very truly yours, 

VANASSE HANGEN BRUSTLIN, INC. 

 

 

Kyle G. Greaves, AICP 

Environmental Planner 

 

cc:  Michael Cantalupa, Boston Properties 

Melissa Schrock, Boston Properties 
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10 
ENF Response to Comments 
In accordance with the MEPA Scope, this chapter directly responds to agency and 

public review comments within MEPA jurisdiction. Table 10-1 lists all of the persons 

and entities submitting comments on the ENF and Table 10-2 lists each of the 

substantive comments received, by letter, providing a written response to each. 

Where appropriate, reference is made to the corresponding section of the 

DEIR/DPIR for additional information. A copy of the MEPA Certificate is available in 

Appendix B. A copy of each comment letter received by the MEPA office during the 

public review period of the ENF is included in Appendix M. 

 

Table 10-1  Comment Letters Received 

Letter No. Commenter 

1 ENF Certificate of the Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

2 Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 

3 MassDEP Bureau of Air and Waste 

4 Massachusetts Department of Transportation  

5 Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources  

6 Massachusetts Historical Commission 

7 Massachusetts Water Resources Authority  

8 Boston City Councilor District 8, Josh Zakim 

9 Boston Water and Sewer Commission  

10 Charles River Watershed Association  

11 The Ellis South End Neighborhood Association 

12 Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay 

13 Bay Village Neighborhood Association – Dr. P. MacKenzie Bok 

14 WalkBoston 

15 Ann Beha  

16 Tracy Pesanelli 

17 Elliott Laffer 

18 Pamela Humphrey 

19 Kenneth Kruckemeyer 

20 Shirley Kressel 

21 Paula Griswold 

22 Pam Lassiter 
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23 Ann Hershfang 

24 Susan Prindle 

25 Gerry Ives (Ives Architects) 

26 Anne Swanson 

27 Lynn Foster 

28 Heyward Parker James 

29 Jacquelin Yessian 
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Table 10-2  Responses to the ENF Comments 

Comment No.  Comment Response to Comment 

Letter 1: ENF Certificate of the Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

1.1 

Pursuant to the Massachusetts Environmental 

Policy Act (M.G.L. c. 30, ss. 61-62I) and Section 

11.03 of the MEPA Regulations (301 CMR 

11.00), I hereby determine that this project 

requires the preparation of a mandatory Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). 

Comment noted.  

1.2 

A particular concern is the potential impact of 

the project and proposed vehicular access on 

transit operations and pedestrian access. To 

conform with the Commonwealth’s and the 

City’s urban design and development goals, 

the project must strive not only to preserve 

and improve operations and access but to 

increase capacity to the extent possible to 

support increased ridership that will be 

generated by this project. These concerns are 

similar to those that have been identified and 

addressed on other major redevelopment 

projects around transit hubs, including the 

Boston Garden project (EEA# 15052) at North 

Station and the South Station Air Rights 

project (EEA# 9131) at South Station. 

Please refer to Section 3.5 for a discussion of site design 

and pedestrian access. Please also see 3.5s 3.8a-f and 

3.9a-b for proposed public realm improvements and site 

circulation and access plans. Please refer to section 4.10 

for an analysis of the current and future transit 

conditions at the Site. Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and 

Appendix E for a detailed description of the Station 

Concourse Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and seating. 

Please see also Figures E.1-E.5.  

1.3 

I received considerable public comment 

concerning the Proponent’s proposed design 

for the station renovation. Commenters 

expressed concern about the lack of public 

input into the design, about vehicular and 

pedestrian access within and around the 

station, and whether the design would be able 

to support existing operations in addition to 

enhancing capacity of the station to 

accommodate increased ridership. I note that 

MassDOT is initiating a public process 

regarding station improvements which should 

afford opportunities to learn more about the 

project and goals and to provide input. The 

Scope for the DEIR requires more information 

regarding the station improvements, including 

identification of project goals, a detailed 

description of changes, and discussion of how 

changes address project goals. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5 and Section 4.10 for a detailed transit 

capacity analysis. A public meeting was held on 

September 26, 2016 to present the Station Concourse 

Improvements and MBTA track-level ventilation project 

and to receive community feedback. This same 

information was also presented to the CAC on October 6, 

2016. 
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Comment No.  Comment Response to Comment 

1.4 

Because the Proponent is seeking a land 

transfer in the form of air-rights and ground 

leases from MassDOT, MEPA jurisdiction 

extends to those aspects of the project within 

the area subject to the land transfer that are 

likely, directly or indirectly, to cause Damage 

to the Environment. In addition, I note that the 

project may pursue State Financial Assistance 

in the form of Infrastructure, Investment and I 

(I-cubed) funding. Pursuant to 301 CMR 

11.01(2)(a)(3), MEPA subject matter jurisdiction 

is functionally equivalent to full scope 

jurisdiction. 

The Proponent intends to develop the four Project 

Components using private funds, but will explore the 

possibility of local, state and/or federal public financing 

sources, where appropriate. Please refer to Section 1.9.4 

for a discussion of possible public funding sources. 

1.5 

The DEIR should follow Section 11.07 of the 

MEPA regulations for outline and content, as 

modified by this scope. The DEIR should clearly 

demonstrate that the Proponent has sought to 

avoid, minimize and mitigate Damage to the 

Environment to the maximum extent feasible. 

Please refer to Chapter 6 for details on environmental 

impact mitigation and strategies. 

1.6 

To provide a full and self-contained 

description and analysis of the project for the 

MEPA record, the DEIR should include the 

information contained in the PNF, updated as 

relevant, in addition to the additional analyses 

and information required in this Scope. 

Comment noted. A combined DEIR/DPIR has been 

submitted. 

1.7 

The DEIR should include a detailed description 

of existing conditions. It should clearly identify 

ownership of the site and quantify areas that 

are on solid ground and areas over the I-90, 

subway, commuter rail, and Amtrak rights-of-

way. The DEIR should describe the project and 

identify any changes to the project since the 

filing of the ENF. 

Please refer to Sections 1.2 and 3.2 for detailed 

descriptions of existing conditions. Please see also 

Figures 1.4a-d and Figure 1.5. Please refer to Section 

1.9.3 and Figures 1.7b-c for information regarding site 

ownership. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project 

refinements since the ENF/PNF. 

1.8 

The DEIR should include updated site plans, if 

applicable, for existing and post-development 

conditions at a legible scale. Conceptual plans 

should be provided at a legible scale and 

clearly identify buildings, public areas, 

impervious areas, pedestrian and bicycle 

accommodations, transportation facilities 

managed by MassDOT, MBTA, and the City of 

Boston, and stormwater and utility 

infrastructure. 

Please refer to Figures 1.6a-b for proposed site plans and 

Figures 3.8a-f for public realm improvements. Please also 

see Figure 4.22 for bicycle parking and accommodations 

and Figures 7.1a-7.3b for existing utility infrastructure. 
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Comment No.  Comment Response to Comment 

1.9 

The DEIR should identify and describe State, 

federal and local permitting and review 

requirements associated with the project 

including requests for Financial Assistance and 

provide an update on the status of each of 

these pending actions. The DEIR should 

include a description and analysis of applicable 

statutory and regulatory standards and 

requirements, and a discussion of the project’s 

consistency with those standards. It should 

describe the project’s consistency with the 

existing Urban Renewal Plan and what 

modifications to the plan are proposed in 

accordance with M.G.L. c.121A to 

accommodate the proposed development 

program. It should identify permits and 

approvals required by the City of Boston and 

describe the status of these reviews and 

approvals, in particular, in regards to any 

implications to the project uses or design. 

Please refer to Section 1.6 for a list of anticipated permits 

and approvals as well as the local planning and 

regulatory controls applicable to the Project.  

 

Please refer to Section 1.9.4 for a list of potential financial 

assistance programs and funding sources for the Project.  

1.10 

The DEIR should provide more information 

about the Proponent’s obligations to manage 

and upgrade the station as part of the Ground 

and Air Rights Lease. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the MassDOT Lease agreements, 

the Station Concourse Improvements and the 

Proponent's management obligations. Please see also 

Appendix D for a copy of the Lease. 

1.11a 

The DEIR should provide a description of the 

proposed changes to the MBTA station, 

describe the design review process for the 

changes, including any public review, and 

respond to the issues and concerns identified 

in comment letters.  

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station renovations. A public 

meeting was held on September 26, 2016 to present the 

Station Concourse Improvements and MBTA track-level 

ventilation project and to receive community feedback. 

This same information was also presented to the CAC on 

October 6, 2016. 

1.11b 

It should assess the project’s potential impact 

on capacity and describe how the changes will 

accommodate existing and future ridership at 

the station. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5 and Section 4.10 for a detailed transit 

capacity analysis. 
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Comment No.  Comment Response to Comment 

1.12 

The DEIR should identify and describe projects 

in the immediate project area which may be 

constructed concurrent with or prior to the 

proposed development (e.g. Copley Place, 

EEA# 14790) and describe related roadway, 

transit and pedestrian improvements and 

construction phasing. 

Roadway, transit and pedestrian improvements related to 

the Copley Place and other Stuart Street corridor 

approved projects (40 Trinity and 380 Stuart Street) are 

assumed for the future year No-Build and Build 

conditions analyses. As described in Section 4.13.3, 

specific construction phasing for the projects will be 

coordinated and reflected in the Construction 

Management Plan for each Project phase.  

1.13a 

The DEIR should describe likely phasing 

scenarios based on site and structural 

constraints, interdependence of uses such as 

parking supply, mitigation commitments, and 

any other relevant factors. The DEIR should 

discuss how mitigation measures will be 

implemented in the phasing scenarios to 

ensure that project impacts are appropriately 

mitigated as development proceeds.  

Please refer to Section 1.4.8 for a description of the 

Project phases and an evaluation of phasing scenarios.  

1.13b 

The DEIR should also address how the need for 

subsequent review by MEPA and/or the City of 

Boston will be addressed. 

Please refer to Section 1.6 for a list of anticipated permits 

and approvals as well as the local planning and 

regulatory controls applicable to the Project.  

1.14a 

Many commenters noted the conflict between 

pedestrians and vehicles that would be created 

by a garage exit onto Dartmouth Street. The 

DEIR should include a modified version of the 

Garage West Base Scheme that eliminates the 

Dartmouth Street garage exit and either relies 

solely on the Clarendon Street entrance/exit 

and/or identifies a second exit into Trinity 

Place.  

Please refer to Section 3.4.1 for details related to Garage 

West Parcel's building design concept and development, 

including an analysis of the requested alternate Garage 

exit. Please see also Figures 3.3s-u and note that this 

alternate exit location is considered inferior and 

compromising for the Project and is not being pursued. 

1.14b 

The DEIR must include at least one alternative 

that provides access to Trinity Place or provide 

a clear analysis of why that is infeasible if the I-

90 ramp remains open. 

Please refer to Section 3.4.1 for details related to Garage 

West Parcel's building design concept and development, 

including an analysis of the requested alternate Garage 

exit. Please see also Figures 3.3s-u and note that this 

alternate exit location is considered inferior from a public 

benefit's standpoint and compromising for the Project, 

and is not being pursued. 

1.15 

The DEIR should discuss how schedule and 

phasing may be affected by MassDOT’s 

determination regarding the ramp and how 

timing of that decision relates to the 

development project. 

Please refer to Section 1.4.8 for a description of the 

Project phases and an evaluation of phasing scenarios. 

The Proponent notes that MassDOT will be submitting an 

Interchange Modification Report (IMR) to FHWA in early 

2017. 
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Comment No.  Comment Response to Comment 

1.16 

According to the PNF, the project conforms 

closely to the Stuart Street District zoning 

requirements, but the Proponent will seek PDA 

approval from the BRA because of the 

complexity of the project and the underlying 

zoning. The DEIR should include an analysis of 

at least two alternatives, including but not 

limited to: 

 

• A third residential tower in place of the 

proposed office tower; and 

• A development that strictly conforms to 

Stuart Street District and Community 

Commercial Zoning Subdistrict zoning 

requirements. 

Please refer to Chapter 2 for a detailed analysis of the 

requested alternatives. 

1.17 

The DEIR should provide a detailed 

comparison of the alternatives, including 

detailed descriptions and plans of each 

alternative.       

(1)  The DEIR should compare the 

environmental impacts of each alternative, 

quantitatively to the extent practicable, with 

respect to trip generation, traffic operations, 

pedestrian and bicycle access, water use, 

wastewater generation, impervious area, 

shadow, wind, GHG emissions, and potential 

for renewable energy generation.  

(2) The DEIR should describe any impacts or 

opportunities for improved access to the 

MBTA station associated with the alternatives. 

Please refer to Chapter 2 for a detailed analysis of the 

requested alternatives. 

1.18 

In recognition of the likely possibility that the 

phasing and development will change due to 

market conditions, I encourage the Proponent 

to think strategically about alternative 

development scenarios and structure them to 

facilitate subsequent MEPA review (e.g. Notice 

of Project Change (NPC)). 

Please refer to Section 1.4.8 for a description of the 

Project phases and an evaluation of phasing scenarios.  

1.19 

…the Proponent has property management 

responsibilities for the MBTA Station 

concourse and has commenced a series of 

station upgrades. The site is also subject to 

easements for rail service, utilities, and other 

private parties that must be maintained as part 

of the site redevelopment. 

Comment noted. 
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1.20 

The DEIR should include one or more graphics 

that clearly identifies the areas subject to the 

MassDOT lease. It should identify and quantify 

current ownership, proposed ownership/ 

development rights, and temporary and 

permanent easement areas, including any 

easements required by the project from the 

City of Boston. 

Please refer to Section 1.9.3 and Figures 1.7a-d for more 

information regarding the MassDot lease area, current 

and proposed ownership, development rights and 

easements related to the Project Site. 

1.21 

[The DEIR should include] in an appendix, the 

Ground and Air Rights Lease and the 

Development Plan. 

Please refer to the electronic copies of the Ground and 

Air Rights Lease and Development Plan, included in 

Appendix D. 

1.22 

The DEIR should describe any additional 

ownership or lease arrangements that would 

be required to implement project alternatives 

related to the closure of the I-90 ramp. 

Please refer to Section 1.9.3 and Figures 1.7a-d for more 

information regarding the MassDot lease area, current 

and proposed ownership, development rights and 

easements related to the Project Site. 

1.23 

The DEIR should include a Traffic Impact 

Assessment (TIA)… and provide additional 

analysis regarding the project’s impact and 

proposed mitigation measures related to 

vehicular traffic, pedestrian and bicycle 

facilities, and public transportation 

Please refer to Chapter 4 for a detailed transportation 

and parking analysis. 

1.24 

A major focus of this section of the DEIR 

should be a detailed analysis of existing 

conditions and measures the project could 

implement to encourage and facilitate transit, 

bicycle and pedestrian access to the buildings 

and MBTA station and the surrounding area. 

Please refer to Chapter 4 for a detailed transportation 

and parking analysis. 

1.25 

I expect that the DEIR will include an 

assessment of this potential conflict and 

identify alternatives to avoid, minimize and 

mitigate impacts to pedestrian flow along 

Dartmouth Street. 

Please refer to Section 4.12 for details of the pedestrian 

impact analysis and to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed 

description of strategies that will be implemented to 

ensure pedestrian priority. See also figures 3.8a-f. 

1.26 

The DEIR [should] provide a detailed 

pedestrian impact analysis that will include an 

evaluation of the Garage West Base and 

Alternate Scheme. 

Please refer to Section 4.12 for details of the pedestrian 

impact analysis. 
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1.27a 

The DEIR should include a Transportation 

Impact Assessment (TIA) consistent with the 

EEA/MassDOT Transportation Impact 

Assessment (TIA) Guidelines issued in March 

2014 and the analyses and data requested in 

MassDOT’s comment letter.  

Please refer to Chapter 4 and the Figures therein for 

complete details of the Transportation Impact Study (TIA) 

performed for the Project.  

1.27b 

The traffic study should provide a 

comprehensive multimodal evaluation of 

transportation impacts and identify 

appropriate mitigation.  

Please refer to Chapter 4 for a comprehensive 

multimodal transportation analysis and to Sections 4.2, 

4.11, 4.12 and 4.13 for summaries of proposed 

mitigation, including transit improvements, streetscape 

improvements, bicycle accommodations, roadway 

modifications, signal timing and TDM measures. Please 

see also Section 3.5 and Figures 3.8a-f, 3.9a-b, 4.18a-b, 

4.22 and 4.23, 

1.27c 

The Proponent should provide a clear 

commitment to implement integrated 

multimodal mitigation measures to improve 

vehicular traffic operations and accommodate 

walking, bicycling and transit use by 

employees, residents, and visitors to the site.  

Please refer to Chapter 4 for a comprehensive 

multimodal transportation analysis and to Sections 4.2, 

4.11, 4.12 and 4.13 for summaries of proposed 

mitigation, including transit improvements, streetscape 

improvements, bicycle accommodations, roadway 

modifications, signal timing and TDM measures. Please 

see also Section 3.5 and Figures 3.8a-f, 3.9a-b, 4.18a-b, 

4.22 and 4.23, 

1.27d 

The TIA should describe the timing of impacts 

and mitigation measures, particularly with 

respect to any phasing of the project build-

out.  

Please refer to Section 4.13 and Section 9.1 for a 

description of proposed transportation mitigation 

measures, including the phasing of proposed physical 

and operational transportation improvements. 

1.27e 

The TIA should provide transit and capacity 

analyses and evaluate bicycle and pedestrian 

facilities for the existing conditions, future No-

Build conditions, and future Build conditions.  

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed transit analysis 

and to Section 4.12 for a pedestrian analysis and 

description proposed sidewalk improvements. Please 

refer to Section 4.11 and Figure 4.22 for details on 

proposed bicycle parking and infrastructure 

improvements.  

1.27f 

The TIA should include an analysis of any 

intersections in the study area that have crash 

rates higher than the State and/or MassDOT 

District 6 average, and discuss causality and 

potential mitigation measures to be 

implemented by the Proponent. 

Please refer to Section 4.3.7 for an analysis of vehicle 

crash data, including comparison with State and District 

6 crash rates. 
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1.28 

In addition to the trip generation estimates 

included in the PNF, the DEIR should provide 

estimates for the average Saturday daily trips 

and Saturday peak period trips based on the 

ITE Trip Generation Manual (9th Edition). 

Adjustments of the trip generation estimates 

should be calculated using applicable 

methodologies for pass-by and/or internal 

capture trips from the most recent editions of 

the ITE Trip Generation Manual and Trip 

Generation Handbook. The DEIR should 

include a trip distribution for the project using 

a gravity model based on factors such as 

census data, origin-destination, travel time, 

and distance to determine trip characteristics 

for employees and residents of the project site. 

The model should also consider the impact of 

the potential closure of the I-90 on ramp to 

the transportation network and trip 

distribution. The Proponent should consult 

with MassDOT, the City of Boston, and the 

MBTA to develop travel demand and trip 

generation characteristics in light of the 

difficulty in adequately modeling the transit 

trip generation and trip assignments for the 

project. The City of Boston’s mode split data 

for this section of the city should be compared 

to the ITE values to better estimate the share 

of trips accomplished by walking, bicycling, 

and transit use. 

Please refer to Section 4.3.1 and Appendix F for a 

summary of average Saturday and weekday traffic 

volumes. Please refer to Section 4.5 for a summary of the 

Project generated vehicle trips methodology and results 

and for details of pass-by and internal capture trip 

reductions. Please refer to Section 4.5.9 for details of 

Project trip distribution methodology. Please refer to 

Sections 4.3.10, 4.4 and 4.6 for details of the traffic 

analysis under Existing, No Build and Build conditions, 

respectively, with the I-90 ramp closed as well as open 

for the future year conditions. Details of travel demand 

and trip generation were developed in coordination with 

MassDOT, BTD, and the MBTA. Please refer to Section 

4.5.4 for details of mode splits, which were established in 

consultation with MassDOT and BTD.  

1.29 

The DEIR should fully document how the trip 

generation estimates and trip assignments 

were derived. If appropriate, the study area 

defined below should be modified on the basis 

of these results. 

Please refer to Section 4.5 for a summary, and to 

Appendix F for detailed worksheets on trip generation 

methodology.  
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1.30 

The TIA study area should include the 

following 32 intersections and roadways: 

• Boylston Street at Clarendon Street; 

• Boylston Street at Berkeley Street; 

• St. James Avenue at Dartmouth Street; 

• St. James Avenue at Trinity Place; 

• St. James Avenue at Clarendon Street; 

• St. James Avenue at Berkeley Street; 

• St. James Avenue at Arlington Street; 

• Huntington Avenue at Exeter Street and 

Stuart Street; 

• Stuart Street at Dartmouth Street; 

• Stuart Street at Trinity Place; 

• Stuart Street at Clarendon Street; 

• Stuart Street at Berkeley Street; 

• Stuart Street at Arlington Street; 

• Clarendon Street at Stanhope Street; 

• Clarendon Street at Back Bay Station; 

• Clarendon Street at the I-90 westbound on-

ramp 

• Columbus Avenue at Dartmouth Street; 

• Columbus Avenue at Clarendon Street; 

• Columbus Avenue at Cahners Place; 

• Columbus Avenue at Berkeley Street; 

• Arlington Street at Marginal Road and the I-

90 on-ramp; 

• Arlington Street at Stuart Street/Columbus 

Avenue; 

• Arlington Street/Herald Street at Tremont 

Street; 

• Herald Street at Albany Street; 

• Albany Street at I-93 southbound on-ramp; 

• Albany Street at Traveler Street; 

• Berkeley Street at Storrow Drive on-ramps; 

• Storrow Drive eastbound off-ramp at 

Clarendon Street; 

• Stuart Street at I-90 westbound off-ramp; 

and 

• Huntington Avenue at Blagden Street/I-90 

westbound on-ramp. 

Please refer to Section 4.3.1 and Figure 4.1, for a 

description of the intersections included in the Project 

study area. The additional intersections MassDOT 

requested were incorporated. 

1.31 

The TIA should include operational analyses 

for the I-90 mainline, including the merge 

sections for the Arlington Street, Clarendon 

Street, and Huntington Avenue on-ramps. The 

TIA should provide comprehensive analyses for 

both the No-Build and Future Build scenarios 

in which the I-90 westbound ramp remains 

open or is permanently closed. 

Please refer to Sections 4.3.10, 4.4.6 and 4.6.3 for details 

of the I-90 mainline under Existing, No-Build and Build 

conditions, respectively. 
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1.32 

The TIA should also include trips that will be 

generated by nearby planned and/or approved 

projects in establishing traffic volumes for the 

future No-Build and Build scenarios. In 

addition, an annual growth factor should be 

applied to existing traffic volumes prior to 

addition project-specific background growth. 

The planning horizon for the TIA should be 

seven years from the filing of the DEIR, with 

the exception of the analyses of the I-90 

westbound on-ramp closure, which should use 

a 20-year planning horizon consistent with 

FHWA requirements. The Proponent should 

consult with MassDOT regarding the modeling 

of impacts to area traffic conditions associated 

with proposed I-90 westbound ramp closure. 

Please refer to Sections 4.4.1 for details of background 

growth including both an annual growth factor and 

specific background projects as identified by BTD and 

BPDA. The planning horizon year for the TIA for the 

Project is based on a 7-year horizon (2023). The planning 

horizon for the potential ramp closure analysis in the IMR 

being prepared separately by MassDOT is based on a 20-

year horizon. Please refer to Section 4.4.3 for a discussion 

of the impacts associated with the proposed I-90 

westbound ramp closure under future (7-year) 

conditions. The Proponent has consulted with MassDOT 

on the modeling of the ramp closure impacts. 

1.33 

The DEIR should characterize existing and 

future traffic operations with capacity analyses 

for the weekday AM and PM and Saturday 

peak hour conditions for all intersections. The 

capacity analyses should be performed for the 

entire build-out including both the Garage 

West Base Scheme and Garage West 

Alternative Scheme which is based on the 

elimination of the I-90 westbound on-ramp. 

Please refer to Chapter 4 for a detailed traffic analysis 

including both the Base Condition where the On-Ramp 

remains open and the Alternate Condition, where it is 

closed. 

1.34 

The DEIR should document the project’s 

impacts to vehicular flow and bus headway at 

the station entrance and consider impacts due 

to the proposed signalized exits. 

The Project does not propose to signalize the Garage exit 

on Clarendon Street. Please refer to Section 4.6 for 

analysis of the Project's impacts to traffic operations at 

the Station entrance on Clarendon Street. Please also 

refer to section 4.10.2 for a description of the Route 39 

Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 for a plan.  

1.35 

The DEIR should depict the peak hour 50th 

(average) and 95th percentile queue lengths 

for each lane group/turning movement at each 

study area intersection for all scenarios. The 

results of this analysis should be provided in a 

tabular format that identifies Existing, No 

Build, Future Build and Future Build with 

Mitigation scenarios for all peak hour 

conditions. The analysis should clearly identify 

any extended queues that would affect vehicle 

movements and identify appropriate 

mitigation. The level of service (LOS) for each 

lane group/turning movement should be 

clearly depicted for each scenario using color 

coded illustrations. 

Please refer to Sections 4.3.8, 4.3.9, 4.4.5 and 4.6.2 for a 

summary of respective queue analyses under existing, no 

build and build conditions. Please refer to Figures 4.17a-

d for Queue analysis illustrations under all analysis 

scenarios. 
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1.36 

The DEIR should include a traffic signal warrant 

study (TSWS) and document the need at any 

intersection where signalization is proposed. 

The DEIR should also identify any locations 

where a left turn lane is proposed and fully 

document the need for the turning lane. 

Please refer to Section 4.7.1 for a description of potential 

signalization at the St. James Avenue/Trinity Place and 

Clarendon Street/Stanhope Street intersections. As 

noted, traffic signal warrants may not be satisfied at 

these locations, and further discussion with BTD is 

necessary to determine if the improvements should be 

considered.      

1.37 

The DEIR should include sufficiently detailed 

conceptual plans (preferably 80-scale) for 

proposed roadway improvements in order to 

verify the feasibility of constructing 

improvements. The plans should show 

proposed lane widths and offsets, layout lines 

and jurisdictions, and land uses adjacent to 

areas where improvements are proposed. 

The proposed roadway improvements described in 

Section 4.7 include traffic signal and operational 

improvements which generally do not call for detailed 

conceptual plans at this stage. Additional information will 

be provided as the design develops further and as the 

Proponent continues to coordinate with the appropriate 

agencies.   

1.38a 

Any proposed mitigation within the state 

highway layout and all internal site circulation 

must be consistent with a Complete Streets 

design approach that provides adequate and 

safe accommodations for all roadway users, 

including bicyclists, pedestrians, and public 

transit riders. Guidance on Complete Streets 

design guidelines is included in the MassDOT 

Project Development and Design Guide. 

Proposed roadway and pedestrian mitigation described 

in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 are located on City of Boston 

Streets rather than within the state highway layout.  

Nonetheless, all improvements will be designed in 

accordance with Complete Streets design approaches.  

Please see Section 3.5 for a detailed discussion on site 

design, including the incorporation of BTD's Complete 

Streets Guidelines. Please see also Figures 3.8a-f for 

public realm plans. Note: the Alternative Scheme does 

propose a new ramp connection to Trinity Place, but it is 

assumed that the State Highway Layout on Trinity Place 

would be extinguished under that scenario.  

1.38b 

I expect the Proponent to consult with the City 

of Boston regarding its Complete Streets 

Initiative and opportunities for incorporating 

“green infrastructure” into the design of streets 

and sidewalks. 

The Proponent has and will continue consult with the 

City of Boston and has incorporated Complete Streets 

design principles in the Project's street and sidewalk 

design. Please refer to Sections 3.5.1 and 3.5.2 and to 

Figures 3.8a-f for more detail.  

1.39 

The DEIR should discuss the rationale for 

determining the number of parking spaces to 

be provided. According to MassDOT, the most 

recent edition of ITE’s Parking Generation 

document should be consulted, but it may not 

effectively predict parking rates for this mixed-

use project. 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a summary of existing and 

proposed parking conditions and Project parking 

demand, including an ITE analysis.  
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1.40a 

The DEIR should include a summary of the 

parking need and supply for comparable 

facilities using multiple data sources, including 

consultation with the Boston Transportation 

Department (BTD). 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a summary of existing and 

proposed parking conditions. 

1.40b 

The DEIR should describe how occupancy of 

parking spaces at these facilities varies during 

the day and identify peak periods of use. 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a summary of existing and 

proposed parking conditions. 

1.41 

…the DEIR should include a detailed transit 

capacity analysis to determine the existing 

conditions and potential impacts of the project 

on the transit system. The analysis should be 

developed in consultation with the MBTA and 

the Central Transportation Planning Staff 

(CTPS). The analysis should be based on the 

existing Orange Line system and any planned 

service enhancements and include projected 

conditions upon completion of individual 

phases and the Full Build. 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis on the 

future capacity of transit services serving the Project Site. 

The Proponent has consulted with the MBTA and CTPS in 

developing this analysis.  

1.42 

The DEIR should address the expected 

additional ridership on the Orange Line and 

the impact of the additional ridership 

throughout the day, including peak periods. 

The DEIR should include tables showing the 

peak period headway and the MBTA’s Policy 

Load and Crush Load Capacity for both 

inbound and outbound directions on the 

Orange Line. The data should be provided for 

future conditions upon completion of project 

phases and the full buildout. This information 

should be shown graphically to indicate the 

project’s added ridership in comparison to 

base ridership and the load capacities. 

Please refer to Section 4.10.1 for a detailed analysis of 

the future capacity of the MBTA Orange Line.  

1.43 

The DEIR should describe existing conditions 

at the station, describe how employees, 

visitors, and residents will access the station, 

identify any measures that may be necessary 

to improve conditions and capacity to address 

increased transit ridership. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's pedestrian realm improvements, to Figures 

3.8a-f for pedestrian realm improvement plans and to 

Figures 3,9a-b for site circulation and access plans. See 

also Section 4.10 for an analysis of future transit capacity. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5. 
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1.44 

The DEIR should include a discussion of the 

ongoing improvements the Proponent is 

implementing at the station as part of its 

management responsibilities and how those 

improvements will accommodate growth in 

the volume of transit riders generated by the 

project and adjacent projects. I note that 

MassDOT intends to initiate public review of 

proposed improvements this year and expect 

this process will inform the DEIR. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5 and Section 4.10 for a detailed transit 

capacity analysis. A public meeting was held on 

September 26, 2016 to present the Station Concourse 

Improvements and MBTA track-level ventilation project 

and to receive community feedback. This same 

information was also presented to the CAC on October 6, 

2016. 

1.45a 

The DEIR should provide a detailed analysis of 

the project’s impact to the MBTA bus network 

that serves the site, including Routes 10, 39, 

and 170. The DEIR should review the capacity 

of bus service to the site under existing 

conditions and upon completion of the 

project, taking into account other projects in 

the vicinity that are under construction or 

planned.  

Please refer to Section 4.10.2 for a detailed analysis of 

the future capacity of MBTA bus service serving the 

Project Site.  

1.45b 

The DEIR should evaluate options for 

relocating the Route 39 terminus and identify 

the potential impacts to service. 

Please refer to section 4.10.2 for a description of the 

Route 39 Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 for 

a plan. 

1.45c 

The Proponent should provide the analysis of 

impacts to bus service requested in MassDOT’s 

comment letter. 

Please refer to Section 4.10.2 for a detailed analysis of 

the future capacity of MBTA bus service serving the 

Project Site.  

1.46a 

The DEIR should provide an inventory of 

pedestrian and bicycle facilities inventory of 

pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the study 

area and bicycle network in the vicinity of the 

project as requested in MassDOT’s comment 

letter. The inventory should document the 

width and condition of sidewalks and 

crosswalks, bikeway types, bikeway widths, and 

number and speed of bicyclists. Travel routes 

of bicyclists through the area should be 

identified and evaluated in terms of safety and 

origin-destination of potential employees and 

residents of the project site.  

Please refer to Section 4.3.3 for a summary of existing 

bicycle facilities near the Project Site, to Section 4.11 for 

a complete discussion of the Project's proposed bicycle 

accommodations and to Figure 4.22 for the proposed 

bicycle parking plan. Please refer to Section 4.12 for 

descriptions of existing sidewalk conditions and 

proposed improvements as a result of the Project. Please 

also refer to Section 3.5.1 and Figures 3.8a-f for a 

description of pedestrian realm improvements.   
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1.46b 

The DEIR should identify measures for 

improving deficient pedestrian and bicycle 

facilities in the area and expanding or adding 

new bicycle routes.  

Please refer to Sections 3.5 and 4.12 and Figures 3.8a-f 

for a description proposed pedestrian realm 

improvements as a result of the Project. Please refer to 

Section 4.11 and Figure 4.22 for details on proposed 

bicycle parking and infrastructure improvements.  

1.46c 

The DEIR should quantify the capacity of 

sidewalks and bicycle facilities adjacent to the 

project site and identify any impacts or 

improvements on pedestrian and bicycle 

passage that are related to the project. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's public realm improvements, to Section 3.5.2 

for an analysis of proposed sidewalk widths and to 

Figures 3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans. Please 

also refer to Figure 4.22 for proposed bicycle parking and 

infrastructure improvements. 

1.47 

The DEIR should discuss the pedestrian 

bridges in the context of overall pedestrian 

circulation in the area and provide more detail 

about potential locations and designs of the 

bridges. 

Please refer to Section 3.4.1 for a discussion of the Trinity 

Place and Stuart Street bridges and to Figures 3.2h-i. The 

Proponent notes that there are three such bridges in the 

immediate vicinity of the Project, each providing an 

important weather-protected and accessible connection 

across the busy thoroughfare of Stuart Street.  

1.48 

The DEIR should include a pedestrian impact 

analysis to determine the quality of service 

provided to pedestrians at intersections and 

pedestrian facilities in the vicinity of the 

project site. The analysis should provide a 

pedestrian LOS for each intersection and 

crosswalk under the Existing, No Build, and 

Build conditions, for the Garage West Base 

Scheme, Garage West Alternative Scheme, and 

version of the Garage West Alternative Scheme 

that does not include a garage exit onto 

Dartmouth Street. The pedestrian impact 

analysis should be prepared using 

methodologies described in the most recent 

edition of the Highway Capacity Manual. 

Please refer to Section 4.12 for details of the pedestrian 

impact and LOS analysis. 

1.49 

The TDM plan should seek to maximize the use 

of pedestrian and bicycle facilities, offer 

incentives for using public transportation, and 

encourage the use of low-emissions vehicles. 

Please refer to Section 4.13.2 for a summary of proposed 

TDM measures.  
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1.50 

The Proponent should consider implementing 

the following measures: 

•   Designation of a full-time on-site TDM 

coordinator; 

•   Provision of commuter information for 

employees and visitors; 

•   Bicycle and pedestrian improvements within 

the project site and connections to adjacent 

streets, public transportations, and other 

destinations; 

•   Participation in programs providing 

alternative transportation; 

•   Participation in available fixed-route transit 

services that are or will become available in the 

vicinity; 

•   Subsidized passes for residents; 

•   Support for ride-sharing 

matching/carpooling through the active 

promotion of NuRide, the Commonwealth’s 

web-based trip planning and ride-matching 

system that allows users to earn rewards for 

taking greener trips; 

•   Provide an appropriate number of parking 

spaces for a car-sharing program; 

•   Provide preferential parking for low-

emission vehicles; 

•   Installing on-site electric vehicle (EV) and 

solar-powered EV charging stations; 

•   Implement a five-year monitoring program 

to determine the effectiveness of the TDM 

program, on an iterative basis; 

•   Organize carpools/vanpools to nearby 

employment, retail, and health care centers; 

•   Provide indoor, secure bicycle parking; and 

•   Consult with MassRIDES, the 

Commonwealth’s Travel Options provider, to 

help implement the program. 

Please refer to Section 4.13.2 for a summary of proposed 

TDM measures.  

1.51 

•   The Proponent should consult with 

MassRIDES and A Better City Transportation 

Management Association (TMA) to discuss 

specific measures that have been successful in 

reducing trip generation for similar projects in 

Boston. 

The Proponent has met with A Better City TMA and will 

meet with MassRIDES to discuss TDM measures and 

identify any additional measures which have been 

successful in limiting SOV trips. Please refer to Section 

4.13.1 for a summary of proposed TDM measures.  
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1.52 

According to MassDOT, the Proponent will be 

required to conduct annual traffic monitoring 

for a period of five years. The goal of the 

monitoring program is to evaluate the 

transportation-related assumptions made in 

the DEIR, the adequacy of mitigation 

measures, and the effectiveness of the TDM 

program. The monitoring program will include: 

•   Simultaneous automatic traffic recorder 

(ATR) counts at each garage entrance for a 

continuous 24-hour period on a typical 

weekday and Saturday; 

•   Travel survey of employees, patrons, and 

residents of the site; 

•   Weekday AM and PM peak hour turning 

movement counts (TMC) and operations 

analysis at mitigated intersections, including 

the garage entrances; and 

•   An update on TDM effectiveness and transit 

ridership. 

Please refer to Section 4.13.3 for a description of the 

proposed Transportation Monitoring Program for the 

Project, which will be developed in coordination with 

MassDOT and BTD. 

1.53 

The DEIR should include an analysis of GHG 

emissions and mitigation measures in 

accordance with the standard requirements of 

this Policy. The Policy requires Proponents to 

quantify carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions and 

identify measures to avoid, minimize or 

mitigate such emissions. The analysis should 

quantify the direct and indirect CO2 emissions 

of the project's energy use (stationary sources) 

and transportation-related emissions (mobile 

sources). Direct emissions include on-site 

stationary sources, which typically emit GHGs 

by burning fossil fuel for heat, hot water, 

steam and other processes. Indirect emissions 

result from the consumption of energy, such as 

electricity, that is generated off-site by burning 

of fossil fuels, and from emissions from 

vehicles used by employees, vendors, 

customers and others. 

Please refer to Section 5.4 for a summary of energy and 

GHG modeling outputs, including mitigation measures. 

Please see also Appendix H for a preliminary energy 

model report for each Project Component.  Please also 

refer to Section 9.3, for an overview of the proposed 

mitigation measures taken by the Project.  
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1.54 

The DEIR should identify and commit to 

mitigation measures to avoid and minimize 

GHG emissions. The Proponent should refer to 

the Policy for additional guidance on the GHG 

analysis. MEPA, MassDEP and the Department 

of Energy Resources (DOER) staff are available 

to assist with these efforts and the Proponent 

should consult with them regarding the 

analysis prior to submission of the DEIR. 

Please refer to Section 5.4 for a summary of energy and 

GHG modeling outputs, including mitigation measures. 

Please see also Appendix H for a preliminary energy 

model report for each Project Component.  Please also 

refer to Section 9.3, for an overview of the proposed 

mitigation measures taken by the Project.  

1.55 

I strongly encourage the Proponent to explore 

the availability of financial incentives offered 

by utility companies to help implement energy 

efficiency measures that would reduce GHG 

emissions. These incentives may be 

performance-based and tied to power and fuel 

avoided compared to a building designed to 

Building Code requirements. Incentives may 

also be available to offset design charrette and 

energy modeling costs. 

Noted, please refer to Section 5.4.4 for a discussion of 

the Project's approach to incorporating utility and energy 

efficiency incentives and current status of energy 

efficiency assistance with the utility providers.  

1.56 

I note that the City of Boston is a designated 

Green Community. As such, the City has 

adopted the Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ 

Stretch Energy Code (SC). Therefore, the 

project will be required to meet the applicable 

version of the Stretch Code in effect at the 

time of construction. 

Noted, per Section 5.2.3, the Project will comply with the 

applicable Stretch Energy Code. Please refer to Section 

5.4.1 for estimated EUIs and Stretch Code energy savings. 

Please see also Appendix H for a preliminary energy 

model report for each Project Component. 

1.57 

The DEIR should include a GHG emissions 

analysis that calculates and compares GHG 

emissions from: (1) a Base Case corresponding 

to the current Massachusetts Building Code 

and (2) a Preferred Alternative that achieves 

greater reductions in energy use and GHG 

emissions than required by the Building Code. 

The GHG analysis should model energy use, 

emissions, and mitigation measures associated 

with the project in accordance with the GHG 

Policy and the Department of Energy 

Resource’s (DOER) comment letter. 

Please refer to Section 5.4 for a summary of energy and 

GHG modeling outputs, including mitigation measures. 

Please see also Appendix H for a preliminary energy 

model report for each Project Component.  Please also 

refer to Section 9.3, for an overview of the proposed 

mitigation measures taken by the Project.  
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1.58a 

The GHG analysis should clearly demonstrate 

consistency with the objectives of MEPA 

review, one of which is to document the means 

by which Damage to the Environment can be 

avoided, minimized and mitigated to the 

maximum extent feasible. The Proponent 

should identify the model used to analyze 

GHG emissions, clearly state modeling 

assumptions, explicitly note which GHG 

reduction measures have been modeled, and 

identify whether certain building design or 

operational GHG reduction measures will be 

mandated by the Proponent to future 

occupants or merely encouraged for adoption 

and implementation. The DEIR should include 

the modeling printout for each alternative and 

emission tables that compare base case 

emissions in tons per year (tpy) with the 

Preferred Alternative showing the anticipated 

reduction in tpy and percentage by emissions 

source (direct, indirect and transportation). 

Other tables and graphs may also be included 

to convey the GHG emissions and potential 

reductions associated with various mitigation 

measures as necessary.  

Please refer to Section 5.4 and 9.3 for Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions Assessment methodology, results, and the 

mitigation measures that are being proposed. Modeling 

printouts of the energy analysis will be provided directly 

to DOER. 

1.58b 

The DEIR should provide the information and 

formatted tables requested in the DOER 

comment letter. 

Please refer to Section 5.4 for all energy analysis and 

GHG results. Tables have been formatted to include the 

information requested by DOER. 

1.59 

The DEIR should present an evaluation of 

mitigation measures identified in the GHG 

Policy Appendix 

Please refer to Section 5.4 for a summary of energy and 

GHG modeling outputs, including mitigation measures. 

Please see also Appendix H for a preliminary energy 

model report for each Project Component. Please also 

refer to Section 9.2 for an overview of the proposed 

mitigation measures taken by the Project.  

1.60 

The DEIR should explain, in reasonable detail, 

why certain measures, which could provide 

significant GHG reductions, were not selected 

– either because it is not applicable to the 

project or is considered technically or 

financially infeasible. 

Please refer to Section 5.4 and 9.3 of the DPIR/DEIR for 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment and the 

mitigation measures that are being proposed and an 

explanation for those that were determined to be 

infeasible. 
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1.61 

The DEIR should assess the feasibility of the 

following mitigation measures: 

•   Minimize energy use through building 

orientation and evaluate its impacts on energy 

usage, including solar gain, day-lighting and 

viability of solar photovoltaic (PV) systems; 

•   Use of high-albedo roofing materials; 

•   Install high-efficiency HVAC systems and 

adequate numbers of thermal zones to 

support temperature controls; 

•   Reduce energy use through peak shaving or 

load shifting strategies; 

•   Maximize interior day-lighting through 

floor-plates, increased building perimeter and 

use of skylights, clerestories and light wells; 

•   Incorporate window glazing to balance and 

optimize daylighting, heat loss and solar heat 

gain performance; 

•   Incorporate roof and wall insulation to 

minimize heat loss and minimize uncontrolled 

infiltration through the building envelope; 

•   Incorporate lighting motion sensors, climate 

control and building energy management 

systems; 

•   Install energy efficient LED lighting, both 

exterior and interior; 

•   Evaluate additional measures to reduce 

project plug loads, including the use of more 

efficient equipment (such as Energy Star), 

consider energy consumption as a factor in the 

selection of special equipment, and consider 

power management techniques; 

•   Use of combined heat and power (CHP) 

units for the residential component of the 

project; 

•   Develop a tenant manual to encourage 

energy and water conservation, recycling, and 

use of Energy Star rated appliances to reduce 

plug loads; and 

•  Consider the development of a “green lease” 

program whereby tenants agree to pay the 

landlord recovery costs for energy efficiency 

improvements based on predicted cost savings 

to the tenant. 

Please refer to Section 5.4 for a summary of energy and 

GHG modeling outputs, including mitigation measures. 

Please see also Appendix H for a preliminary energy 

model report for each Project Component.  Please also 

refer to Section 9.3 for an overview of the proposed 

mitigation measures taken by the Project.  

1.62 

The DEIR should include an analysis of at least 

three wall/fenestration scenarios, including the 

use of spandrels, which exceed minimum 

Building Code specifications. 

Please refer to Section 5.4.2 for a discussion of 

alternative building envelopes. Please see also Appendix 

H for a preliminary energy model report and the 

alternative building envelope analysis for each Project 

Component. 
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1.63 

At a minimum, the DEIR should analyze the 

feasibility of employing solar photovoltaic (PV), 

solar hot water, CHP systems, and document 

the expected energy savings and reduction in 

GHG emissions from each generating 

technology. The Proponent should consider 

the use of one or more CHP systems for this 

project. Beyond providing efficient power for 

lighting and heating, CHP can also create 

greater reliability for electricity, greater control 

over uncertainties associated with energy 

prices, and produce off-grid power in the 

event of a black-out. I encourage the 

Proponent to consult with DOER regarding this 

analysis to ensure that the analysis accurately 

reflects the benefits of CHP. 

Please refer to Section 5.4.3 for the On-Site Clean and 

Renewable Energy Analysis. 

1.64 

The solar feasibility analysis should consider 

solar PV for both a first-party and a third-party 

ownership structure. The Proponent should 

contact the MEPA office for recently updated 

data on solar installation costs and a solar 

financial modeling spreadsheet. The analysis 

should: 

•    Estimate available roof area (excluding 

areas dedicated for mechanical equipment) or 

ground space for solar panel installation; 

•    State the assumed panel efficiency; 

•    Estimate electrical or thermal output of the 

potential system; and 

•    Estimate annual GHG reductions due to the 

use of renewable energy versus electricity or 

natural gas. 

Please refer to Section 5.4.3 for the On-Site Clean and 

Renewable Energy Analysis. 
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1.65 

For those projects that choose not to 

implement the use of solar in conjunction with 

the project, the analysis should include: 

•   A commitment to construct the project as 

“solar-ready”. At a minimum, this commitment 

should include design of a structure capable of 

supporting solar-related infrastructure. Such a 

commitment may also include provision of 

interconnection and inverter equipment, or 

other design features to facilitate future solar 

installations. 

•   Completion of cost analysis to determine 

the overall financial feasibility of installation of 

solar, including potential payback periods for 

first-party and third-party ownership systems. 

•    Discussion of potential environmental 

constraints (shading, presence of wetlands, 

etc.) limiting the application of solar on-site. 

Please refer to Section 5.4.3 for the On-Site Clean and 

Renewable Energy Analysis. 

1.66 

I encourage the Proponent to consider design 

options that will allow for cost-effective 

integration of efficiency or renewable energy 

measures in the future when such measures 

may become more financially or technically 

feasible. 

Please refer to Section 5.4.3 for the On-Site Clean and 

Renewable Energy Analysis and to Section 5.4.4 for a 

summary of building energy efficiency measures. 

1.67 

The Proponent should thoroughly explore 

means to improve traffic operations and 

minimize overall single occupancy vehicle trips. 

Please refer to Section 4.7 for a description of potential 

traffic operations improvements, and to Section 4.13.2 

for a summary of proposed TDM measures.  

1.68 

The DEIR should also review measures to 

promote the use of low-emissions vehicles, 

including installing EV charging stations and 

providing designated parking spaces for these 

vehicles. The Build with Mitigation model 

should incorporate roadway improvements 

and TDM measures to be implemented by the 

Proponent. 

The LEED checklists provided for the Project indicate SS 

Credit 4.3 will be achieved which includes provision of 

electric vehicle charging stations and preferred parking 

for low-emitting and fuel efficient vehicles. Refer to 

Section 5.5 and the LEED narratives provided in Appendix 

G. Please also refer to Section 6.6.2 for results of the 

microscale air quality analysis and to Section 6.6.3 for 

results of the mesoscale air quality analysis. The Build 

with Mitigation conditions include all planned 

transportation improvements, including the TDM 

measures. 
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1.69 

The DEIR should include a commitment to 

provide a self-certification to the MEPA Office 

at the completion of the project. It should be 

signed by an appropriate professional (e.g. 

engineer, architect, transportation planner, 

general contractor) indicating that all of the 

GHG mitigation measures, or equivalent 

measures that are designed to collectively 

achieve identified reductions in stationary 

source GHG emission and transportation-

related measures, have been incorporated into 

the project. 

The Proponent confirms this commitment. Please refer to 

Section 9.8.6 for the Draft Stationary Source GHG 

Emissions Self-Certification.  

1.70 

In accordance with the State Implementation 

Plan (SIP) for ozone attainment, the proponent 

must conduct an indirect source review 

analysis. This analysis should be conducted in 

accordance with MassDEP Guidelines for 

Performing Mesoscale Analysis of Indirect 

Sources. The proponent should consult with 

MassDEP for guidance and for confirmation of 

the appropriate study areas. 

Please refer to Section 6.6.3 for the mesoscale air quality 

analysis, including the planned transportation mitigation 

measures. 

1.71 

The analysis should model emissions under No 

Build and Build conditions. If VOC emissions 

are greater than the No Build scenario, the 

proponent must provide measures to mitigate 

this impact, including a TDM Program. 

Please refer to Section 6.6.3 for the mesoscale air quality 

analysis, including the planned transportation mitigation 

measures. 

1.72 

I encourage the proponent to incorporate 

measures to enhance indoor air quality, 

including the installation of High-Efficiency 

Particulate Air (HEPA) filters into the heating, 

ventilating, and air conditioning (HVAC) 

system. Additionally, I recommend that the 

Proponent locate air intakes as far away as 

possible from sources of pollutants. 

As described in Section 5.3.2 the Project will promote 

good indoor air quality through demand controlled 

ventilation and use of interior finish materials that are 

low-emitting and/or do not off-gas VOCs. The Project 

will balance air filtration with energy efficiency to find an 

optimal solution. Air intake locations will be evaluated to 

reduce occupant pollutant exposure.  

1.73 

The DEIR should provide an analysis of 

potential effects of climate change that could 

affect the project and identify and describe 

resiliency measures that will be incorporated 

into the project design, including any resiliency 

measures to be incorporated into the station 

upgrade. 

Please refer to Section 5.5 and the Preparedness and 

Resiliency Checklist provided in Appendix J. Additionally, 

the Proponent has met with the MBTA's Climate Change 

Resiliency Specialist, Marybeth Riley-Gilbert, to discuss 

efforts the T is taking with regards to resilience at Back 

Bay Station, see Section 5.5.3. 
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1.74 

I urge the Proponent to consider any 

additional design features that may provide 

resiliency and support adaptation under future 

climate scenarios. 

Please refer to Section 5.5 and the Preparedness and 

Resiliency Checklist provided in Appendix J. Additionally, 

the Proponent has met with the MBTA's Climate Change 

Resiliency Specialist, Marybeth Riley-Gilbert, to discuss 

efforts the T is taking with regards to resilience at Back 

Bay Station, see Section 5.5.3. 

1.75 

The DEIR should discuss sustainable design 

features of the project. Article 37 of the Boston 

Zoning Code requires that the project be 

certifiable by the U.S. Green Building Council’s 

Leadership in Energy and Environmental 

Design program. The PNF included an outline 

of measures the project will implement that 

are creditable toward LEED certification. The 

DEIR should include a full evaluation of 

sustainable design elements for the buildings 

and exterior site areas, including measures 

identified in the LEED rating system. The DEIR 

should also describe how the project will use 

recycled building materials and incorporate 

recycling and source reduction. 

Please refer to Section 5.3.2 for a detailed description of 

the Project's sustainability strategies and plan for 

compliance with Article 37. See also Section 5.4.4 for a 

description of ECMs incorporated into the energy 

models. As described in Section 5.3.3, Appendix G and 

Figures 5.1a-d, the Project will be LEED certified and 

incorporates a holistic approach to sustainability that 

promotes livability and economic development, while 

also mitigating the external impacts related to energy, 

emissions, water consumption, and waste production. 

1.76 

The project is located in the City of Boston’s 

GCOD. The project must therefore undertake 

measures to infiltrate stormwater runoff to 

replenish groundwater. 

Please refer to Section 7.4.3 for a summary of the 

Project's compliance with GCOD infiltration standards 

and requirements. 

1.77 

The DEIR should provide details about 

infiltration methods included in the 

stormwater management design and any 

necessary data and analysis to document the 

extent to which the project will meet the 

GCOD infiltration standard. 

Please refer to Section 7.4 for details on the Project's 

intended stormwater management strategies, including 

compliance with the City's Groundwater Conservation 

Overlay District. 

1.78a 

The DEIR should identify stormwater modeling 

assumptions, detail the proposed stormwater 

management system, and provide supporting 

documentation or data to demonstrate that it 

will comply with the SMS and BWSC standards.  

Please refer to Section 7.4.2 for a summary of the 

proposed stormwater and drainage conditions for each 

Project Component. 

1.78b 

The DEIR should describe the proposed 

management system and include calculations, 

plans at a readable scale, and design details for 

Best Management Practices (BMPs). 

Please refer to Section 7.4.2 for a summary of the 

proposed stormwater and drainage conditions for each 

Project Component. 
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1.78c 

The DEIR should identify specific BMPs for the 

parking garage to mitigate stormwater runoff, 

in particular oil separators or similar BMPs. 

Please refer to Section 7.4.2 for a summary of the 

proposed stormwater and drainage conditions for each 

Project Component. 

1.79 

The DEIR should identify BMPs and low impact 

development measures to maximize 

groundwater recharge. 

Please refer to Section 7.4.2 for a summary of the 

proposed stormwater and drainage conditions for each 

Project Component and to Section 7.4.3 for a detailed 

description of the Project's intended compliance with the 

City's Groundwater Conservation Overlay District. 

1.80 

The DEIR should provide sufficient detail to 

demonstrate that the stormwater management 

system will meet the Charles River TMDLs 

requirements for phosphorous and pathogens. 

The Proponent will submit a Stormwater Pollution 

Prevention Plan that includes a stormwater management 

plan in compliance with MassDEP Stormwater 

Management Standards. Please refer to Section 7.4.2 for 

a summary of the proposed stormwater and drainage 

conditions for each Project Component. 

1.81 

The DEIR should tabulate wastewater 

generation and water consumption by use, 

including estimates of peak and continuous 

maximum water demand for each proposed 

use and for landscape irrigation and air 

conditioning make-up water. The DEIR should 

include information provided in the PNF 

concerning the existing and proposed water 

and wastewater systems on site and in the 

BWSC system. 

Please refer to Table 7-1 and 7-2 in Section 7.5.2 for a 

summary of existing and proposed wastewater 

generation rates.  

1.82 

The DEIR should analyze flow pressure and/or 

existing capacity of the BWSC water and sewer 

system that serve the site. 

The Proponent has confirmed with BWSC that this will be 

addressed during the Site Plan approval process. 

1.83 

The DEIR should describe the location and size 

of infrastructure, connections to the BWSC 

water and sewer systems, and the path and 

ultimate disposal of wastewater from the site. 

Please see Chapter 7 for an analysis of existing 

infrastructure and proposed connections. The Proponent 

has confirmed with BWSC that this will be reviewed in 

detail during the Site Plan approval process. 

1.84 

The DEIR should identify and describe water 

conservation measures that will be 

incorporated into design and operations. 

Please refer to Section 5.3.2 for a description of the 

Project's water conservation strategies. 
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1.85 

At a minimum, the DEIR should review the 

feasibility of installing low-flow fixtures and 

using rainwater or gray water for irrigation and 

other purposes. 

Please refer to Section 5.3.2 for a description of the 

Project's water conservation strategies. 

1.86 

The DEIR should include a commitment to I/I 

removal and identify any mitigation projects or 

monetary contribution by the Proponent. The 

Proponent should consult with BWSC to 

identify appropriate I/I mitigation in 

connection with this project. 

As discussed in Section 7.5.4, the Proponent will comply 

with the MassDEP infiltration/inflow (I/I) removal policy 

and develop an I/I mitigation plan in coordination with 

BWSC. 

1.87 

As requested in MHC’s letter, the DEIR should 

include a historic resources assessment of 

historic properties within a quarter-mile of the 

project site. The DEIR should include 

pedestrian-level perspectives of the project 

from nearby historic resources to assist MHC in 

evaluating the effect of the project’s size, scale 

and massing will have in these resources. The 

DEIR should include the shadow impact 

analysis with illustrations of the shadows on 

the facades of historic buildings. The DEIR 

should include the results of a quantitative 

wind tunnel analysis, document the project’s 

effect on pedestrian-level wind conditions, and 

identify any necessary mitigation measures. 

Please refer to Sections 8.2.1 and 8.2.2 for a detailed 

historic resources assessment within and near the Project 

Site and to Figures 8.2a-j for pedestrian-level views from 

area historic resources. Please refer to Section 8.3 for 

analysis of the Project's urban design, and potential wind, 

shadow, and geotechnical impacts on historic resources. 

 

All shadow impacts have been minimized to the 

maximum extent practicable to avoid any noticeable 

effect on pedestrian use patterns, including no more 

than two hours of shadow on Copley Square between 

8am to 2:30pm on any given day from March 21 to 

October 21, as specified in the Stuart Street Zoning 

District regulations. The results of the shadow analysis 

are provided in Section 6.3. 

1.88 
The DEIR should characterize the solid waste 

expected to be generated by the project. 

Please refer to Sections 5.3.2 and 5.4.4 for a discussion of 

the Project's waste reduction strategies. The LEED 

checklists provided in Appendix G demonstrates a 

commitment to recycling and/or salvaging at least 75 

percent of nonhazardous construction and demolition 

waste.  

1.89 

The DEIR should indicate whether any 

proposed uses may be subject to the waste 

ban and how it may dispose of its organic 

waste. 

Future commercial tenants that produce one more tons 

of food waste per week will comply with the organic 

waste ban.  

1.90 

The DEIR should describe measures to reduce 

and recycle organic and other wastes through 

waste diversion and recycling programs. 

Please refer to Sections 5.3.2 and 5.4.4 for a discussion of 

the Project's waste reduction strategies. The LEED 

checklists provided in Appendix G demonstrates a 

commitment to recycling and/or salvaging at least 75 

percent of nonhazardous construction and demolition 

waste.  
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1.91 

The Proponent should refer to MassDEP’s 

comment letter for additional information and 

links to web sites providing technical 

assistance. 

Comment noted.  

1.92 

The DEIR should identify the schedule for 

construction of various elements and phases. It 

should identify construction-period impacts 

and mitigation relative to noise, air quality, 

water quality, and traffic, including pedestrians, 

bicyclists and transit riders. 

Please refer to Section 1.4.8 for a description of the 

Project phases and an evaluation of phasing scenarios. 

Please refer to Section 6.11 for a discussion of temporary 

construction impacts and planned mitigation measures. 

1.93 

The DEIR should document any contaminated 

soil or groundwater regulated under the 

Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) and 

describe remediation and mitigation measures 

if necessary. 

As discussed in Section 6.9, the Proponent will be 

conducting testing to characterize and classify the soil to 

be generated from foundation spoils, for off-site removal 

to appropriate facilities. Materials excavated during 

construction of the Project will be managed in 

accordance with applicable regulatory requirements 

including, if necessary, a Release Abatement Measure 

(“RAM”) Plan under the MCP. See also Section 6.10.1 

through 6.10.3 for a discussion of soil material and 

groundwater management during construction. 

1.94 

The DEIR should confirm that the project will 

require its construction contractors to use 

Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel fuel, and discuss the 

use of after-engine emissions controls, such as 

oxidation catalysts or diesel particulate filters. 

All equipment utilized on the Project Site will be Tier 4 

compliant and required to use only Ultra Low Sulfur 

Diesel. Please refer to Section 6.11.7 for a summary of 

proposed temporary air quality mitigation measures to 

be implemented during construction activities.  

1.95 

The DEIR should provide drafts of the 

Construction Management Plan (CMP) and 

Transportation Access Plan Agreement (TAPA) 

and specifically identify construction period 

impacts to public access to transit, including 

bus routes and stops. 

Please refer to Sections 4.13.4 and 4.13.5 for a discussion 

of the Project's CMP and TAPA. Drafts of these 

documents will be submitted to the appropriate agencies 

once more information is known regarding the Project's 

timing and phasing. 

1.96 

The DEIR should identify measures to be taken 

during the construction of each phase to 

ensure safe and convenient passage for transit 

riders between Orange Line and Amtrak 

facilities and the project site. 

Detailed Construction Management Plans (CMP) will be 

developed at the appropriate time for each Project 

Component once the phasing plan is known. As 

discussed in Section 4.13.4, further clarity is needed on 

key elements such as start date, construction duration, 

and other active construction sites in the area at the time 

of each Project Component’s commencement. 
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1.97 

The DEIR should review any additional 

coordination with the City of Boston, MBTA, 

MassDOT, and other project Proponents that 

may be warranted to coordinate construction 

schedules and develop mitigation measures 

necessary to minimize construction-period 

impacts. 

Detailed Construction Management Plans (CMP) will be 

developed at the appropriate time for each Project 

Component once the phasing plan is known. As 

discussed in Section 4.13.4, further clarity is needed on 

key elements such as start date, construction duration, 

and other active construction sites in the area at the time 

of each Project Component’s commencement. 

1.98 

The DEIR should provide more information 

regarding the project’s generation, handling, 

recycling, and disposal of construction and 

demolition debris (C&D) and identify measures 

to reduce solid waste generated by the project. 

I strongly encourage the Proponent to commit 

to C&D recycling activities as a sustainable 

measure for the project. 

Please refer to Sections 5.3.2 and 5.4.4 for a discussion of 

the Project's C&D waste reduction strategies. A 

Construction Waste Management Plan (CWMP) will be 

developed and implemented by the construction 

manager with the goal to divert as much demolition 

debris and construction waste from area landfills as 

possible, with a targeted minimum diversion rate of 75 

percent.  

1.99 

The Proponent should consult the MassDEP 

comment letter with regard to regulatory 

requirements and potential mitigation 

measures for the removal, handling, and 

disposal of asbestos containing material (ACM) 

and other demolition debris during the 

construction period. The Proponent is 

reminded that any contaminated material 

encountered during construction must be 

managed in accordance with the MCP and with 

prior notification to MassDEP. 

Noted, all code and applicable laws and regulations will 

be followed and MassDEP will be notified as necessary. A 

licensed asbestos abatement contractor will be hired if 

abatement is required. Please refer to section 6.9 for 

additional information on hazardous material handling. 

1.100 

The DEIR should describe potential 

construction period dewatering requirements, 

discuss how dewatering will be conducted in a 

manner consistent with MWRA, MassDEP 

and/or BWSC regulations/guidelines, and 

identify any necessary permits. The draft CMP 

should include appropriate erosion and 

sedimentation control BMPs. I encourage the 

Proponent to adopt erosion and 

sedimentation controls consistent with a 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan prepared 

in accordance with the NPDES Construction 

General Permit requirements. 

All code and applicable laws and regulations will be 

followed and permits obtained as necessary. Please refer 

to Section 6.10.1 through 6.10.2 of potential dewatering 

during construction. Please refer to Section 1.6.4 and 

Table 1-3 for a list of anticipated permits and approvals 

for the Project. 
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1.101 

The DEIR should include detailed information 

describing the nature of the tidelands affected 

by the project and the public benefit of the 

project. 

Please see Section 1.5 for a summary of public benefits 

the Project will deliver, Chapter 3 for a detailed 

discussion of the public realm improvements, Chapter 4 

for Transportation and Parking impacts, Chapter 5 for 

Sustainability and GHG assessment, Chapter 6 for 

Environmental impacts, Chapter 7 for Infrastructure 

impacts and Chapter 8 for impacts to Historic Resources. 

  

1.102 

The DEIR should discuss the impact of the 

project on abutters and the surrounding 

community, including effects of wind and 

shadow, enhancement to the property, and 

benefits to the public trust rights in tidelands 

and other rights. 

Please refer to Chapter 6 which provides details on the 

Project-related impacts and discusses steps that will be 

taken to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate adverse effects. 

Please see Section 1.5 for a summary of the Project's 

public benefits.  

1.103 

The DEIR should identify benefits of the 

project provided through municipal permits, 

community activities on the site, 

environmental protection and preservation, 

public health and safety, and the general 

welfare. 

Please refer to Section 1.5 for a detailed summary of the 

Project's public benefits. 

1.104 

The DEIR should include a separate chapter 

summarizing proposed mitigation measures. 

This chapter should also include draft Section 

61 Findings for each permit to be issued by 

State Agencies. The DEIR should contain clear 

commitments to implement these mitigation 

measures, estimate the individual costs of each 

proposed measure, identify the parties 

responsible for implementation, and a 

schedule for implementation. The DEIR should 

clearly indicate which mitigation measures will 

be constructed or implemented based upon 

project phasing, either tying mitigation 

commitments to overall project square 

footage/phase or environmental impact 

thresholds, to ensure that measures are in 

place to mitigate the anticipated impact 

associated with each development phase. 

Please refer to Chapter 9 for a summary of proposed 

mitigation by Project Component and Draft Section 61 

Findings. Please note, project-related impacts, proposed 

mitigation and anticipated phasing is discussed 

throughout the document. 
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1.105 

The DEIR should contain a copy of this 

Certificate and a copy of each comment letter 

received. In order to ensure that the issues 

raised by commenters are addressed, the DEIR 

should include direct responses to comments 

to the extent that they are within MEPA 

jurisdiction. This directive is not intended to, 

and shall not be construed to, enlarge the 

Scope of the DEIR beyond what has been 

expressly identified in this certificate. 

Please refer to Chapter 10 (ENF Response to Comments) 

and Chapter 11 (PNF Response to Comments), as well as 

Appendices M and N for a copy of each comment letter 

received on the ENF and PNF.  

1.106 

The Proponent should circulate the DEIR to 

those parties who commented on the ENF, to 

any State Agencies from which the Proponent 

will seek permits or approvals, and to any 

parties specified in section 11.16 of the MEPA 

regulations. Per 301 CMR 11.16(5), the 

Proponent may circulate copies of the EIR to 

commenters in CD-ROM format or by directing 

commenters to a project website address. 

However, the Proponent must make a 

reasonable number of hard copies available to 

accommodate those without convenient 

access to a computer and distribute these 

upon request on a first-come, first-served 

basis. The Proponent should send 

correspondence accompanying the CD-ROM 

or website address indicating that hard copies 

are available upon request, noting relevant 

comment deadlines, and appropriate 

addresses for submission of comments. The 

DEIR submitted to the MEPA office should 

include a digital copy of the complete 

document. A copy of the DEIR should be made 

available for review at the Boston Public 

Library. 

Noted. Please refer to Appendix A for a copy of the 

DEIR/DPIR Distribution List.  
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Letter 2 Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection  

2.1 

Under the terms of the new regulations at 314 

CMR 12.04(2)(d), MassDEP requires sewer 

authorities with permitted combined sewer 

overflows, including the Boston Water & Sewer 

Commission, to require removal of four gallons 

of infiltration and inflow (I/I) for each gallon of 

new wastewater flows generated for any new 

connection where greater than 15,000 gallons 

per day of new wastewater flows will be 

generated. The EIR should describe the sewer 

system for the project and identify any sewer 

system deficiencies within the combined 

sanitary sewer system serving the project site. 

Please refer to Section 7.5.3 for more information related 

to the Project's sewer connections. Also, as discussed in 

Section 7.5.4, the Proponent will comply with the 

MassDEP infiltration/inflow (I/I) removal policy and 

develop an I/I mitigation plan in coordination with 

BWSC. 

2.2 

…the stormwater checklist associated with the 

MassDEP stormwater management standards 

in Section 6.4.3 of the PNF, indicates that the 

stormwater management system will be 

comprised of deep sump catch basins, and/or 

proprietary particle separators, and a 

subsurface infiltration system. This more 

conventional stormwater management system 

would not be as effective as the system 

described in the sustainability section of the 

PNF. The EIR should explain the stormwater 

management system in greater detail and 

expand on the information in the PNF by 

providing stormwater management plans to 

demonstrate that the project achieves the 

sustainability goals as well as the applicable 

stormwater management standards. 

Please refer to Section 7.4 for more information 

regarding the Project's stormwater management system. 

2.3 

Stormwater discharges to the Charles River 

need to be consistent with the established 

water quality standards and goals for 

phosphorus and pathogen removal in the Final 

Total Maximum Daily Load for Nutrients in the 

Lower Charles River Basin (June, 2007) and the 

Total Maximum Daily Loads for Pathogens 

within the Charles River Watershed (January 

2007). Accordingly, the EIR should provide 

sufficient information to demonstrate that the 

stormwater management system would be 

designed to address the water quality 

impairments covered by the applicable TMDLs. 

Please refer to Section 7.4 for more information 

regarding the Project's stormwater management system. 
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2.4 

MEPA project reviews such as this one are 

projected to contribute towards the reduction 

of about 100,000 Metric Tons of CO2 

equivalent emissions by 2020, in the 

Massachusetts Clean Energy and Climate Plan 

2020. The GHG analysis must consider and 

provide details on commitments to measures 

that will reduce the CO2 emissions to the 

greatest extent practicable. 

Please refer to Section 5.4 for a summary of the 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment and proposed 

mitigation strategies.  

2.5 

A general overview of the modeling 

assumptions for HVAC and lighting systems in 

the office, retail/restaurant space, and the 

residential space also was provided in the PNF. 

Overall, it is estimated that stationary source 

CO2 emissions would be reduced by 18.2 

percent. The preliminary study showed that the 

retail space had a much smaller emission 

reduction at 6.8 percent (34 tons/year) than 

either the office or the residential space. If the 

energy demand cannot be reduced to a 

greater extent, the EIR should provide a 

reasonable explanation. 

The Station West retail addition is less than 100,000 sf, 

and hence the new Stretch Code does not apply.  

However, since the building glazing percentage exceeds 

the ASHRAE 90.1-2013 prescriptive requirement of 40%, 

the building will need to follow the Energy Cost Budget 

(ECB) performance path outlined in ASHRAE 90.1-2013 

Chapter 11 to meet the energy code. The proposed retail 

expansion is hence compared to an ECB Baseline, which 

also has heat pumps and energy recovery.  This reduces 

HVAC energy savings. Additionally, no lighting savings 

were claimed in the proposed design since any improved 

lighting efficiency is assumed to be part of the fit-out. 

These factors contribute to the retail building showing a 

much smaller emissions reduction than the rest of the 

project. Please refer to section 5.4 for additional 

information.     

2.6 

The PNF indicates that renewable energy will 

be incorporated into the development to the 

extent feasible. A feasibility study of 

photovoltaics, wind turbines, and combined 

heat and power should be included in the GHG 

analysis for the potential of renewable energy 

sources on site to reduce the project’s carbon 

footprint. 

Please refer to Section 5.4.3 for a summary of on-site 

clean and renewable energy sources that were evaluated 

for the Project. 

2.7 

Even though the ENF indicates that C&D waste 

will be recycled to the greatest extent feasible, 

the ENF has not made a specific commitment. 

MassDEP encourages the project proponent to 

make a significant commitment in the EIR to 

C&D recycling activities as a sustainable 

measure for the project. In addition, the 

proponent is advised that demolition activities 

must comply with both Solid Waste and Air 

Pollution Control regulations, pursuant to 

M.G.L. Chapter 40, Section 54. 

Please refer to Sections 5.3.2 and 5.4.4 for a discussion of 

the Project's C&D waste reduction strategies. A 

Construction Waste Management Plan (CWMP) will be 

developed and implemented by the construction 

manager with the goal to divert as much demolition 

debris and construction waste from area landfills as 

possible, with a targeted minimum diversion rate of 75 

percent.  
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2.8 

Pursuant to the requirements of 310 CMR 7.02 

of the Air Pollution Control regulations, if the 

ABC crushing activities are projected to result 

in the emission of one ton or more of 

particulate matter to the ambient air per year, 

and/or if the crushing equipment employs a 

diesel oil fired engine with an energy input 

capacity of three million or more British 

thermal units per hour for either mechanical or 

electrical power which will remain on-site for 

twelve or more months, then a plan 

application must be submitted to MassDEP for 

written approval prior to installation and 

operation of the crushing equipment. 

If ABC crushing activity results in one ton or more of PM 

emissions or if crushing equipment of 3 MMBTu or more 

are expected on-site for 12 or more months, the 

appropriate permit will be obtained. 

2.9 

Asbestos removal notification on permit form 

ANF 001 and building demolition notification 

on permit form AQ06 must be submitted to 

MassDEP at least 10 working days prior to 

initiating work. Except for vinyl asbestos tile 

(VAT) and asphaltic-asbestos felt and shingles, 

the disposal of asbestos containing materials 

within the Commonwealth must be at a facility 

specifically approved by MassDEP, (310 CMR 

19.061). No asbestos containing material 

including VAT, and/or asphaltic-asbestos felts 

or shingles may be disposed at a facility 

operating as a recycling facility, (310 CMR 

16.05). 

Noted, all code and applicable laws and regulations will 

be followed and MassDEP will be notified as necessary. A 

licensed asbestos abatement contractor will be hired if 

abatement is required. Please refer to section 6.9 for 

additional information on hazardous material handling. 

2.10 

In addition, the demolition project contain 

asbestos, the project proponent is advised that 

asbestos and asbestos-containing waste 

material are a special waste as defined in the 

Solid Waste Management regulations, (310 

CMR 19.061). The disposal of the asbestos 

containing materials outside the jurisdictional 

boundaries of the Commonwealth must 

comply with all the applicable laws and 

regulations of the state receiving the material. 

Noted, all code and applicable laws and regulations will 

be followed and MassDEP will be notified as necessary. A 

licensed asbestos abatement contractor will be hired if 

abatement is required. Please refer to section 6.9 for 

additional information on hazardous material handling. 

2.11 

The demolition activity also must conform to 

current Massachusetts Air Pollution Control 

regulations governing nuisance conditions at 

310 CMR 7.01, 7.09 and 7.10. As such, the 

proponent should propose measures to 

alleviate dust, noise, and odor nuisance 

conditions, which may occur during the 

demolition. 

All construction activity will comply with the appropriate 

regulations at 310 CMR 7.01, 7.09 and 7.10. Best 

management practices for construction noise and air 

quality mitigation will be employed. See Section 6.10 for 

proposed mitigation measures anticipated to reduce 

impacts from construction activities. 
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2.12 

MassDEP must be notified in writing, at least 

10 days in advance of removing any asbestos, 

and at least 10 days prior to any demolition 

work. The removal of asbestos from the 

buildings must adhere to the special 

safeguards defined in the Air Pollution Control 

regulations, (310 CMR 7.15 (2)). 

Noted, all code and applicable laws and regulations will 

be followed and MassDEP will be notified as necessary. A 

licensed asbestos abatement contractor will be hired if 

abatement is required. Please refer to section 6.9 for 

additional information on hazardous material handling. 

2.13 

As the lead state agencies responsible for 

helping the Commonwealth achieve its waste 

diversion goals, MassDEP and EEA have 

strongly supported voluntary initiatives by the 

private sector to institutionalize source 

reduction and recycling into their operations. 

Adapting the design, infrastructure, and 

contractual requirements necessary to 

incorporate reduction, recycling and recycled 

products into existing large-scale 

developments has presented significant 

challenges to recycling proponents. Integrating 

those components into developments such as 

The Back Bay/South End Gateway project at 

the planning and design stage enable the 

project’s management and occupants to 

establish and maintain effective waste 

diversion programs.  

Please refer to Sections 5.3.2 and 5.4.4 for a summary of 

the Proponent's on-site waste diversion and recycling 

program goals. The Project will be designed to enable 

the Proponent's property management team to 

implement waste diversion programs. 

2.14 

The ENF indicates that the project has not 

been regulated under the MCP/MGL c21E. 

Even so, the PNF acknowledges that the urban 

fill on site is the source of low levels of 

contamination. Accordingly, the proponent is 

reminded that excavating, removing and/or 

disposing of contaminated soil, pumping of 

contaminated groundwater, or working in 

contaminated media must be done under the 

provisions of MGL c.21E (and, potentially, 

c.21C) and OSHA. 

All applicable laws and regulations will be followed if this 

type of material is encountered. Please refer to section 

6.9 for additional information. 

2.15 

All relevant site data, such as contaminant 

concentrations in soil and groundwater, depth 

to groundwater, and soil gas concentrations 

should be evaluated to determine the 

potential for indoor air impacts to existing or 

proposed building structures. Particular 

attention should be paid to the vapor intrusion 

pathway for sites with elevated levels of 

chlorinated volatile organic compounds such 

as tetrachloroethylene (PCE) and 

trichloroethylene (TCE). 

As discussed in Section 6.9, the Proponent will conduct 

testing to characterize and classify the soil to be 

generated from foundation spoils for off-site removal to 

appropriate facilities. Materials excavated during 

construction of the Project will be managed in 

accordance with applicable regulatory requirements 

including, if necessary, a Release Abatement Measure 

(“RAM”) Plan under the MCP. 
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2.16 

Construction of structures at a contaminated 

site may be conducted as a Release Abatement 

Measure if assessment and remedial activities 

prescribed at 310 CMR 40.0442(3) are 

completed within and adjacent to the footprint 

of the proposed structure prior to or 

concurrent with the construction activities. 

Excavation of contaminated soils to construct 

clean utility corridors should be conducted for 

all new utility installations. 

As discussed in Section 6.9, the Proponent will conduct 

testing to characterize and classify the soil to be 

generated from foundation spoils for off-site removal to 

appropriate facilities. Materials excavated during 

construction of the Project will be managed in 

accordance with applicable regulatory requirements 

including, if necessary, a Release Abatement Measure 

(“RAM”) Plan under the MCP. 

2.17 

Pre-installation approval from MassDEP, 

pursuant to regulation 310 CMR 7.02, is 

required if the project will include any boiler 

regulated under 310 CMR 7.26(30) -(37), 

inclusive. Natural gas or distillate fuel oil-fired 

boilers with an energy input capacity less than 

10,000,000 British thermal units per hour 

(Btu/hr.) are exempt from the above listed 

regulations. In addition, if the project will be 

equipped with emergency generators equal to 

or greater than 37 kW, then each of those 

emission units must comply with the 

regulatory requirements in 310 CMR 7.26(42). 

Specific boiler and generator sizes and models are not 

yet finalized and may change as the Project design 

progresses. Any boiler or generator that exceeds the 

thresholds of MassDEP's Environmental Results Program 

will submit the appropriate Self-Certification before 

installation for boilers and within 60 days of startup for 

emergency generators. 

Letter 3 MassDEP Bureau of Air and Waste 

3.1 

In view of the number of projected vehicle 

trips, the proponent must conduct an air 

quality mesoscale analysis of project-related 

emissions, as required by MassDEP. The 

purpose of the mesoscale analysis is to 

determine to what extent the proposed project 

vehicle trips will increase the amount of 

volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and 

nitrogen oxides (NOx) emitted in the project 

area. 

Please refer to Section 6.6.2 for the results of the 

microscale air quality analysis and Sections 5.4.5 and 

6.6.3 for the results of the mesoscale air quality analysis. 

Appendix H also provides additional supporting 

documentation related to air quality.  

3.2 

The proposed project is also subject to the 

MEPA Greenhouse Gas Emissions Policy and 

Protocol, as amended on May 5, 2010. This 

policy requires the project proponent to 

quantify project-related carbon dioxide (CO2) 

emissions and identify measures to avoid, 

minimize, and mitigate these emissions. The 

mesoscale analysis should also be used to 

quantify the CO2. 

Please refer to Section 5.4.5 results of the mesoscale 

analysis. 
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3.3 

The mesoscale analysis must quantify and 

compare the indirect emissions of VOCs, NOx 

and CO2 from transportation sources under 

the project’s future No Build, Build, and Build 

with Mitigation conditions. 

Please refer to Sections 5.4.5 and 6.6.3 for the results of 

the mesoscale air quality analysis. Appendix H also 

provides additional supporting documentation related to 

air quality. The Project will not cause or contribute to an 

exceedance of the National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards. 

3.4 

The Build with Mitigation condition should 

reflect the local roadway improvements and 

transportation demand management (TDM) 

measures to be implemented by the 

proponent. 

Please refer to Section 4.7 for the Build with mitigation 

analysis and to 4.13.2 for a summary of proposed TDM 

measures designed to reduce ride-along trips and single 

occupancy vehicles.  

3.5 

The proponent should use the latest version of 

the MOVES emissions model approved by the 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to 

conduct the mesoscale analysis and generate 

motor vehicle emission factors for VOC, NOx 

and CO2 for the roadway network in the 

project area. The subsequent environment 

filing should contain the results and a 

discussion of the results of the mesoscale 

analysis under the three conditions. 

Please refer to Sections 5.4.5 and 6.6.3 for the results of 

the mesoscale air quality analysis. Appendix H also 

provides additional supporting documentation related to 

air quality. The Project will not cause or contribute to an 

exceedance of the National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards. 

3.6 

MassDEP requests that the proponent 

specifically use construction equipment with 

engines manufactured to Tier 4 federal 

emission standards, which are the most 

stringent emission standards currently 

available for off-road engines. If a piece of 

equipment is not available in the Tier 4 

configuration, then MassDEP requests that the 

proponent use construction equipment that 

has been retrofitted with the best available 

after-engine emission control technology, such 

as diesel oxidation catalysts (DOCs) or diesel 

particulate filters (DPFs), to reduce exhaust 

emissions during the construction period of 

the project. 

All equipment utilized on the Project Site will be Tier 4 

compliant and required to use only Ultra Low Sulfur 

Diesel. Please refer to Section 6.11.7 for a summary of 

proposed temporary air quality mitigation measures to 

be implemented during construction activities.  

3.7 

The subsequent environmental filing should 

contain a list of the construction engines to be 

used at the project, their emission tiers, and, if 

applicable, the retrofit technology installed on 

their engines. 

The construction engines to be used at the Project Site 

will not be determined until design is finalized and 

specific subcontractors are selected. As the Project 

design advances, the Proponent can provide details on 

specific engines and equipment types. All contractors will 

be required to comply with applicable regulations 

mitigating emissions and noise impacts.  
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Letter 4 Massachusetts Department of Transportation  

4.1 

MassDOT appreciates the level of 

coordination, interaction, and involvement 

demonstrated by the Proponent, and fully 

anticipates that this level of cooperation will 

continue throughout the environmental review 

process 

The Proponent thanks you for your support, and fully 

intends to continue to work with MassDOT and other 

agencies throughout the review process. 

4.2 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 

should include a Transportation Impact 

Assessment (TIA) prepared in conformance 

with the current MassDOT/EOEEA 

Transportation Impact Assessment Guidelines. 

The study should include a comprehensive 

multimodal assessment of the transportation 

impacts of the project. The TIA should provide 

transit and capacities analyses, and evaluate 

bicycle and pedestrian facilities for the existing 

conditions, future No-Build conditions, and 

future Build conditions within the study area. 

The future Build conditions should include an 

analysis of operations both with and without 

any improvements suggested to mitigate 

project impacts. The study should propose an 

integrated multimodal mitigation package 

intended to improve vehicular traffic 

operations while supporting increased use of 

walking, bicycling, and transit by employees, 

patrons, and residents. Items listed below 

should be accounted for in preparing the TIA. 

Please refer to Chapter 4 and the Figures therein for 

complete details of the Transportation Impact Study (TIA) 

performed for the Project.  

4.3 

The DEIR should include estimates for the 

average Saturday, the weekday AM Peak, and 

weekday PM Peak hours, and the Saturday 

peak hour for the full-build project. The trip 

rates should be obtained from the ITE Trip 

Generation Manual (9th edition). 

Please refer to Section 4.3.1 and Appendix F for a 

summary of average Saturday and weekday traffic 

volumes. Please refer to Section 4.5 for a summary of the 

Project generated vehicle trips methodology and results.  

4.4 

Trip reduction estimates resulting from pass-

by and/or internal capture trips should be 

determined using applicable methodologies 

from the most recent editions of ITE's Trip 

Generation Manual and Trip Generation 

Handbook. 

Please refer to Section 4.5 for details of pass-by and 

internal capture trip reductions.   
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4.5 

The DEIR should provide a trip distribution for 

the project based on a gravity model or similar 

model that uses factors such as census data, 

origin-destination, travel time, and distance to 

determine trip characteristics for employees 

and residents of the project. 

Please refer to Section 4.5.9 for a summary of Project trip 

distribution and assignment methodology.  

4.6 

The DEIR should provide all appropriate back 

up documentation to verify how the different 

percentages are calculated and assigned to the 

roadway network and the transit system. In 

addition, the model should be able to consider 

a potential I-90 on-ramp closure impact to the 

transportation network trip distribution. 

Please refer to Section 4.5.9 for a summary of Project trip 

distribution and assignment methodology, and to 

Section 4.4.3 for a summary of the impacts of the 

potential I-90 on-ramp closure.  

4.7 

The DEIR should contain an analysis of what 

additional demand will be generated by the 

project and document its impacts on the Back 

Bay station. 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis on the 

future capacity of transit services serving the Project Site. 

4.8 

The Proponent should work closely with the 

MassDOT Office of Transportation Planning, 

the City of Boston, and the MBTA Service 

Planning Department to develop appropriate 

and reasonable travel demand and trip 

generation characteristics. 

Please refer to Section 4.5 for a summary of the Project-

generated vehicle trips methodology, which was 

developed in coordination with the MassDOT Office of 

Transportation Planning, the City of Boston, and the 

MBTA Service Planning Department. 

4.9 

The DEIR should then present not just the 

result of that analysis but a full and complete 

presentation on how the multimodal trip 

generation estimates and trip assignment rates 

were developed and what research was done 

to support these rates. The DEIR should 

include all back up data used to arrive at any 

trip generation estimates to corroborate any 

assumptions included in the analyses. 

Please refer to Section 4.5 and Appendix F for a summary 

of the Project-generated trips methodology, which was 

developed in coordination with the MassDOT Office of 

Transportation Planning, the City of Boston, and the 

MBTA Service Planning Department. 

4.10 

Once the trip generation, the modal split, and 

the trip distribution and assignment estimates 

are developed, the study area should be used 

and updated as defined below to create 

network maps for the different peak-hour 

analysis and the different modes. 

Please refer to Section 4.5 and Figures 4.11a - 4.14b for a 

summary and network maps of the Project-generated 

peak hour vehicle trips. 
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4.11a 
MassDOT recommends that the following 

locations be added to the study area: 

Please refer to Section 4.3.1 and Figure 4.1, for a 

description of the intersections included in the Project 

study area. The additional intersections MassDOT 

requested were incorporated. 

4.11b 
•    Clarendon Street at the I-90 westbound on-

ramp; 

Please refer to Section 4.3.1 and Figure 4.1, for a 

description of the intersections included in the Project 

study area. 

4.11c 
•    Arlington Street at Marginal Road/I-90 

westbound on-ramp; 

Please refer to Section 4.3.1 and Figure 4.1, for a 

description of the intersections included in the Project 

study area. 

4.11d 
•    Arlington Street at Stuart Street/Columbus 

Avenue; 

Please refer to Section 4.3.1 and Figure 4.1, for a 

description of the intersections included in the Project 

study area. 

4.11e 
•    Arlington Street/Herald Street at Tremont 

Street; 

Please refer to Section 4.3.1 and Figure 4.1, for a 

description of the intersections included in the Project 

study area. 

4.11f •    Herald Street at Albany Street; 

Please refer to Section 4.3.1 and Figure 4.1, for a 

description of the intersections included in the Project 

study area. 

4.11g •    Albany Street at I-93 southbound on-ramp; 

Please refer to Section 4.3.1 and Figure 4.1, for a 

description of the intersections included in the Project 

study area. 

4.11h •    Albany Street at Traveler Street; 

Please refer to Section 4.3.1 and Figure 4.1, for a 

description of the intersections included in the Project 

study area. 

4.11i 
•    Traveler Street at I-93 northbound on-

ramp/ I-90 westbound on-ramp; 

Please refer to Section 4.3.1 and Figure 4.1, for a 

description of the intersections included in the Project 

study area. 

4.11j •    Berkeley Street at Storrow Drive on-ramps; 

Please refer to Section 4.3.1 and Figure 4.1, for a 

description of the intersections included in the Project 

study area. 

4.11k 
•  Storrow Drive eastbound off-ramp at 

Clarendon Street; 

Please refer to Section 4.3.1 and Figure 4.1, for a 

description of the intersections included in the Project 

study area. 
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4.11l 
•    Stuart Street at I-90 westbound off-ramp; 

and 

Please refer to Section 4.3.1 and Figure 4.1, for a 

description of the intersections included in the Project 

study area. 

4.11m 
•    Huntington Avenue at Blagden Street/I-90 

westbound on-ramp 

Please refer to Section 4.3.1 and Figure 4.1, for a 

description of the intersections included in the Project 

study area. 

4.12 

The most immediate impacts to state highways 

include the portion of I-90 located under the 

project site as well as the I-90 westbound on-

ramp. Therefore, the study area should include 

operational analyses for the I-90 mainline 

including the merge sections for the Arlington 

Street, Clarendon Street, and Huntington 

Avenue on-ramps. 

Please refer to Sections 4.3.10, 4.4.6 and 4.6.3 for details 

of the I-90 mainline under Existing, No-Build and Build 

conditions, respectively. Please note a separate study is 

being done on the I-90 ramp by MassDOT as part of the 

IMR. 

4.13 

The DEIR transportation study should provide 

a comprehensive traffic analysis of the study 

area network with two alternatives: one that 

assumes the ramp remains opened and the 

other with the ramp permanently closed. This 

analysis should be provided for both No-Build 

and Future Build conditions. 

Please refer to Sections 4.3.10, 4.4 and 4.6 for details of 

the traffic analysis under Existing, No Build and Build 

conditions, respectively, with the I-90 ramp open (Base 

Condition) and closed (Alternative Condition). Please 

note a separate study on the I-90 ramp is being done by 

MassDOT as part of the IMR. 

4.14 

The TIA should include trips generated by 

other nearby planned and/or approved 

projects as part of the background growth in 

developing future No-Build and Build traffic 

volumes. ITE trip rates should be used to 

estimate the vehicle trip generation of un-built 

and/or yet to be occupied space. In addition, 

an annual growth factor should be 

superimposed on existing traffic volumes prior 

to the addition of the volumes associated with 

background project-specific growth. 

Please refer to Sections 4.4.1 for details of background 

growth including both an annual growth factor and 

specific background projects as identified by BTD and 

BPDA. 

4.15 

The planning horizon year for the TIA should 

be seven years from the time of submittal of 

the DEIR. It is expected that this will allow a 

reasonable planning horizon "time window" 

when the project reaches the design stage for 

improvements. The alternative analysis for the 

potential ramp closure should be based on 20-

year planning horizon for consistency with 

FHWA requirements for the preparation of an 

IMR. 

The planning horizon year for the TIA for the Project 

presented in Chapter 4.0 is based on a 7-year horizon 

(2023).  The planning horizon for the potential ramp 

closure analysis in the IMR being prepared separately by 

MassDOT is based on a 20-year horizon.   
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4.16 

The Proponent should provide additional 

information to MassDOT on this model as to 

how it would be calibrated to match the DEIR 

transportation analysis methodology, which is 

based on a 7-year horizon. 

Please refer to Section 4.4.3 for a discussion of the use 

and calibration of the CRB model to evaluate the effects 

of the potential closure of the I-90 ramp under future (7-

year) conditions. 

4.17 

The Proponent should also address the 

compatibility of the CRB model with the 

Central Transportation Planning Staff model to 

be used by MassDOT for the preparation of 

the IMR. 

Please refer to Section 4.4.3 (2023 No-Build Alternative 

Condition) for a discussion of the compatibility of the 

CRB model with the CTPS model used by MassDOT for 

the preparation of the IMR. 

4.18 
Vehicle crash data was not included in the ENF 

but should be included in the DEIR. 

Please refer to Section 4.3.7 for an analysis of vehicle 

crash data. 

4.19 

Specifically, the DEIR should conduct analysis 

for any study area intersections having crash 

rates higher than the State and/or District 6 

average. The analysis should include a 

discussion of causality, suggestions for 

mitigation, and commitment to implementing 

this mitigation. 

Please refer to Section 4.3.7 for an analysis of vehicle 

crash data, including comparison with State and District 

6 crash rates. 

4.20 

Capacity analyses should be conducted for the 

weekday AM, PM, and Saturday peak hours for 

both existing and future conditions for each 

development alternative considered. In 

addition, capacity analyses for Build with 

mitigation conditions should be provided for 

all intersections, particularly those with impacts 

to the state highway system. Of particular 

concern are the areas where Boston 

Transportation Department jurisdictional 

roadways interact with MassDOT-controlled 

locations. 

Please refer to Section 4.3.1 and Appendix F for an 

evaluation of average Saturday and weekday peak traffic 

volumes and Project trip generation. Please also refer to 

Sections 4.3, 4.4, 4.6 and 4.7 for capacity analysis at all 

study intersections under Existing, No-Build, Build and 

Build with Mitigation conditions, respectively.   

4.21 

The DEIR should also clearly document the 

project's impacts to vehicular flow and bus 

headway at the station entrance due to the 

changes in location, number, and capacity of 

entrances to the garage and should include 

impacts due to the proposed signalization of 

the garage exits onto Clarendon Street. 

The Project does not propose to signalize the Garage exit 

on Clarendon Street. Please refer to Section 4.6 for 

analysis of the Project's impacts to traffic operations at 

the Station entrance on Clarendon Street. Please also 

refer to section 4.10.2 for a description of the Route 39 

Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 for a plan.  
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4.22 

The DEIR should provide illustrations depicting 

the peak hour 50th (average) and 95th 

percentile queue lengths for each lane 

group/turning movement at each study area 

intersection, for all analysis scenarios. The 

information contained in these illustrations 

should clearly demonstrate that the project 

would not result in any extended queues that 

would block vehicle movements to/from study 

area intersections, particularly those involving 

state highways. Appropriate mitigation should 

be identified at any locations where queue 

blockages occur. Color-coded illustrations 

should also be prepared depicting the level of 

service (LOS) for each lane group/turning 

movement for each case. 

Please refer to Sections 4.3.8, 4.3.9, 4.4.5 and 4.6.2 for a 

summary of respective queue analyses under existing, no 

build and build conditions. Please refer to figures 4.17a-d 

for queue analysis illustrations under all analysis 

scenarios. 

4.23 

A traffic signal warrant study (TSWS) should be 

performed and the need documented for any 

locations where signalization is being 

proposed, including site driveway intersections 

with the public roadway system. A left-turn 

lane warrant analysis should be conducted and 

the need documented for any locations where 

the addition of such a lane is being proposed, 

including at site driveways. 

Please refer to Section 4.7.1 for a description of potential 

signalization at the St. James Avenue/Trinity Place and 

Clarendon Street/Stanhope Street intersections. As 

noted, traffic signal warrants may not be satisfied at 

these locations, and further discussion with BTD is 

necessary to determine if the improvements should be 

considered.      

4.24 

The DEIR should include sufficiently detailed 

conceptual plans (minimum of 80-scale) for 

proposed roadway improvements in order to 

verify the feasibility of constructing such 

improvements. These plans should clearly 

show proposed lane widths and offsets, layout 

lines and jurisdictions, and land uses adjacent 

to areas where improvements are proposed. 

The proposed roadway improvements described in 

Section 4.7 include traffic signal and operational 

improvements, which generally do not call for detailed 

conceptual plans at this stage. Additional information will 

be provided as the design develops further and as the 

Proponent continues to coordinate with the appropriate 

agencies.  

4.25 

The DEIR should contain an analysis of what 

additional demand will be generated by the 

project. 

Please refer to Chapter 4 for a detailed transportation 

and parking analysis. 

4.26 

The DEIR should contain an assessment of how 

riders, particularly during the MBTA peak 

periods, are expected to access the facility via 

transit. The DEIR should estimate what 

additional new ridership on the Orange Line 

can be anticipated and what time of day those 

impacts will occur. 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis on the 

transit demand created by the Project and the future 

capacity of transit services serving the Project Site. 
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4.27 

The Proponent should work with the MBTA 

Service Planning Department to ensure that it 

has access to the most recent and most 

relevant ridership and operational statistics for 

the Orange Line. 

As described in Section 4.10.1, the Proponent has worked 

closely with MBTA Service Planning and CTPS to 

determine ridership and operational statistics for the 

Orange Line. 

4.28 

The DEIR should also provide information 

demonstrating how employees, residents, and 

customers who choose to use the Orange Line 

will get from the site to the rapid transit 

station. Of particular importance to the MBTA 

are all codes and standards related to the 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), the 

Massachusetts Architectural Access Board 

(MAAB) along with Federal Transit 

Administration (FTA) regulations and guidance. 

Please refer to Section 3.5 and Figures 3.8a-f for a 

description of public realm improvements, as well as 

Figures 3.9a-b, circulation and access plan and to 

Appendix J. The Proponent intends to fully comply with 

all applicable codes and regulations. 

4.29 

The Proponent should present the existing 

conditions and how those conditions should 

be upgraded/improved so as to ensure a fully 

accessible path of travel for all of the 

customers. 

Please refer to Section 1.2 and Figures 1.3a-d and Figure 

1.5 for a description of existing Site conditions. Please 

refer to Section 3.5 and Figures 3.8a-f for a description of 

pedestrian realm improvements, including accessibility 

improvements. 

4.30 

As part of the DEIR, the Proponent should 

provide a detailed presentation of the impact 

to the MBTA bus network. Specifically, the 

DEIR should identify the future Build Demand 

for the #39, #10, and #170 buses and its 

comparison to the Future No Build Demand 

for local bus services. Based on this 

assessment, the DEIR should present the 

anticipated demand in terms of MBTA Service 

Standards for bus volumes, capacity, etc. to 

determine what the impacts to the MBTA bus 

network will be. The DEIR should determine 

what if any additional service would need to be 

added to the bus network in order to ensure 

that the MBTA bus routes would meet existing 

MBTA service standards. 

Please refer to Section 4.10.2 for a detailed analysis of 

the future capacity of MBTA bus service serving the 

Project Site.  
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4.31 

The DEIR should show how residents, 

customers or employees using the bus 

network will get from the stop to the site with 

an emphasis on how pedestrians will cross 

Clarendon Street and Dartmouth Street to 

access bus stops. The DEIR should, as part of 

its traffic analysis, show how pedestrian 

crossings and bus stops can be coordinated to 

ensure safe, accessible travel for bus 

customers. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 and Figures 3.8a-f for a 

description of pedestrian realm improvements and to 

Figures 3.9a-b for site circulation and access plans. 

4.32 

The DEIR should provide an inventory of 

existing sidewalks and crosswalks within the 

study area, and should address the quality and 

condition of those facilities. 

Please refer to Section 4.12 for descriptions of existing 

sidewalk conditions and proposed improvements as a 

result of the Project. Please also refer to Section 3.5.1 and 

Figures 3.8a-f for a description of pedestrian realm 

improvements.   

4.33 

The DEIR should include a commitment to 

improvements in any areas that are structurally 

deficient or not meeting current codes for 

accessibility. 

Please refer to Sections 3.1 and 3.5 and to Appendix J for 

a detailed description of the public realm and 

accessibility improvements proposed by the Project.  

4.34 

Special attention should be given to linking 

the proposed development to adjacent 

complementary land uses and to transit 

facilities. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's pedestrian realm improvements, and to 

Figures 3.8a-f for pedestrian realm improvement plans. 

Please also refer to Sections 3.4.4 and 4.2 and to Figure 

4.23 for a description of transit improvements the Project 

is providing and its integration with the Station 

renovations.  

4.35 

Any proposed mitigation within the state 

highway layout and all internal site circulation 

must be consistent with a Complete Streets 

design approach that provides adequate and 

safe accommodation for all roadway users, 

including pedestrians, bicyclists, and public 

transit riders. Complete Streets design 

guidelines are included in the MassDOT 

Project Development and Design Guide. Where 

these criteria cannot be met, the Proponent 

should provide justification, and should work 

with the MassDOT Highway Division to obtain 

a design waiver. 

Proposed roadway and pedestrian mitigation described 

in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 are located on City of Boston 

Streets rather than within the state highway layout.  

Nonetheless, all improvements will be designed in 

accordance with Complete Streets design approaches.  

Please see Section 3.5 for a detailed discussion on site 

design, including the incorporation of BTD's Complete 

Streets Guidelines. Please see also Figures 3.8a-f for 

public realm plans. Note: the Alternative Scheme does 

propose a new ramp connection to Trinity Place, but it is 

assumed that the State Highway Layout on Trinity Place 

would be extinguished under that scenario.  
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4.36 

The DEIR should include a detailed inventory 

of the bicycle network to include bikeway 

types, bikeway widths, and bicycle number and 

speeds. The Proponent should identify the 

likely travel routes for bicyclists within the 

study area. The degree to which these routes 

can safely support bicycle travel should also be 

examined. The DEIR should reevaluate these 

routes based on the origin-destination of 

potential employees and residents. Based on 

this analysis, the Proponent should consider 

the feasibility of expanding some of these 

existing routes or consider new routes to 

encourage bicycle travel in and around the 

site. 

Please refer to Section 4.3.3 for a summary of existing 

bicycle facilities near the Project Site, to Section 4.11 for 

a complete discussion of the Project's proposed bicycle 

accommodations and to Figure 4.22 for details on 

proposed bicycle parking and infrastructure 

improvements. 

4.37 

Similarly, for pedestrian access, the project 

should work closely with MassDOT and the 

City of Boston to provide a seamless 

connection between the existing and planned 

bicycle facilities in the study area. 

Please refer to Section 4.11 and Figure 4.22 for details on 

proposed bicycle parking and infrastructure 

improvements.  

4.38 

According to the ENF, the project at full build 

would include the provision of a parking 

garage to accommodate up to 2,013 vehicles. 

The DEIR should clarify how the parking needs 

of the project were determined and explain the 

methodology used to determine the total 

parking required. The Institute of 

Transportation Engineers' Parking Generation 

generally provides a reasonable basis for 

comparison to parking requirements under 

local zoning, but this reference does not 

present parking rates for this type of mixed-

use. The DEIR should include a summary of 

parking need and supply for comparable 

facilities based on multiple data sources. It 

should also determine the number of parking 

spaces occupied at various times of the day 

and identify the periods of peak use. 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a summary of existing and 

proposed parking conditions and Project parking 

demand and supply. 

4.39 

The DEIR should include a comprehensive 

Travel Demand Management (TDM) program 

that would implement measures aimed at 

reducing site trip generation. 

Please refer to Section 4.13.1 for a summary of proposed 

TDM measures.  
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4.40 

We urge the Proponent to meet with 

MassRIDES and A Better City Transportation 

Management Association to discuss TDM 

measures that have been successful in limiting 

single occupant vehicle trips at similar projects 

within the urban core of Boston. 

The Proponent has met with A Better City TMA and will 

meet with MassRIDES to discuss TDM measures and 

identify any additional measures which have been 

successful in limiting SOV trips. Please refer to Section 

4.13.1 for a summary of proposed TDM measures.  

4.41 

The Proponent should also promote 

ridesharing through NuRide, the 

Commonwealth's web-based trip planning and 

ride matching service that enables participants 

to earn rewards for taking "green" trips. The 

Proponent should provide information on the 

substance and outcomes of its consultations in 

the DEIR. 

The Proponent will explore ways to best take advantage 

of the NuRides program. 

4.42 

The Proponent will be required to conduct an 

annual traffic monitoring program for a period 

of five years, beginning six months after 

occupancy of the full-build project. It would 

include: 

• Simultaneous automatic traffic recorder (ATR) 

counts at each garage entrance for a 

continuous 24-hour period on a typical 

weekday and Saturday; 

• Travel survey of employees and patrons at 

the site (to be administered by the 

Transportation Coordinator); 

• Weekday AM and PM and Saturday peak 

hour turning movement counts (TM Cs) and 

operations analysis at "mitigated" 

intersections, including those involving garage 

entrances; and 

• An update on TDM effectiveness and transit 

ridership. 

Please refer to Section 4.13.3 for a description of the 

proposed Transportation Monitoring Program for the 

Project, which will be developed in coordination with 

MassDOT and BTD. 

4.43 

The Proponent should continue consultation 

with MassDOT PPDU, OREAD, the MBTA, and 

the District 6 office during the preparation of 

the DEIR. 

The Proponent has continued to consult with the 

appropriate agencies and departments, including 

MassDOT during the preparation of the DEIR.  

Letter 5 Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources 

5.1 

In general, the [GHG Policy and Stretch Code] 

requires that: 

•    GHG emissions be identified and 

quantified; 

•    The proposed design incorporate ways to 

avoid, minimize, or mitigate GHG emissions 

Please refer to Section 5.4 for a summary of energy and 

GHG modeling outputs, including mitigation measures. 

Please see also Appendix H for a preliminary energy 

model report for each Project Component.  Please also 

refer to Section 9.3, for an overview of the proposed 

mitigation measures taken by the Project.  
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5.2 

With respect to stationary sources of GHG, the 

next future submission should demonstrate 

that the project is taking all feasible measures 

to avoid, minimize and mitigate GHG 

emissions. 

Please refer to Section 5.4 for a summary of energy and 

GHG modeling outputs, including mitigation measures. 

Please see also Appendix H for a preliminary energy 

model report for each Project Component.  Please also 

refer to Section 9.3, for an overview of the proposed 

mitigation measures taken by the Project.  

5.3 

We recommend reaching out to the local 

utilities and analyzing how incentives can help 

advance requirements to avoid, minimize and 

mitigate GHG emissions. Incentives are also 

available for offsetting design charrette and 

energy modeling costs. 

Noted, please refer to Section 5.4.4 for a discussion of 

the Project's approach to incorporating utility and energy 

efficiency incentives and current status of energy 

efficiency assistance with the utility providers.  

5.4 

We anticipate building envelop (wall, roof, and 

fenestration) improvements will be a key GHG 

reduction strategy. We recommend at least 

three above-code wall/fenestration scenarios 

be investigated, including scenarios using 

spandrels. 

Please refer to Section 5.4.2 for a discussion of 

alternative building envelopes. Please see also Appendix 

H for a preliminary energy model report and the 

alternative building envelope analysis for each Project 

Component. 

5.5 

We were pleased to see many HVAC systems 

improvements described in the Project 

Notification Form. The DOER encourages the 

proponent to continue to use HVAC and 

domestic water heating mitigation as a key 

GHG reduction strategy. 

Please refer to Section 5.4 for more details on the 

Project's GHG reduction strategy as well as identified 

HVAC and domestic water heating efficiency measures. 

5.6 

CHP: The residential portion of the project is 

well-suited for use of combined heat and 

power, which can also qualify for generous 

incentives. MEPA allows the use of a source 

energy path compliance with the stretch 

energy code. 

Please refer to Section 5.4.3 for the On-Site Clean and 

Renewable Energy Analysis. 

5.7 

Solar: The residential portion of the project is 

well-suited for use of combined heat and 

power, which can also qualify for generous 

incentives. MEPA allows the use of a source 

energy path compliance with the stretch 

energy code. 

Please refer to Section 5.4.3 for the On-Site Clean and 

Renewable Energy Analysis. 
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5.8 

Energy Star Appliances: MEPA allows 

proponents to reduce internal plug loads by 

10% if the proponents commit to using only 

Energy Star appliances and devices. If the 

space is to be leased, the proponents must 

commit to having leases which require tenants 

to use Energy Star appliances and devices. 

As stated in Section 5.3.2, the Proponent intends to use 

Energy Star appliances and devices and will require 

tenants to do the same wherever possible. See also 

Section 5.4 for details about other beneficial measures 

the Proponent is considering. 

5.9 
LED Lighting: Interior and exterior LED lighting 

can also contribute to GHG reduction. 

Noted, please refer to Sections 5.3.2 and 5.4.4 for details 

regarding interior and exterior lighting efficiency 

measures the Project is considering. 

5.10 

Electric Vehicle Charging Stations: Consider 

electric vehicle charging stations. Grants are 

potentially available. 

Please refer to Section 4.9.3 and Appendix G. The 

Proponent will maintain the existing six EV stations in the 

Garage and outfit additional spaces for future stations, as 

needed. An assessment of EV demand will be conducted 

and the appropriate number of stations will be installed 

when demand exceeds current supply. 

5.11 

A table similar to the example below should be 

included (see table Referenced in Comment 

letter on page 3) 

Comment noted. Tables have been formatted to include 

the information requested by DOER. 

5.12 

A description of the proposed building 

envelop assembly: report both component R-

values and whole assembly U-factor. Utilize the 

pre-calculated relationships between R-Value 

and U-factor contained in Appendix A of the 

applicable code (Appendix A is the applicable 

appendix in both ASHRAE and IECC). 

Please refer to Section 5.4 for a summary of energy and 

GHG modeling inputs and to Section 5.4.2 for a 

discussion of alternative building envelopes. Please see 

also Appendix H for a preliminary energy model report 

and the alternative building envelope analysis for each 

Project Component. 

5.13 
A description of the building energy simulation 

model and procedures utilized. 

Please refer to section 5.4.1.1 for a description of the 

energy simulation methodology and the procedures 

utilized. The energy analysis procedure combines 

multiple eQuest models with excel spreadsheets for pre- 

and post-processing.  Through this custom set of tools, 

benchmarking data is integrated from the Commercial 

Buildings Energy Consumption Survey (CBECS) and 

Boston's Building Energy Reporting and Disclosure 

Ordinance (BERDO), as well as from an in-house 

benchmarking database to enhance the real-world 

accuracy of the results. 

5.14 

A detailed and complete table of modeling 

inputs showing the item and the input value 

for both the base and as-designed scenarios. 

The area of the buildings should be included. 

Please refer to Section 5.4 for a summary of energy and 

GHG modeling inputs. Please see also Appendix H for a 

preliminary energy model report for each Project 

Component. 
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5.15 

The output of the model showing the monthly 

and annual energy consumption, totalized and 

by major end use system. 

Please refer to Section 5.4 for a summary of energy and 

GHG modeling outputs. Please see also Appendix H for a 

preliminary energy model report for each Project 

Component. 

5.16 

Code energy use intensity and proposed 

mitigated building energy use intensity, 

demonstrating compliance with Stretch Code 

requirements. 

Noted, per Section 5.2.3, the Project will comply with the 

applicable Stretch Energy Code. Please refer to Section 

5.4.1 for estimated EUIs and Stretch Code energy savings. 

Please see also Appendix H for a preliminary energy 

model report for each Project Component. 

5.17 

Project modeling files are to be submitted to 

the DOER with the submittal on a flash drive or 

may be transmitted via electronic file transfer 

to paul.ormond@massmail.state.ma.us. 

The energy analysis procedure combines multiple eQuest 

models with excel spreadsheets for pre- and post-

processing.  Therefore, it is not a traditional single energy 

model file that can be shared. Please refer to Section 5.4 

and Appendix H for specific information and analyses. 

5.18 

Separate “side calcs” may be required for non-

building energy consuming site improvements 

which are not included in the building energy 

modeling software (e.g. parking lot lighting 

and parking garage ventilation). 

Non-building energy consuming site improvements such 

as parking lot lighting and parking garage ventilation 

have been captured in the custom energy analysis tool 

that incorporates multiple eQuest models with Excel 

spreadsheets for pre- and post-processing. Please refer 

to Section 5.4 and Appendix H for specific information 

and analyses. 

5.19 

Estimate area of roof potentially usable for 

solar development (e.g. ‘Usable Roof Area” 

(URA)). Estimate resulting power production 

and associated GHG reduction. Estimate total 

project GHG reduction both with and without 

solar PV. 

Please refer to Section 5.4.3 for the On-Site Clean and 

Renewable Energy Analysis. 

5.20 

A description of the proposed project building 

usage and size, including a site plan and 

elevation views, should be included. In order to 

expedite the review, a table similar to the 

example below should be included for each 

proposed building (see tab Figures) 

Please see Section 1.4 and Table 1-1 for a program and 

dimensional summary of each Project Component. Please 

refer also to Figures 1.6a-b for site plans, to Figures 3.2a-

m for perspective views, to Figures 3.5a-c for elevations 

and to Figures 3.3a-r for floor plans. 

5.21 

Consider comparing modeled baseline and 

mitigation EUIs to prototype code buildings 

developed by Pacific Northwest National Labs. 

The energy analysis procedure and quality control 

process includes comparing all our results to publicly 

available benchmarking data. Please refer to section 

5.4.1.1 for further information on the methodology used 

for energy modeling. 
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Letter 6 Massachusetts Historical Commission 

6.1 

The ENF only listed the Hancock Garage 

(BOS.2366) as a historic resource in the area of 

project impacts. It is included the Inventory of 

Historic and Archaeological Assets of the 

Commonwealth. The ENF did not identify on a 

map or a list the historic resources within the 

vicinity of the proposed project site. The scope 

of the Environmental Impact Report should 

include a historic resources assessment of 

historic properties within a ¼ mile of the 

project site. 

Please refer to Section 8.2.2 and Table 8-1 for a complete 

assessment of historic resources near the Project Site. 

See also Figure 8-1. 

6.2 

MHC is also concerned that the size, scale, and 

massing of the three proposed towers appears 

to be inappropriate for the surrounding area. 

The ENF submitted does not contain adequate 

visual studies to determine the potential effect 

of size, scale, and massing of the new buildings 

on the character and setting of the State and 

National Register listed properties. MHC 

requests pedestrian-level perspectives of the 

new construction from the above referenced 

historic properties and districts in order to 

assist the MHC in determining what effect the 

size, scale, and massing will have on the 

nearby historic properties. 

The Proponent has designed the Project to be respectful 

of the height and density guidelines in the recently 

enacted Stuart Street District. Please refer to Figure 8.1 

and Figures 8.2a-j for views from nearby historic 

resources. 

6.3 

MHC requests that the proponent conduct 

shadow studies in order to assist in 

determining the effects of shadows on the 

historic properties and districts noted above. 

The shadow studies should provide façade 

illustrations of the shadows on the facades of 

historic buildings. 

Please refer to Figures 8.3a-f for a Historic Resources 

Façade Shadow Study.  

6.4 

The EMF states that the Preferred Alternative 

“also considers two different development 

plans for the Garage West Parcel in response 

to the potential closure of the On-Ramp.” If 

the Garage West Alternate Scheme is 

proposed, the closure of the On-Ramp to I-90 

will then trigger the review of the entire 

project under Section 106 of the National 

Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (36 CFR 800). 

The proposed closure of the I-90 On-Ramp is a separate 

project being proposed and studied by MassDOT, not 

the Proponent. Therefore, review of the Project under 

Section 106 is not required. Please refer to Section 8.4 

and Appendix L.  
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Letter 7 Massachusetts Water Resources Authority  

7.1 

To avoid increasing system surcharging and 

contributing to greater CSO discharges, which 

could compromise the environmental benefits 

of MWRA’s $898 million CSO control program, 

the Proponent should offset the Project’s new 

wastewater flows with 4:1 I/I removal, in 

accordance with MassDEP I/I regulations and 

BWSC policy. To assure that potential impacts 

are mitigated, for each gallon of new 

wastewater flow, the Proponent should remove 

4 gallons of I/I from a hydraulically related 

sewer system. In the Draft Environmental 

Impact Report, the Proponent should describe 

its proposed connections to BWSC’s sewer and 

storm drain systems and its 4:1 I/I removal 

plan. 

Please refer to Section 7.5 for more information 

regarding the existing and proposed sanitary sewage 

infrastructure for the Project, as well as proposed 

mitigation. 

7.2 

It appears that this project will require a 

MWRA Construction Site Dewatering 

Discharge Permit during the construction 

phase, pursuant to 360 C.M.R. 10.091-10.094. 

The Proponent and Contractor will need this 

permit before they may discharge 

groundwater into the sanitary sewer system. 

Noted, all code and applicable laws and regulations will 

be followed and MassDEP will be notified as necessary. 

Please refer to Section 6.10.2 for a summary of 

temporary impacts to groundwater during construction. 

7.3 

The Proponent shall ensure that groundwater 

and stormwater collecting in tunnels found in 

at the site are not discharged to the sanitary 

sewer system. 

Please refer to Section 7.4 for a discussion of the 

Project's stormwater management and groundwater 

recharge plans and compliance with MassDEP 

Stormwater Management Standards.  

7.4 

The Proponent must also comply with 360 

C.M.R. 10.016, if it intends to install gas/oil 

separator(s) in the garages that are planned 

for the site. 

The proposed garage to be constructed as part of the 

Garage West Parcel development will comply with 360 

CMR 10.016.  Any runoff within the covered portions of 

the proposed garage will be collected in area drains, 

directed to oil/gas separators, and ultimately discharged 

to the existing BWSC sanitary sewer system. Refer to 

section 7.4.2 for further detail and explanation. 

7.5 

In addition to complying with 360 C.M.R 

10.000, the Proponent shall conform to the 

regulations of the Board of State Examiners of 

Plumbers and Gas Fitters, 248 C.M.R. 2.00 

(State Plumbing Code), and all other applicable 

laws. 

Noted, all code and applicable laws and regulations will 

be followed. 
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7.6 

Please note that the installation of proposed 

gas/oil separator(s) will require MWRA 

approval and may not be back filled until 

inspected and approved by MWRA and the 

Local Plumbing Inspector. 

Noted, all code and applicable laws and regulations will 

be followed and the MWRA will be consulted as 

necessary. 

Letter 8 Boston City Councilor District 8, Josh Zakim 

8.1 

I want to begin by saying that Boston 

Properties has done a good job of recognizing 

the importance of Back Bay Station as an entry 

point into the city, and as a connector of 

historic neighborhoods. Their design reflects a 

desire to treat the station as the important 

transportation hub that it is, and as a space for 

potential growth in our city. They have taken 

positive preliminary steps to address some of 

the management and safety concerns that 

have been an issue at the station up until now, 

and are moving forward with cosmetic 

changes that are much needed. 

The Proponent appreciates your support. 

8.2 

My primary concern about this proposal is that 

it falls in the center of several large projects 

that are either underway or slated to begin in 

the very near future. These developments will 

have tremendous impacts on the 

neighborhood, both immediately and several 

years down the line. There will be significant 

repercussions for the neighborhood from the 

construction, and I want to make sure that 

proper steps are taken to minimize the effects 

on current residents. 

Please refer to Section 1.4.8 for a description of the 

Project phases and an evaluation of phasing scenarios. 

Please refer to Chapter 6 for a detailed analysis of 

Project-related environmental impacts. The Project has 

included all other approved Stuart Street corridor 

projects in its traffic, transportation and other 

environmental impact studies, in an effort to provide the 

public a holistic view of development in the corridor.  

8.3 

…the sum of all of this development in the area 

will significantly change the flow of traffic, 

increase pedestrian movement, and impact the 

capacity of the MBTA. Boston Properties has 

touched on how the Back Bay/South End 

Gateway project will contribute to these 

factors, but I would like to see it addressed 

from a more holistic perspective, examining 

this project in the context of all the others in 

the surrounding area. 

The Project has included all other approved Stuart Street 

corridor projects in its traffic, transportation and other 

environmental impact studies, in an effort to provide the 

public a holistic view of development in the corridor. 

Please refer to Chapters 4 and 6 for a complete analysis. 

In addition, the Project team has been closely 

coordinating with the 40 Trinity and Copley Tower 

projects and has included their streetscape improvement 

plans and TAPA commitments as future existing 

conditions for the Project. 
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8.4 

As the Back Bay Station renovation moves 

forward, I also want to make sure that Boston 

Properties addresses concerns with respect to 

wind and shadow studies, and how they 

impact Copley Square and the front of the 

Public Library. These are two issues that my 

office hears about regularly, and I think the 

neighbors would appreciate more in-depth 

analysis. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the Project's 

pedestrian-level wind impacts, to Section 6.3 for a plan 

view of shadow impacts, including on adjacent public 

spaces, and to Section 8.3.2 for a shadow impact analysis 

on area historic resources. 

Letter 9 Boston Water and Sewer Commission 

9.1 

Prior to demolition of any buildings, all water, 

sewer and storm drain connections to the 

buildings must be cut and capped at the main 

pipe in accordance with the Commission's 

requirements. The proponent must then 

complete a Termination Verification Approval 

Form for a Demolition Permit, available from 

the Commission and submit the completed 

form to the City of Boston's inspectional 

Services Department before a demolition 

permit will be issued. 

All approved projects in the Stuart Street corridor have 

been included in the analyses as per BPDA, BTD and 

other agency direction. The Proponent has coordinated 

the Project's Stuart Street alignment and proposed 

improvements with the adjacent approved Copley Tower 

and 40 Trinity projects and has coordinated with the 

commitments and improvements documented in their 

respective TAPAs.  Please refer to Chapter 4 for more 

detail and see Figures 3.8a-f for public realm plans. 

9.2 

All new or relocated water mains, sewers and 

storm drains must be designed and 

constructed at BP Hancock LLC's expense. They 

must be designed and constructed in 

conformance with the Commission's design 

standards, Water Distribution System and 

Sewer Use Regulations, and Requirements for 

Site Plans. 

Noted, please refer to Section 7.1 for more details 

related to the Project's Site Plan Approval process which 

will be coordinated with BWSC for each Project 

Component prior to construction commencement. 

9.3 

To assure compliance with the Commission's 

requirements, the proponent must submit a 

site plan and a 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 are 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. 

Noted, please refer to Section 7.1 for more details 

related to the Project's Site Plan Approval process which 

will be coordinated with BWSC for each Project 

Component prior to construction commencement. 
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9.4 

The Commission supports the policy, and will 

require proponent to develop a consistent 

inflow reduction plan. The 4: 1 requirement 

should be addressed at least 90 days prior to 

activation of water service and will be based 

on the estimated sewage generation provided 

on the project site plan. 

As described in Section 7.5.4, the Proponent will comply 

with this requirement and develop an I/I mitigation plan 

in coordination with BWSC.   

9.5 
The proponent must develop a maintenance 

plan for the proposed green infrastructure. 

Please refer to Section 7.4 for a discussion of the 

Project's stormwater management and groundwater 

recharge plans and compliance with MassDEP 

Stormwater Management Standards. An Operations and 

Maintenance Plan (O&M Plan), including long-term BMP 

operation requirements, will be prepared for the Project 

to ensure proper maintenance and functioning of the 

proposed stormwater management system.  

9.6 

A copy of the description and any related site 

plans must be provided to the Commission's 

Engineering Customer Service Department for 

review before masonry repair and cleaning 

commences. BP Hancock LLC is advised that 

the Commission may impose additional 

conditions and requirements before permitting 

the discharge of the treated wash water to 

enter the sewer or drainage system. 

Noted, please refer to Section 7.1 for more details 

related to the Project's Site Plan Approval process which 

will be coordinated with BWSC for each Project 

Component prior to construction commencement. 

9.7 

BP Hancock LLC should be aware that the US 

Environmental Protection Agency issued the 

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, BP Hancock LLC will 

be required to apply for a RGP to cover these 

discharges. 

Noted. Please refer to Section 6.10.2. 

9.8 

The project sites are located within Boston's 

Groundwater Conservation Overlay District 

(GCOD). The district is intended to promote 

the restoration of groundwater and reduce the 

impact of surface runoff. Projects constructed 

within the GCOD are required to include 

provisions for retaining stormwater and 

directing the stormwater to the groundwater 

table for recharge. 

Please refer to Section 7.4.3 for a detailed description of 

the Project's intended compliance with the City's 

Groundwater Conservation Overlay District. 
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9.9 

BP Hancock LLC is advised that the 

Commission will not allow buildings to be 

constructed over any of its water lines. Also, 

any plans to build over Commission sewer 

facilities are subject to review and approval by 

the Commission. The project must be designed 

so that access, including vehicular access, to 

the Commission's water and sewer lines for the 

purpose of operation and maintenance is not 

inhibited. 

Noted. Please refer to Section 7.4.1 and 7.5.1 for a 

description of existing water, sewer and storm drain 

systems serving the Project Site. 

9.10 

It is BP Hancock LLC's responsibility to evaluate 

the capacity of the water, sewer and storm 

drain systems serving the project site to 

determine if the systems are adequate to meet 

future project demands. With the site plan, BP 

Hancock LLC must include a detailed capacity 

analysis for the water, sewer and storm drain 

systems serving the project site, as well as an 

analysis of the impacts the proposed project 

will have on the Commission's water, sewer 

and storm drainage systems. 

Noted, please refer to Section 7.4.1 and 7.5.1 for a 

description of existing water, sewer and storm drain 

systems serving the Project Site. A detailed capacity 

analysis will be provided as the Project's design 

advances. 

9.11 

BP Hancock LLC must provide separate 

estimates of peak and continuous maximum 

water demand for residential, commercial, 

industrial, irrigation of landscaped areas, and 

air-conditioning make-up water for the project 

with the site plan. Estimates should be based 

on full-site build-out of the proposed project. 

BP Hancock LLC should also provide the 

methodology used to estimate water demand 

for the proposed project. 

Please refer to Section 7.6.2 for a summary of proposed 

water demand.  

9.12 

BP Hancock LLC should explore opportunities 

for implementing water conservation measures 

in addition to those required by the State 

Plumbing Code. In particular, BP Hancock LLC 

should consider outdoor landscaping which 

requires minimal use of water to maintain. If 

BP Hancock LLC 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 be 

considered. 

Please refer to Section 7.6.4 for a summary of proposed 

conservation measures. In particular, the Proponent will 

consider outdoor landscaping which requires minimal 

use of water to maintain.  
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9.13 

BP Hancock LLC is required to obtain a 

Hydrant Permit for use of any hydrant during 

the construction phase of this project. The 

water used from the hydrant must be metered. 

BP Hancock LLC should contact the 

Commission's Meter Department for 

information on and to obtain a Hydrant Permit. 

Noted, the Proponent will obtain a Hydrant Permit for 

use of any hydrant during the construction phase of the 

Project.  

9.14 

The Commission is utilizing a Fixed Radio 

Meter Reading System to obtain water meter 

readings. For new water meters, the 

Commission will provide a Meter Transmitter 

Unit (MTU) and connect the device to the 

meter. For information regarding the 

installation of MTUs, BP Hancock LLC should 

contact the Commission's Meter Department. 

The Proponent will contact the Commission's Meter 

Department as recommended, and coordinate approvals 

and agency review as the Project moves into the site plan 

approval phase. 

9.15 

To accomplish the necessary reductions in 

phosphorus, the Commission is requiring 

developers in the lower Charles River 

watershed to infiltrate stormwater discharging 

from impervious areas in compliance with 

MassDEP. BP Hancock LLC will be required to 

submit with the site plan a phosphorus 

reduction plan for the proposed development. 

BP Hancock LLC must fully investigate 

methods for retaining stormwater on-site 

before the Commission 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. 

As detailed in Section 7.1, The Proponent will submit with 

the Site Plan a phosphorus reduction plan for the 

proposed development. The Site Plan will indicate how 

storm drainage from roof drains will be handled and the 

feasibility of retaining stormwater discharge on-site. No 

stormwater will be discharged to a sanitary sewer system. 

9.16 

In conjunction with the Site Plan and the 

General Service Application BP Hancock LLC 

will be required to submit a Stormwater 

Pollution Prevention Plan. The plan must: 

• Identify best management practices for 

controlling erosion and for preventing the 

discharge of sediment and contaminated 

groundwater or stormwater runoff to the 

Commission's drainage system when the 

construction is underway. 

As described in Section 7.4, the Proponent will submit a 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that includes a 

stormwater management plan in compliance with 

MassDEP Stormwater Management Standards.  
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9.17 

In conjunction with the Site Plan and the 

General Service Application BP Hancock LLC 

will be required to submit a Stormwater 

Pollution Prevention Plan. The plan must: (cont.) 

• Include a site map which shows, at a 

minimum, existing drainage patterns and areas 

used for storage or treatment of contaminated 

soils, groundwater or stormwater, and the 

location of major control or treatment 

structures to be utilized during construction. 

Please refer to Section 7.4 for a discussion of the 

Project's stormwater management and groundwater 

recharge plans. As described in Section 7.4, the 

Proponent will submit a Stormwater Pollution Prevention 

Plan that includes a stormwater management plan in 

compliance with MassDEP Stormwater Management 

Standards.  

9.18 

In conjunction with the Site Plan and the 

General Service Application BP Hancock LLC 

will be required to submit a Stormwater 

Pollution Prevention Plan. The plan must: (cont.) 

• Provide a stormwater management plan in 

compliance with the DEP standards mentioned 

above. The plan should include a description 

of the measures to control pollutants after 

construction is completed. 

As described in Section 7.4, the Proponent will submit a 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that includes a 

stormwater management plan in compliance with 

MassDEP Stormwater Management Standards.  

9.19 

Developers of projects involving disturbances 

of land of one acre or more will be required to 

obtain an NPDES General Permit for 

Construction from the Environmental 

Protection Agency and the Massachusetts 

Department of Environmental Protection. BP 

Hancock LLC is responsible for determining if 

such a permit is required and for obtaining the 

permit. If such a permit is required, it is 

required that a copy of the permit and any 

pollution prevention plan prepared pursuant 

to the permit be provided to the Commission's 

Engineering Services Department, prior to the 

commencement of construction. The pollution 

prevention plan submitted pursuant to a 

NPDES Permit may be submitted in place of 

the pollution prevention plan required by the 

Commission provided the Plan addresses the 

same components identified in item 1 above. 

Prior to the commencement of construction, the Project 

will obtain a NPDES General Permit for Construction from 

the EPA and MassDEP and submit a Stormwater Pollution 

Prevention Plan that includes a stormwater management 

plan in compliance with MassDEP Stormwater 

Management Standards. Please refer to Section 7.4.4 for 

additional details. 
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9.20 

The Commission encourages BP Hancock LLC 

to explore additional opportunities for 

protecting stormwater quality on site by 

minimizing sanding and the use of deicing 

chemicals, pesticides, and fertilizers. 

Comment noted. The Proponent currently engages in 

green operational practices related to protecting 

stormwater quality, some examples of which are listed 

below: 

 

• Organic treatments for landscaping and pest control  

• No or low-levels of sodium based deicers for snow/ice 

removal – Calcium Magnesium Acetate (CMA), an 

alternative to sodium chloride (aka rock salt), is non-

tracking, safer to handle, and less harmful to vegetation, 

lobby flooring, metals, leather footwear and animal paws. 

• Regular Inspection, cleaning and  maintenance of storm 

water infrastructure, catch basins, outlets, rip wrap 

structures, detention ponds, swales, and water quality 

inlets 

• Frequent sweeping and removal of sand and debris 

from sites 

• Restrictions related to storage of sand on sites and 

location of snow piles 

• Recordkeeping and reporting 

9.21 

The discharge of dewatering drainage to a 

sanitary sewer is prohibited by the 

Commission. BP Hancock LLC is advised that 

the discharge of any dewatering drainage to 

the storm drainage system requires a Drainage 

Discharge Permit from the Commission. If the 

dewatering drainage is contaminated with 

petroleum products, BP Hancock LLC will be 

required to obtain a Remediation General 

Permit from the Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) for the discharge. 

Noted, all code and applicable laws and regulations will 

be followed and permits obtained as necessary. Please 

refer to Section 6.10.1 through 6.10.2 of potential 

dewatering during construction. 

9.22 

BP Hancock LLC must fully investigate 

methods for retaining stormwater on-site 

before the Commission will consider a request 

to discharge storm water 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. 

Please refer to Section 7.1 for more details related to the 

Project's Site Plan Approval process which will be 

coordinated with BWSC for each Project Component 

prior to construction commencement. The Site Plan will 

indicate how storm drainage from roof drains will be 

handled and the feasibility of retaining stormwater 

discharge on-site. No stormwater will be discharged to a 

sanitary sewer system. 

9.23 

In addition to Commission standards BP 

Hancock LLC will be required to meet MassDEP 

Stormwater Management Standards. 

As described in Section 7.4, the Proponent will submit a 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that includes a 

stormwater management plan in compliance with 

MassDEP Stormwater Management Standards.  
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9.24 

Sanitary sewage must be kept separate from 

stormwater and separate sanitary sewer and 

storm drain service connections must be 

provided. The Commission requires that 

existing stormwater and sanitary sewer service 

connections, which are to be re-used by the 

proposed project, be dye tested to confirm 

they are connected to the appropriate system. 

The Proponent will submit a Site Plan and a General 

Service Application to the BWSC Engineering Customer 

Service Department for review and approval. The Site 

Plan will indicate how storm drainage from roof drains 

will be handled and the feasibility of retaining 

stormwater discharge on-site. No stormwater will be 

discharged to the sanitary sewer system. Please refer to 

Chapter 7 for more details related to the proposed 

infrastructure systems that will support the Project. 

9.25 

BP Hancock LLC should contact the 

Commission's Operations Division for 

information regarding the purchase of the 

castings. 

Comment noted. The Proponent will contact the 

Commission's Operations Division as requested as the 

Project's design develops further. 

9.26 

If a cafeteria or food service facility is built as 

part of this project, grease traps will be 

required in accordance with the Commission's 

Sewer Use Regulations. BP Hancock LLC is 

advised to consult with the Commission's 

operations Department with regards to grease 

traps. 

Noted, all code and applicable laws and regulations will 

be followed and the Commission will be consulted as 

necessary. 

9.27 

The enclosed floors of a parking garage must 

drain through oil separators into the sewer 

system in accordance with the Commission's 

Sewer Use Regulations. 

Noted, all code and applicable laws and regulations will 

be followed and the Commission will be consulted as 

necessary. 

Letter 10 Charles River Watershed Association  

10.1 

CRWA is deeply concerned that the proponent 

has not even mentioned the requirements of 

the Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for 

Nutrients in the Lower Charles River Basin that 

the proposed project is subject to, let alone 

providing information on the strategies being 

adopted to comply with the requirement. In 

addition to the above the project is expected 

to meet the 1-inch infiltration requirement as 

per Boston Water and Sewer Commission 

(BWSC) standards. The proponent therefore 

should quantifiably demonstrate in the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) how the 

project will comply with the TMDL as well as 

the BWSC standards. 

The Proponent will submit a Stormwater Pollution 

Prevention Plan that includes a stormwater management 

plan in compliance with MassDEP Stormwater 

Management Standards. Please refer to Section 7.4.2 for 

a summary of the proposed stormwater and drainage 

conditions for each Project Component and to Section 

7.4.4 for details on the Project's compliance with 

MassDEP Stormwater Management Standards. 
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10.2 

The Secretary should therefore require the 

proponent to use stormwater treatment 

technologies that would be expected to 

achieve >65% reduction in total phosphorus 

loads exported from the proposed 

development site. 

As detailed in Section 7.1, along with the Site Plan 

submitted to BWSC, the Proponent will submit a 

phosphorus reduction plan for the proposed 

development.  As described in Section 7.4, the Proponent 

will submit a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that 

includes a stormwater management plan in compliance 

with MassDEP Stormwater Management Standards.  

10.3 

The proponent notes that the project site is 

within the Groundwater Conservation Overlay 

District (GCOD), which would require the 

project to infiltrate the 1st inch of runoff from 

the site. Instead of granting a relief from this 

requirement, the Secretary should require the 

proponent undertake an extensive analysis in 

the DEIR to show how the projects would meet 

the requirement. 

Please refer to Section 7.4.3 for a detailed description of 

the Project's intended compliance with the City's 

Groundwater Conservation Overlay District. 

10.4 

It would behoove the project proponent to 

design impervious areas on the site where 

snow could be stored in winter months and be 

filtered through the ground to recharge the 

local groundwater table when it melts in 

spring. The Secretary should require the 

project proponent to account for winter 

weather management in all calculations of the 

service capacity of the building, roadways, and 

parking areas on site. 

The Proponent has extensive property management 

experience in the region, recognizes the need for proper 

winter weather procedures, and believes that the 

streetscape design and service plan as currently 

proposed adequately addresses those needs. Please note 

that given the urban nature of the site and the almost 

complete lack of terra firma that on-site snow storage 

and filtering through the ground are not considered 

viable strategies at this Site. 

10.5 

CRWA would like to see the project proponent 

provide inflow/infiltration mitigation in the 

project neighborhood instead of paying a fee 

in lieu. 

The Proponent will comply with the MassDEP 

infiltration/inflow (I/I) removal policy and develop an I/I 

mitigation plan in coordination with BWSC, per their 

direction. Please refer to Chapter 7 for more details. 

10.6 

The Secretary should require the project 

proponent to provide written justification if it 

is felt that local mitigation measures are not 

feasible. 

Comment noted. 

10.7 

The DEIR should therefore provide further 

details on the historic tidelands delineation as 

well as what the proponent would offer as 

public benefits as part of the Chapter 91 

license. 

Please refer to Section 9.8.3 for details on the Chapter 91 

request for a Public Benefit Determination. 



Back Bay/South End Gateway Project DEIR/DPIR 

ENF Response to Comments  

10-62 

 

Comment No. Comment Response to Comment 

10.8 

In particular, we urge the Proponent to 

collaboratively determine with BWSC the 

precipitation range of the 10‐year and 100‐

year/24‐hour design storm, as it will help in 

sizing BMPs throughout the project area. 

Please refer to Section 5.5 and the BPDA Climate Change 

Preparedness and Resiliency Checklist in Appendix J for a 

summary of how climate change and precipitation range 

have been considered in the Project’s design. 

10.9 

The Proponent should therefore look beyond 

site specific adaptation strategies and address 

flood resiliency more broadly. 

Please refer to Appendix J for a description of how 

climate change, including floor risk, has been considered 

in the Project's Design. Please also refer to Sections 5.3.2 

and 5.5.3 for a summary of flood risk and resiliency 

strategies being considered. 

10.10 

Since the adjoining streets‐ Dartmouth, Stuart 

and Clarendon might be impacted by the 

proposed project, there is an opportunity to 

incorporate various “greenscape” elements of 

Boston’s Complete Street Guidelines into the 

public right of way design. The DEIR should 

examine these opportunities in greater detail. 

Please see Section 3.5 for a detailed discussion on site 

design, including the incorporation of BTD's Complete 

Streets Guidelines. Please note the vast majority of the 

site is not on terra firma, but rather on concrete decks 

spanning transportation infrastructure below. Please see 

also Figures 3.2a-m and Figures 3.8a-f for renderings and 

public realm/landscaping plans. 

Letter 11 The Ellis South End Neighborhood Association 

11.1 

It should be noted that the public involvement 

has only occurred over the past six weeks – a 

relatively short time for the public to consider 

all of the ramifications for a project of such 

size and location. 

The Proponent notes that a Project Notification Form, 

not an Expanded PNF, was submitted on March 29, 2016. 

The regulated 30-day public comment period was 

extended twice to end on June 17, 2016. The submission 

of this DEIR/DPIR will initial a new 75-day public 

comment period, ensuring that there will be adequate 

time for public review of the Project. 

11.2 

It is also important to note that the next 

meeting of the Citizens Advisory Committee 

(“CAC”) scheduled to discuss the critical issues 

of parking, traffic and streetscape is June 15th 

– only two days before the comments are due 

– which provides little time for the public to 

offer any substantive comments. 

The Proponent notes that a Project Notification Form, 

not an Expanded PNF, was submitted on March 29, 2016. 

The regulated 30-day public comment period was 

extended twice to end on June 17, 2016. The submission 

of this DEIR/DPIR will initial a new 75-day public 

comment period, ensuring that there will be adequate 

time for public review of the Project. 

11.3 

We appreciate, however, that Boston 

Properties and the BRA will continue to 

respond to comments as the project review 

process continues. 

Comment noted.  
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11.4 

We appreciate the commitment made by 

Secretary of Transportation Pollack to conduct 

public meetings beginning this summer to 

allow public involvement and, most 

importantly, for the questions and concerns 

raised by the public to be addressed. There 

have been concerns raised, however, by several 

residents that the two initiatives need to be 

made one. Can a realistic argument be made 

that the impact on the interior of the station to 

accommodate the construction project and the 

needs of the developer are separate? It would 

appear to be a difficult argument. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station renovations. A public 

meeting was held on September 26, 2016 to present the 

Station Concourse Improvements and MBTA track-level 

ventilation project and to receive community feedback. 

This same information was also presented to the CAC on 

October 6, 2016. Please refer to Section 3.4.4 for a 

discussion of the Project's integration with the Station 

Concourse Improvements project. 

11.5 

While the development of a traffic plan 

remains to be discussed, it is critical for the 

Boston Transportation Department (“BTD”) to 

be a participant at every meeting of the CAC 

and those with the public. 

Comment noted. Please refer to Chapter 4 for details on 

the traffic plan and study conducted for the Project. The 

Proponent has continued to work closely with BTD 

throughout the project review process. 

11.6 

Some have suggested that the area around the 

proposed project already suffers gridlock 

throughout the day. Would it not only be 

worsened without a clear and thoughtful traffic 

control plan discussed from the start of the 

review? BTD’s expertise is needed throughout 

the project review phase. 

Please refer to Section 4.7 for results of the traffic study 

with proposed mitigation measures and to Section 4.13 

for a description of potential traffic control 

improvements and additional TDM measures. Proposed 

improvements will be reviewed by the BTD and further 

refined as appropriate by the Proponent in consultation 

with BTD.  

11.7 

Boston Properties has indicated it will work 

with the MBTA to find a new #39 bus staging 

area “nearby” once the bus turnaround is 

closed off for construction. With all of the 

other development projects expected to be 

underway, is there any other location other 

than some part of Columbus Avenue that 

would be available “nearby”? 

Please refer to section 4.10.2 for a description of the 

Route 39 Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 for 

a plan. 

11.8 

Increasing the number of passengers with 

luggage crossing Columbus Avenue to access 

the station or hotels in the area as vehicles 

leave the garage is of concern. 

Please refer to Chapter 4.12 for an analysis of existing 

and future pedestrian conditions and infrastructure in the 

study area. 
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11.9 

The preliminary internal wind study may 

suggest minimal changes to the surrounding 

streets. Many, especially those who have 

avoided Clarendon Street near the former 

“new” John Hancock Building for years, have 

expressed doubts about the preliminary 

findings. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the Project's 

pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I for a copy 

of the full pedestrian wind report. Please note the Project 

improves pedestrian-level wind conditions in many 

locations. 

11.10 

How will access and egress work for the 

Orange Line, Commuter Rail and Amtrak? Will 

there be input from the riding public? 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5. A public meeting was held on September 

26, 2016 to present the Station Concourse Improvements 

and MBTA track-level ventilation project and to receive 

community feedback. This same information was also 

presented to the CAC on October 6, 2016. 

11.11 

As each piece of the project proceeds with 

more and more people coming to the station 

and buildings, where will the drop-offs be 

located? Will there be a need for more surface 

buses and not just Bus #39? It is unclear where 

a new turnaround for Bus #39 could be located 

anywhere in the vicinity of the station. The 

answer to the location of the new turnaround 

needs to be provided now – not after the 

project is underway. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 and Figures 4.18a-b for 

details on proposed drop-off locations and curbside 

uses. Please also refer to section 4.10.2 for a description 

of the Route 39 Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 

4.21 for a plan. 

11.12 

What assurances are there that station facilities 

can grow to meet state and city’s goals to 

increase transit mode-share, reduce air 

pollution and lower energy consumption? 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for an analysis of the 

Project's impact on transit facilities. The Proponent has 

worked with MassDOT and the MBTA in developing the 

methodology for studying the Station's capacity and 

growth potential. Please also refer to Sections 5.3.2 and 

5.4 for a discussion of the Project's energy conservation 

and GHG reduction strategies. 

11.13 

How will the station be able to accommodate 

future security or ticketing procedures 

(especially for commuter rail and AMTRAK)? 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5. 
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11.14 

How will retail-related activities in the station 

impact transportation-related circulation and 

operations? 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5 and Section 4.10 for a detailed transit 

capacity analysis. 

11.15 

In what way would the reduction of public 

circulation space impact the ability of the 

station to handle emergency and special event 

surges? 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5. 

11.16 

What are provisions for improved sidewalk 

access to the station along Dartmouth Street, 

Clarendon Street? If the developer moves the 

shop facades out to the street line, what will be 

the impact on pedestrians? 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's public realm improvements, and to Figures 

3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans.  

11.17 

How does the increased use of curb and 

sidewalk space to serve the new development 

detract from existing or increased public 

transportation use? 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's public realm improvements, to Section 3.5.2 

for an analysis of sidewalk widths and to Figures 3.8a-f 

for public realm improvement plans. See also Section 

4.12 for a pedestrian analysis. 

11.18 

Boston Properties needs to address their 

commitment to affordable housing. The 

commitment should clearly state the inclusion 

of the units on-site rather than at some other 

location. 

The Project will provide a variety of new high-quality 

housing opportunities in compliance with the applicable 

Inclusionary Development Policy of the City of Boston. 

11.19 

We need a station than preserves the legacy of 

the citizens in the 1970’s and 1980’s who 

stopped the South End Bypass and the 

Southwest Expressway and who put countless 

hours into the creation of the Southwest 

Corridor Park and, especially, Back Bay Station. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which are designed to preserve the 

architectural integrity of the original structure. Please 

also refer to Figures E.1-E.5 and Figures E.7-E.10.  
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11.20 

The narrower sidewalks, the new curb cuts, the 

lack of provision for buses, elimination of the 

railroad waiting room and a darkened 

concourse crowded with retail stores, seem 

more like a Penn Station demolition than the 

creation of, in their words, a first-class, “airport 

quality” transit hub. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's public realm improvements, to Section 3.5.2 

for an analysis of sidewalk widths and to Figures 3.8a-f 

for public realm improvement plans. Please refer also to 

Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed description of 

the Station Concourse Improvements, which increase 

capacity in ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area 

and seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5 and Figures 

E.7-E.10.  

11.21 

The Stuart Street Zoning rules would 

emphasize retail along Stuart Street – Boston 

Properties has not done so. The lobby of an 

office building is not retail and is not a location 

that is welcoming outside of normal business 

hours. 

Please refer to Section 3.3 through 3.5 for a detailed 

description of the Project's design, including street 

frontage. See also Figures 3.2a-m. The Proponent has 

made every effort to create a high-quality continuous 

street frontage activated by vibrant and engaging 

ground floor uses, such as retail and restaurant spaces, 

and residential and commercial building lobbies, despite 

the substantial constraints of the Project Site. Through 

the use of glass facades wherever possible, the Project 

will provide transparency and create an inviting, safe and 

accessible ground-level experience for pedestrians. 

Section 3.4.1 describes the Garage West building design 

and includes details related to the ground floor space 

along Stuart Street. 

11.22 
Will there be 24-hour public access to the 

station? 

The determination of Station hours is related to the 

hours of train operations and is determined by the 

MBTA. 

11.23 

Will the proposed station layout result in a 

reduction in available public space that would 

be sufficient to serve the needs of the 

projected increase in passengers, especially in 

high-volume periods? 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5. 

11.24 

Has Boston Properties considered the use of 

overhead walkways to the station to minimize 

the impact on pedestrians? 

Yes. Please refer to Section 3.4.1 for a discussion of the 

Trinity Place and Stuart Street bridges and to Figures 

3.2h-i. The Proponent notes that there are three such 

bridges in the immediate vicinity of the Project, each 

providing an important weather-protected and 

accessible connection across the busy thoroughfare of 

Stuart Street.  
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11.25 

The idea of creating a new garage exit onto 

Dartmouth Street should be abandoned – it is 

much too dangerous. 

As described in Section 3.4.1, a new Garage exit on 

Dartmouth Street is necessary under the Base Scheme, 

where the On-Ramp remains open. The Proponent has 

provided pedestrian and vehicle mitigation measures at 

the proposed exit. 

11.26 

Can a project of this magnitude really proceed 

without the addition of any new parking 

spaces? With 3000 to 4000 persons coming to 

the site won’t there be a need for more 

parking spaces? 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a summary of existing and 

proposed parking conditions and Project parking 

demand. 

11.27 

Are the additions to the sidewalk and within 

the station of retail-oriented activities really 

benefits to the public or will they simply result 

in less space for pedestrians and commuters? 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's public realm improvements, to Section 3.5.2 

for an analysis of sidewalk widths and to Figures 3.8a-f 

for public realm improvement plans. Please refer also to 

Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed description of 

the Station Concourse Improvements, which increase 

capacity in ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area 

and seating.  

11.28 

If the developer adds a second (and perhaps a 

third) story with retail activities to the station, 

can the developer really improve natural light 

and air? 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements. See also Section 3.4.4 for a discussion of 

the Project's integration with the Station. The additional 

level of retail will have skylights so as to preserve the 

clerestory windows' access to natural light. 

11.29 

Isn’t the elimination of the exit drum simply a 

benefit to the developer to allow for more 

retail space? 

As described in Sections 1.4 and 3.4.2, the elimination of 

the exit drum is necessary to allow the construction of 

the structural core of Garage East building, which houses 

only residential uses and no retail. The existing full 

service Garage driveway on Clarendon Street will remain, 

providing a right-in, right-out connection to Clarendon 

Street.  

Letter 12 Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay 

12.1 

We are deeply concerned about the likely 

cumulative effects of 380 Stuart Street, 40 

Trinity Place, Neiman Marcus Tower, and the 

three towers and one additional structure of 

the Back Bay /South End Gateway Project on 

three major areas: traffic, infrastructure and the 

environment [as outlined below]. 

Please refer to Chapter 4 for Transportation and Parking 

impacts, Chapter 5 for Sustainability and GHG 

assessment, Chapter 6 for Environmental impacts, 

Chapter 7 for Infrastructure impacts and Chapter 8 for 

impacts to Historic Resources. Please note all other 

approved projects in the Stuart Street Corridor have 

been included in these analyses. 
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12.2 

We would request that the Boston Traffic 

Department estimate how additional vehicular 

traffic would affect, in particular the cross 

streets in the Back Bay. 

Please refer to Sections 4.5 and 4.6 for a detailed analysis 

of Project-related traffic impacts in the study area and to 

Section 4.7 for results of the traffic study with proposed 

mitigation measures. 

12.3 

What would further gridlock mean for 

emergency vehicles including fire equipment 

and ambulances seeking to access areas of the 

Back Bay during rush hours or trying to take 

Storrow Drive to Massachusetts General 

Hospital? 

Please refer to Sections 4.5 and 4.6 for a detailed analysis 

of Project-related traffic impacts in the study area and to 

Section 4.7 for results of the traffic study with proposed 

mitigation measures. 

12.4 
Given the current gridlock, what other 

alternatives are being explored? 

As described in Chapter 4, the Project enjoys an 

exceptional transit-oriented location, and benefits from 

excellent access to alternative modes including transit, 

bicycling and walking. 

12.5 Is a congestion tax a possibility? 

Please refer to Sections 4.10 and 4.132 for a discussion of 

the Project's Parking and Transportation Demand 

Management strategies designed to reduce Single 

Occupancy Vehicle Trips. 

12.6 

Can we limit driving into the city on weekdays 

to alternating days of even/odd license plates? 

Will taxis or ride sharing vehicles be more 

regulated and limited? 

The Proponent is unaware of any plans by the City of 

Boston to implement such measures. Please refer to 

Section 4.13.2 for a summary of proposed TDM measures 

designed to reduce Project-generated ride-along trips 

and single occupancy vehicles.  

12.7 

Is the city and/or developers willing to 

contribute major funds to the MBTA to 

increase its carrying capacity? Are there other 

alternatives? 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis of 

Existing, Future No-Build and Future Build transit 

capacity. 

12.8 

Are there plans to expand the Commuter Rail 

trains into Back Bay? Are there plans being 

discussed for commuters arriving at North 

Station to access the Back Bay when the 

Orange and Green lines are packed? 

The Proponent is not aware of any plans to expand 

Commuter Rail trains into Back Bay or North Station.  

Please refer to the MBTA for status of any such plans 

independent of the Project. 

12.9 
Without designated bus lanes would buses be 

able to move through gridlock? 

The Proponent is not aware of proposals by the City of 

Boston or the MBTA for designated bus lanes, and such 

analysis is not included in the DEIR. Please refer to 

Chapter 4 for a detailed traffic and transportation 

analysis. 
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12.10 

Given the increase in cycling in the City and 

the fact that it may be the fastest way to get 

around, are there designated safe cycling lanes 

into and around the Stuart Street development 

area? 

Please refer to Section 4.3.3 for a summary of existing 

bicycle facilities near the Project Site, to Section 4.11 for 

a complete discussion of the Project's proposed bicycle 

accommodations and to Figure 4.22 for details on 

proposed bicycle parking and infrastructure 

improvements.  

12.11 Is there bike storage? 

Please refer to Section 4.11 for a complete discussion of 

the Project's proposed bicycle accommodations and to 

Figure 4.22 for details on proposed bicycle parking and 

infrastructure improvements.  

12.12 

Are there plans to make sidewalks wide 

enough to allow for an increased number of 

commuters as well as travelers with luggage 

going to and from Back Bay Station? 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's public realm improvements, to Section 3.5.2 

for an analysis of sidewalk widths and to Figures 3.8a-f 

for public realm improvement plans.  

12.13 

What are the plans to provide the additional 

electricity, natural gas, sewer lines, internet, 

telecommunications and trash collection that 

the new residents and businesses will require? 

Please refer to Sections 7.2 through 7.5 for descriptions 

of existing utilities and proposed future connections. No 

capacity issues are anticipated. 

12.14 Who will pay for those improvements? 

Please refer to Sections 7.2 through 7.5 for descriptions 

of existing utilities and proposed future connections. No 

capacity issues are anticipated. 

12.15 

Wind is already creating a dangerous situation 

around much of Stuart Street and Copley 

Square. Can we have additional measurements 

of the wind as it is now in all four seasons and 

as construction proceeds? 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the Project's 

pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I for a copy 

of the full pedestrian wind report.  

12.16 

Given the Farmers Market as well as numerous 

holiday activities in Copley Square can we 

measure the center of the Square as well as all 

four corners? 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the Project's 

pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I for a copy 

of the full pedestrian wind report.  

12.17 

We would request studies to show the 

combined effect of all towers on year-round 

light in Trinity Church, the Commonwealth 

Avenue Mall, Copley Square and the interior 

courtyard of the Boston Public Library 

Please refer to Section 6.3 for a summary of the Project's 

shadow impacts. See also Section 8.3.2 for shadow 

impacts on area historic resources. 
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12.18 

This neighborhood is appreciated daily not just 

by residents and commuters, but also by 

thousands of visitors from all over the world. 

It’s important we keep it accessible, safe, and 

workable for everyone. 

The Proponent appreciates the prominent nature of the 

site and has designed the Project accordingly. Please 

refer to Sections 3.1 and 3.5 for a detailed description of 

the public realm and accessibility improvements 

proposed by the Project.  Please also see Appendix J for 

specific details of the pedestrian accessibility 

improvements proposed by the Project.  

Letter 13 Bay Village Neighborhood Association – Dr. P. MacKenzie Bok 

13.1 

We’re actively concerned about the potential 

traffic that would result from the Clarendon St 

on-ramp closure and the re-routing of traffic 

out of the large garage between Clarendon 

and Dartmouth. So we’re very interested in 

seeing an extensive traffic study as part of the 

EIR/DPIR. 

Please refer to Sections 4.3 - 4.6 for a detailed traffic 

study which includes analysis of Existing, Future No-

Build, and Future Build conditions both with and without 

the On-Ramp closure. The Proponent notes that 

MassDOT will be submitting an Interchange Modification 

Report (IMR) to the Federal Highway Authority (FHWA) in 

early 2017. 

13.2 

A turn down the Isabella side-street would 

become the most direct route to I-90 from the 

garage’s Clarendon Street exit if the on-ramp 

were closed. We already have serious concerns 

about the unsafe crosswalk at the corner of 

Isabella and Arlington, and additional through-

traffic would be unwelcome on Isabella St., so 

we need a model of how much the traffic there 

would increase. 

Please refer to Section 4.4.3 and to Figures 4.8a-c for 

analysis of trip diversions to the Arlington Street ramp 

associated with closure of the On-Ramp under Future 

No-Build conditions. The distribution of Project-

generated vehicle trips presented in Section 4.5.9 assigns 

8 and 30 trips in the AM and PM peak hours, 

respectively, to the Columbus Avenue/Arlington Street 

intersection to provide a conservative (worst case) impact 

analysis at that location. Some of these trips may, in 

practice, use Isabella Street to reach Arlington Street, but 

it is expected that the majority will use Columbus 

Avenue. No additional Project-generated trips are 

projected to use the Arlington Street ramp under the 

Alternate Condition, where the On-Ramp is closed, then 

under the Base Condition, where the On-Ramp remains 

open. The crosswalk on Arlington Street at Isabella Street 

is a long crossing for pedestrians due to the multiple 

lanes and higher speeds on Arlington Street. BTD may 

consider improvements to this crosswalk if it is deemed 

to be unsafe.  
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13.3 

The Proponent mentions that it expects the 

development to have little effect on area 

groundwater, given that so much of it will be 

over decking rather than terra firma. 

Nevertheless, they do briefly allude to 

constructing a stormwater infiltration system 

to help recharge groundwater levels in the 

vicinity. We are very interested in ensuring this 

is done, as any diminishment of groundwater 

levels remains of significant concern to all 

property-owners in the area. 

Please refer to Section 7.4 for details on the Project's 

intended stormwater management strategies, including 

compliance with the City's Groundwater Conservation 

Overlay District. 

13.4 

The ventilation system for Back Bay Station is, 

notoriously, broken. While the MBTA is 

pursuing a plan to fix it as a separate project, 

with financial support from the Proponent, we 

think that air quality levels at all levels of the 

site should be subjected to particular scrutiny 

by the Office of Energy and Environmental 

Affairs. 

Please see Sections 5.4 and 6.6 for a discussion of 

Project-related air quality impacts and mitigation. The 

Project is proposing to provide enhanced indoor air 

quality for all Project components, refer to Section 5.4 as 

well as specific LEED narratives provided in Section 5.3.3. 

Filtration will be balanced with energy efficiency to find 

an optimal solution and consideration will be taken for 

location of air intakes. 

13.5 

New residential or office towers in such close 

vicinity to the highway as those in this project 

should be required to install effective air 

filtration systems, for the health of their 

occupants. 

As described in Section 5.3.2 the Project will promote 

good indoor air quality through demand controlled 

ventilation and use of interior finish materials that are 

low-emitting and/or do not off-gas VOCs. The Project 

will balance air filtration with energy efficiency to find an 

optimal solution. Air intake locations will be evaluated to 

reduce occupant pollutant exposure.  

13.6 

The Proponent should be asked to rigorously 

demonstrate that further parking will not be 

required. 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a summary of existing and 

proposed parking conditions and Project parking 

demand.  

13.7 

The planned garage exit onto Dartmouth 

Street, in the event of no on-ramp closure, 

would be dangerous to pedestrians and an 

intolerable disruption to an accessible 

streetscape around the station. 

As described in Section 3.4.1, a new Garage exit on 

Dartmouth Street is necessary under the Base Scheme, 

where the On-Ramp remains open. The Proponent has 

provided pedestrian and vehicle mitigation measures at 

the proposed exit. 
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13.8 

Shadow on historic resources (the Boston 

Public Library courtyard and front steps, the 

Trinity Church windows) should be specifically 

considered. 

All shadow impacts have been minimized to the 

maximum extent practicable to avoid any noticeable 

effect on pedestrian use patterns, including no more 

than two hours of shadow on Copley Square between 

8am to 2:30pm on any given day from March 21 to 

October 21, as specified in the Stuart Street Zoning 

District regulations. Please refer to Section 6.3 for a plan 

view of shadow impacts to adjacent public spaces. Please 

refer to Section 8.3.2 for a summary of shadow impacts 

on the façades of adjacent historic resources and 

buildings.  

13.9 

Wind studies should also be done for each of 

the three individual towers proposed, in 

addition to the whole fully-developed scheme, 

as neither phasing nor a full build-out is 

guaranteed. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the Project's 

pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I for a copy 

of the full pedestrian wind report.  

13.10 
The station layout should be planned for 

growing public transit capacity. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5 and Section 4.10 for a detailed transit 

capacity analysis. 

13.11 

[The DEIR should include] a firm plan for 

relocating Bus 39 should be a requirement for 

moving forward with permissions for the 

Station East portion of the parcel. 

Please refer to section 4.10.2 for a description of the 

Route 39 Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 for 

a plan. 
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Letter 14 WalkBoston 

14.1 

We are very interested in this project, which is 

superbly located to be served by public 

transportation, walking and biking. However, 

we have concerns about pedestrian access 

into, through and around the site which we 

would like to see addressed in the next project 

submissions. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's public realm improvements, to Figures 3.8a-

f for public realm improvement plans and to Figures 

3.9a-b for site circulation and access plans. Please see 

also Section 4.12 for an analysis of pedestrian access and 

circulation. 

14.2 

This bus route #39 is too important to the 

MBTA system and its many riders to shift the 

layover site to another location which could 

lead to a major change in the frequency of bus 

service. A layover location must be found 

nearby. 

Please refer to section 4.10.2 for a description of the 

Route 39 Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 for 

a plan. 

14.3 

The MassDOT Design Guide calls for sidewalks 

in busy downtown areas of cities to be 

between 12 and 20 feet in width. These 

guidelines should be generously incorporated 

into the planning for this project. The City’s 

Complete Streets Guideline Manual suggests 

that 8 feet is a minimum but prefers a width of 

ten feet. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's public realm improvements, and to Figures 

3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans. As described 

in Section 3.5.4, throughout the Project Site, the 

proposed pedestrian realm improvements meet or 

exceed BTD's Complete Streets Guidelines for Downtown 

Commercial Zone minimum streetscape dimensions. 

14.4 

The plan calls for a portion of the Dartmouth 

Street frontage to be as narrow as 8 feet at 

one point, and 13 feet otherwise. The 8’ foot 

width, which appears along a planned ADA 

ramp into the first-floor retail area, is not 

adequate for this location. Perhaps this width 

could be expanded by moving the ADA ramp 

into the retail area of the building or by 

selectively eliminating portions of the drop-

off/taxi lane which extends from the station 

entrance to Stuart Street. Alternatively, 

perhaps a thoughtful reduction of the number 

of trees and their placement might be 

appropriate to widen the clear width of the 

walkway. 

The Project's sidewalk dimensions have been revised in 

the DEIR/DPIR. Please refer to Section 3.5.1 and Figures 

3.8a-f for a specific description of the pedestrian realm 

and circulation improvements and to Section 3.5.5 for a 

summary of pedestrian accessibility improvements. As 

described in Section 3.5.4, throughout the Project Site, 

the proposed pedestrian realm improvements meet or 

exceed BTD's Complete Streets Guidelines for Downtown 

Commercial Zone minimum streetscape dimensions. 
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14.5 

The proposed exit ramp onto Dartmouth 

Street is deeply consequential for pedestrian 

traffic. It is difficult to imagine a more 

inappropriate design than the insertion of a 

major vehicular exit from the garage onto the 

Dartmouth Street sidewalk, the primary 

pedestrian access route to and from Back Bay 

Station. Certainly there must be a better place 

to provide a garage exit than this, possibly by 

retaining one of the drums could be retained 

for exiting traffic directly onto Trinity Place. 

As described in Section 3.4.1, a new Garage exit on 

Dartmouth Street is necessary under the Base Scheme, 

where the On-Ramp remains open. The Proponent has 

provided pedestrian and vehicle mitigation measures at 

the proposed exit. Please refer to Section 3.4.1 for a 

discussion of an alternative internal exit ramp and to 

Figures 3.3s-u for plans. Please note this alternative is not 

being pursued as it eliminates the possibility for a 

through-block connector from Stuart Street, the retail 

space at the corner of Stuart Street and Trinity Place and 

compromises the Garage West building's loading dock. 

14.6 

The relocation or shrinking of the passenger 

concourses and repurposing the space 

occupied by the old ones raises a concern as 

to whether the new routes are sufficiently wide 

to handle projected growth in passenger 

volumes. Although it is uncertain what 

projections of passenger volumes might show, 

according to the project proponent, the station 

already handles 30,000 passengers per day. 

The MBTA currently maintains there are 36,000 

Orange Line passengers here, plus 17,000 

commuter rail passengers. Amtrak may 

constitute an additional 2000 passengers. New 

projections of traffic should be undertaken to 

determine likely future volumes of people 

using the station. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5 and Section 4.10 for a detailed transit 

capacity analysis. 
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14.7 

With the knowledge of the likely future traffic 

of patrons of the Orange Line, the commuter 

rail lines and Amtrak, the plan must provide 

good access to and egress from the following 

locations: 

•    The Dartmouth Street entrance 

•    The Orange Line station (two stairways, 

escalators, one elevator) 

•    The underpass beneath Dartmouth Street 

to the Copley Place mall (one stairway) 

•    The commuter and Amtrak rail lines west 

toward Worcester and ultimately Chicago (two 

stairways, one elevator) serving 15 stations and 

communities 

•    The commuter and Amtrak rail lines that 

generally go south and follow the east coast to 

Providence, New York and Washington D.C. 

(two stairways, two escalators, one elevator) 

serving 47 stations and communities 

•    The proposed new passageway to Stuart 

Street and into the Garage West office 

structure 

•    Ticket machines for passes and Charlie 

cards for the subway lines. 

•    Amtrak ticket offices 

•    Commuter rail ticket offices 

•    Restrooms for the entire station concourse 

area 

•    Food and retail outlets proposed for the 

concourse level 

•    Food and retail proposed for the second 

level 

•    Food and retail outlets proposed for the 

third level 

•    Waiting areas including seating for 

passengers traveling by rail 

•    The existing and new parking garages in 

the Garage West/East areas 

•    The new residential building in the Station 

East area at the Clarendon Street end of the 

project 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's public realm improvements, and to Figures 

3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans. Please see 

also Figures 3.9a-b for site circulation and access and 

Figures 4.22 and 4.23 for bicycle parking and 

infrastructure and transit improvements, respectively. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5. 
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14.8 

The proposal significantly diminishes this 

portion of the existing concourse, serving the 

movements listed above and lowering the 

space of the waiting area from 9,225 square 

feet (41 bays each roughly 15 feet square) to 

6,075 square feet (27 bays, each roughly 15 

feet square. It calls for eliminating the principal 

existing waiting area and replacing it with a 

large food service facility. All waiting 

passengers will be moved to backless benches 

located in busy pedestrian passageways, 

including the major entrance to the building. 

The proposal also calls for diminishing the size 

of the concourse by narrowing the existing 

passageways between Dartmouth and 

Clarendon Street and replacing them with 

retail space. It calls for new entrances to the 

proposed second and third levels in the midst 

of the existing waiting area. The proposal 

moves the ticketing area away from the 

waiting area and into new space along the 

proposed new passageway, where queuing to 

purchase tickets (now possible in the waiting 

area) will compete with pedestrian movement. 

It is hard to imagine that all these activities can 

be accommodated in the space planned.  

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5 and Section 4.10 for a detailed transit 

capacity analysis. 

14.9 

A new design should be undertaken to 

accommodate the growing number of 

pedestrians and waiting passengers as well as 

patrons of food and retail outlets who may 

choose to sit in this busy space. The existing 

waiting area should not be removed but 

instead enlarged to accommodate anticipated 

future use. Ticketing space should be provided 

close to passenger access areas. Access to and 

from the second and third levels should be 

moved away from the waiting area and into 

the space that is gained by closing the existing 

concourse passageways. Retail areas adjacent 

to the passenger waiting area should be scaled 

back to remove potential blockage of clear and 

very visible access to and from the stairways 

leading to transportation facilities below the 

concourse. Benches for rail passengers should 

not be relegated to busy portions of the 

concourse, especially where they might 

interfere with pedestrian traffic through the 

concourse.    

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5 and Figures E.7-E.10. 
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14.10 

Designs should be carefully integrated with 

existing obstructions such as columns to 

minimize interference with passenger traffic 

flow. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5 and Figures E.7-E.10. 

Letter 15 Ann Beha  

15.1a 

Would private management propose the 

removal of original art, or bill boarding the 

facades for South Station, or MBTA and 

commuter stations? Clarity about the 

standards and obligations for this station is 

essential.  

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, including a discussion of public art. 

15.1b 

Has MASS DOT approved these renovations? 

How will they be maintained, and how will the 

projects impact future transportation systems? 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E of the 

DEIR/DPIR for a detailed description of the Station 

Concourse Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and seating. 

Please see also Figures E.1-E.5 and Figures E.7-E.10. 

Please see Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis of Existing, 

Future No-Build and Future Build transit capacity. 

15.1c 

 How will the station and the systems 

accommodate new riders with inevitable 

increased demand? 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis of 

existing, Future No-Build and Future Build transit 

capacity. Please also refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix 

E for a detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5.  

15.1d 

Because the CAC does not address the Back 

Bay station renovation, an integrated, 

confirmed and responsive public process to 

assess the State and MASS DOT issues as well 

as the city wide issues, is essential. 

A public meeting was held on September 26, 2016 to 

present the Station Concourse Improvements and MBTA 

track-level ventilation project and to receive community 

feedback. This same information was also presented to 

the CAC on October 6, 2016. 

15.2 

Two residential towers on Clarendon Street 

have been generally outlined; a presentation 

on their grounds cape, or landscape, is 

forthcoming. Already the developers have said 

the site is “too tight” for an appreciable 

amount of outdoor green space. What is the 

plan for a humane and welcome presentation 

and urban setting for these large buildings? 

The Proponent has made considerable efforts to include 

the creation of a new 11,000 square foot public plaza 

with the delivery of the Station East Parcel and the 

upgrading of the existing open space on Dartmouth 

Street with the delivery of the Station West Parcel. Please 

refer to Section 1.5 for a summary of the Project's 

benefits to the public realm, as well as to Section 3.5 for 

a detailed discussion on site design. Please see also 

Figures 3.2a-m and Figures 3.8a-f for renderings and 

pedestrian realm improvement plans respectively. 
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15.3 

Issues I believe the CAC and community need 

addressed with more clarity, include: 

•    The MASS DOT approved plan for the 

station, its timetable, its balance of 

community-serving retail and public space, 

and its design. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements. A public meeting was held on September 

26, 2016 to present the Station Concourse Improvements 

and MBTA track-level ventilation project and to receive 

community feedback. This same information was also 

presented to the CAC on October 6, 2016. 

15.4 

Issues I believe the CAC and community need 

addressed with more clarity, include (cont.) 

•   The specific management of auto transit 

routes, to create less impact on Copley Square, 

and neighborhoods and the already dense 

traffic. 

Please refer to Chapter 4 for a discussion of transit routes 

and detailed analysis of traffic impacts.  

15.5 

Issues I believe the CAC and community need 

addressed with more clarity, include (cont.) 

•    More about the design, and its intentions 

and expression 

Please refer to Chapter 3 and the Figures therein for a 

full discussion of the Project's design. 

15.6 

Issues I believe the CAC and community need 

addressed with more clarity, include (cont.) 

•    The ground level, particularly the amount 

and vitality of the landscape and green 

buggers that are essential to a humane and 

welcoming residential and commercial 

environment. Upper level terraces, which have 

been presented as amenities, are not urban 

settings for everyday use, not a substitute for 

ground level landscape and sitting areas. 

The Proponent has made considerable efforts to include 

the creation of a new 11,000 square foot public plaza 

with the delivery of the Station East Parcel and the 

upgrading of the existing open space on Dartmouth 

Street with the delivery of the Station West Parcel. Please 

refer to Section 1.5 for a summary of the Project's 

benefits to the public realm, as well as to Section 3.5 for 

a detailed discussion on site design. Please see also 

Figures 3.2a-m and Figures 3.8a-f for renderings and 

pedestrian realm improvement plans respectively. 

15.7 

Issues I believe the CAC and community need 

addressed with more clarity, include (cont.) 

•    How does this project improve the Orange 

and commuter rail lines not further overcrowd 

them? How does this project ensure that new 

modes of transport are not precluded, but 

instead, enhanced? Will the complex structural 

gymnastics that the developer notes are 

needed for this project inhibit the viability of 

future infrastructure upgrades? 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed evaluation of 

potential transit impacts and to Section 4.2 for a 

description of transit improvements that are being 

delivered with the Project. 

15.8 

Issues I believe the CAC and community need 

addressed with more clarity, include (cont.) 

•    An approach to improving the civic realm, 

in lieu of just conforming with the letter of the 

law. 

Please refer to Section 3.5 for a detailed description of 

the Project's pedestrian realm improvements, and to 

Figures 3.8a-f for pedestrian realm improvement plans.  
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15.9 

More comparable information about how this 

setting will change the wind should be offered. 

The BRA has offered no comparisons between 

the early wind calculations for this site and 

wind elsewhere in the city—such comparable 

are needed. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the Project's 

pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I for a copy 

of the full pedestrian wind report.  

15.10 

Adding more shadow to Copley Square may 

be legal, but it never could be described as 

civic, considerate, or beneficial. “As of right” 

does not mean it IS right. 

As discussed in Section 6.3, shadow impacts have been 

minimized to the extent practicable to avoid noticeable 

pedestrian impacts, and are in compliance with the 

specific requirements of the Stuart Street Zoning District, 

including the 2-hour shadow limitation on Copley 

Square. 

15.11 

What are the more convincing public benefits 

of this project? I welcome responsible new 

development with opportunities for housing 

and public benefits, and seek to promote 

projects characterized by responsible planning, 

sustainability, service to the greater good, 

embracing good business practices, creating 

jobs: a balance of benefit and burden. A 

revised station, once confirmed, can be one, 

but beyond the station, more benefits need 

application to the immediate affected 

environment and community. 

Please refer to Section 1.5 for a detailed summary of the 

Project's public benefits. 

15.12 

I encourage more specificity, emphasis on 

greater civic contributions, and improvements, 

as essential to this projects progress. The BRA 

and the state agencies are our voice to require 

the BEST design, the best environmental 

performance, not just the “conforming” 

compliances. 

Please refer to Section 1.5 for a summary of the Project's 

public benefits, to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description 

of the Project's public realm improvements, and to 

Figures 3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans. 

15.13 

I urge leadership from the agencies to push 

design and quality standards beyond the 

merely legal and feasible to the platform of its 

setting—a city region long distinguished for its 

scale, architectural quality, and its enduring 

value to the entire community. 

Please refer to Section 3.4 for a description of each 

Project Component's design, height and massing, 

character and exterior materials and signage. Please refer 

to Figures 3.2a-m for renderings and Figures 3.6a-p for 

skyline and bird's eye views. 

Letter 16 Tracy Pesanelli 

16.1 
Where are all the additional cars that will be 

created by these new buildings going to park? 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a summary of existing and 

proposed parking conditions and Project parking 

demand.  
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16.2 

…both Clarendon and Dartmouth are saturated 

with traffic, is it reasonable to assume that 

either of these streets will be able to handle 

the additional volume of traffic that will surely 

be generated by these new towers….never 

mind the already approved projects at Copley 

Place and Trinity Place? 

Please refer to Chapter 4 for a detailed traffic analysis 

including impacts to volumes on Clarendon and 

Dartmouth Streets. The analysis includes neighboring 

approved projects. 

Letter 17 Elliott Laffer  

17.1 

This is a project that, I believe, has the 

potential to have an important positive impact 

on a key site at the junction of the Back Bay 

and the South End. However, the planned site 

has many physical drawbacks that can make it 

difficult to construct without causing 

unacceptable negative impacts. Below I list a 

series of issues that I hope can be answered in 

the MEPA and concurrent BRA processes in 

ways that can mitigate these impacts. 

The Proponent thanks you for your support. Please see 

responses to your following comments below. 

17.2 

While it is likely that the users of the new 

towers will be accommodated, what happens 

to vehicles that are now parking at the 100 

Clarendon St and Copley Place garages? 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a summary of existing and 

proposed parking conditions and Project parking 

demand. 

17.3 

How are conflicts between the exiting traffic 

and pedestrians to be handled? In this transit 

oriented development, will the edge go to 

those on foot? 

Please refer to Section 3.5 for a detailed description of 

the Project's site design and to Figures 3.8a-f for 

pedestrian realm improvement plans, including 

techniques that will be employed to ensure pedestrian 

priority. 

17.4 
What is the shadow impact, if any, on the 

courtyard of the nearby Boston Public Library? 

Please refer to Section 6.3 for the Project's shadow 

impacts. There is no impact to the courtyard of the BPL. 

17.5 

Because there is a high likelihood that not all 

phases will be built simultaneously, and there 

may in fact be extended period when only part 

of the project is completed, what is the impact 

of the project at each interim phase? This is 

also important to study since the proponent is 

unsure of the order in which the phases will be 

constructed. 

The Proponent has designed each Project Component to 

be independent of the others, and therefore phaseable. 

Please refer to Section 1.4.8 for a description of the 

Project phases and an evaluation of phasing scenarios.  
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17.6 

Will there be transit capacity to handle this 

project along with the other approved projects 

in the area? 

Yes, please refer to Section 4.10 for a complete Transit 

analysis.  

17.7 

How will the Bus 39 operations be handled 

both during and after construction? It is 

unlikely that holding the buses on Clarendon 

Street will be an acceptable solution. 

Please refer to section 4.10.2 for a description of the 

Route 39 Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 for 

a plan. 

Letter 18 Pamela Humphrey 

18.1 

Pedestrian traffic: critical times of the day the 

foot traffic in the area (and with the added 

traffic of the other new buildings in the block) 

is, and will be more so and significant. 

Dartmouth Street and Clarendon Streets are 

narrow. Particularly on Clarendon Street, 

individuals walk in the street to get around the 

crowds on the way to the BB station during 

rush hours. The residential buildings are being 

built in a way that, given this issue (Dartmouth 

has wider sidewalks-will they stay that way?) 

will become an even bigger problem. How do 

you plan to handle that? 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's public realm improvements, to Section 3.5.2 

for an analysis of sidewalk widths and to Figures 3.8a-f 

for public realm improvement plans.  

18.2 

Drop off capability at both the Back Bay 

Station and the residential buildings: The way 

that the drawings are currently drawn for this 

project - there is no, or extremely limited, drop 

off space for both the station and residential 

building locations. Current plans suggest 

limited curb indent to accommodate some. It 

is extremely tight on that street and what little 

might be provided currently won’t be nearly 

enough given the increased traffic and gridlock 

on Clarendon and Dartmouth-particularly 

during rush hour. What is being done? Will 

you consider internal drop off/turn around at 

the residential buildings rather than street curb 

drop off? Same at the Station along with bus 

entry/turnaround? 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's pedestrian realm improvements, and to 

Figures 3.8a-f for pedestrian realm improvement plans. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.3 and Figures 4.18a-b for 

details on proposed drop-off locations and curbside 

uses. 
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18.3 

Bus 39 entry and drop off at Back Bay Station: 

as currently designed there is no drop 

off/waiting space for this double length bus. 

Currently there is NO turn off or turn around 

space the way it is currently designed. Will 

there never be the need for additional busses 

using the Back Bay station for pick up/drop off 

in the future? Should we plan for that given 

limited bus stop capability in the area (current 

bus stops add to gridlock) and need to 

increase/encourage public transportation use? 

Please refer to section 4.10.2 for a description of the 

Route 39 Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 for 

a plan. 

18.4 

Entry and Exit into/out of garage: Current exit 

onto Clarendon stays? or does that become an 

entrance only? - We now have heavily 

increased foot traffic. Exit onto Dartmouth 

would be - I don’t want to even think about it. 

The least objectionable would be to exit onto 

Stuart Street, which provides several 

directional egresses to Mass Pike and Storrow 

Drive and is a wider street. What is the thinking 

about this and does anything work effectively 

that is currently not considered? 

The full-service entry/exit on Clarendon Street will 

remain. As described in Section 3.4.1, a new Garage exit 

on Dartmouth Street is necessary under the Base 

Scheme, where the On-Ramp remains open. The 

Proponent has provided pedestrian and vehicle 

mitigation measures at the proposed exit. Please refer to 

Section 3.4.1 for a discussion of an alternative internal 

exit ramp and to Figures 3.3s-u for plans. Please note this 

alternative is not being pursued as it eliminates the 

possibility for a through-block connector from Stuart 

Street, the retail space at the corner of Stuart Street and 

Trinity Place and compromises the Garage West 

building's loading dock. 

18.5 

There was public art in the Back Bay station. It 

was, apparently in poor repair and is now 

stored. The city paid for this art for the Station. 

Whether one likes it or not it is by a well-

known artist whose work is in Moma and many 

other museums. What are we going to do 

about it? We are a city of the arts. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, including a discussion of public art. 

18.6 

Those “pesky” Green spaces and public 

benefits: Where are they in this - or in fact the 

other two developments? As mentioned in my 

preamble - the City has tended to accept 

interior spaces, or spaces above ground, as 

“public good benefits” and Therefore, they are 

of limited benefit in fact. The project 

developers are committed to taking on the 

renovation of the Back Bay station - saving the 

City a lot of money in the process. HOWEVER, 

it is nice to be grateful but another to sell our 

soul for it by giving up important “humanizing” 

assets to counter this colossal density of 

development in a VERY small area in Copley 

Square. What are the plans? 

The Proponent has made considerable efforts to include 

the creation of a new 11,000 square foot public plaza 

with the delivery of the Station East Parcel and the 

upgrading of the existing open space on Dartmouth 

Street with the delivery of the Station West Parcel. Please 

refer to Section 1.5 for a summary of the Project's 

benefits to the public realm, as well as to Section 3.5 for 

a detailed discussion on site design. Please see also 

Figures 3.2a-m and Figures 3.8a-f for renderings and 

public realm/landscaping plans. 
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18.7 

Shadows - Copley Place is a wonderful place of 

sunshine and open air. Already, although, 

apparently within allowable limits, the Neiman 

Building is already creating shadows. Now 

what with these other two immense projects 

adding to it? 

As discussed in Section 6.3, shadow impacts have been 

minimized to the extent practicable to avoid noticeable 

pedestrian impacts, and are in compliance with the 

specific requirements of the Stuart Street Zoning District, 

including the 2-hour shadow limitation on Copley 

Square. 

18.8 

Flexibility in the renovation of the Back Bay 

Station: what is being planned for future 

improvements and expansion of public 

transportation needs in the future? Will it be 

designed in a way that accommodates future 

expansion/upgrade so desperately needed and 

for sure will be needed in the future with the 

massive increase of population in this compact 

space. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5 and Section 4.10 for a detailed transit 

capacity analysis. 

18.9 

Density created by these large buildings: 

Clarity on the impact of the addition of huge 

numbers of people in this small area and 

future increased traffic that they will bring. It 

seems naive to believe that this won’t be a 

huge problem. 

Please refer to Chapter 4 for a detailed analysis of 

potential transportation impacts and proposed 

mitigation. 

18.10 

Public transportation infrastructure: It is short 

sighted to believe that any attempt to limit 

parking without proper public transportation 

infrastructure and increased capability will 

mitigate the impact of these dense building 

will have. Boston has a desperate need for 

upgrading of its infrastructure and has limited 

or no current funds to expand it to 

accommodate this influx of traffic and people. 

Do taxes from these projects cover what is 

needed in addition to other services? What is 

the thinking to mitigate - which at the moment 

seems quite impossible. (The Orange Line, 

during rush hour has a hard time handling 

what currently exists). 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis of 

Existing, Future No-Build and Future Build transit 

capacity. 

18.11 

If the exit to this new development turns out 

to be onto Stuart, and partially onto this side 

street to get to the Mass Pike, that will increase 

traffic on this side street and Stuart multiple 

fold. How, during rush hour, and moving onto 

St. James is this possibly going to be handled? 

Please refer to the traffic analysis presented in Chapter 4 

for a detailed analysis of traffic impacts in the study area, 

including Trinity Place, Stuart Street and St. James 

Avenue. 
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18.12 

With this additional density how do you see 

handling the gridlock with this increased traffic 

caused by the density created by this and 

other buildings? 

Please refer to Chapter 4 for a detailed analysis of 

potential transportation impacts and proposed 

mitigation. 

18.13 

The current process for approvals, community 

input, coordination of departments appears to 

be extremely disorganized and cumbersome. 

To what extent does the BRA, DOT, MBTA, 

Zoning and other agencies which 

review/approve/negotiate/decide set asides, 

uphold and create zoning laws on these 

projects coordinate? 

Please refer to Section 1.6, Regulatory Context, for a 

summary of anticipated permits and approvals as well as 

the local planning and regulatory controls applicable to 

the Project.  

18.14 

Would very much like to be informed about 

your processes as a collective when dealing 

with development. 

Please contact the BPDA Project Manager to be added to 

the distribution list for this Project.  

18.15 

So, given all this, where are we on the vision 

for development and growth for the City which 

does not create large future issues and 

problems? On the issues related to this 

particular development? AND, just for 

consideration, does anyone have the courage 

to reboot the thinking on development before 

the very fabric of this special City - known for 

its size, livability, and character -is turned 

upside down? 

Please refer to Section 3.3 for a summary of the Project's 

planning principles and design goals. The Project will 

reinforce Boston’s “high spine” planning strategy, which 

was developed to preserve the character of the City’s 

historic neighborhoods by concentrating growth 

between them and using new development to stitch 

disconnected neighborhoods together into a continuous 

urban fabric.  

Letter 19 Kenneth Kruckemeyer 

19.1 

The Secretary should require these internal 

and external changes to the Station and its 

immediate environment be analyzed and 

approved as an integral part of this MEPA 

filing. Only by doing so can the 

Commonwealth’s extraordinary investment 

over many years in the transportation network 

centered around Back Bay Station be 

preserved and enhanced over the 99‐year term 

of the lease. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5 and Section 4.10 for a detailed transit 

capacity analysis. A public meeting was held on 

September 26, 2016 to present the Station Concourse 

Improvements and MBTA track-level ventilation project 

and to receive community feedback. This same 

information was also presented to the CAC on October 6, 

2016. 
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19.2 

Will the proposed station layout, currently 

shown to eliminate the Commuter Rail/Amtrak 

Waiting Room as well as both primary 

circulation corridors, be able to serve Orange 

Line, commuter rail, Amtrak and bus patrons? 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5 and Section 4.10 for a detailed transit 

capacity analysis. 

19.3 

Will the retail draw of shoppers to the station 

further compromise the station’s ability to 

serve the region’s transportation riders? 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5 and Figures E.7-E.10. 

19.4 

Will the revised station be able to handle a 

doubling or quintupling of ridership that is 

likely on each of the seven tracks below, and is 

the developer prepared to make changes to 

the station, as required, to serve these new 

riders? 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5 and Section 4.10 for a detailed transit 

capacity analysis. 

19.5 

Will income from the new retail provide 

sufficient financing to maintain and 

continuously update the station for the entire 

99‐year lease? 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the MassDOT Lease agreements, 

the Station Concourse Improvements and the 

Proponent's management obligations. 

19.6 

How does the developer propose to deliver on 

its promise to improve natural light and air 

movement in the station if it adds a second, 

and possibly third, level of retail that will fully 

enclose the concourse? 

Please see Section 1.4.2 for a discussion of Project 

refinements. in response to agency and community 

feedback, the Proponent has elected to abandon the 

Station West Alternate Scheme presented in the PNF and 

ENF, which added a third level of retail above the Station. 

The remaining single-story addition has been reduced in 

height by 4 feet and will have skylights so as to preserve 

the clerestory windows' access to natural light. 

19.7 

How will the multitude of drop‐offs, pick‐ups 

and especially bus connections to the station 

be improved? Particularly what will happen to 

the #39 bus if the existing turnaround is 

eliminated? 

Please refer to Section 3.5.3 and Figures 4.18a-b for 

details on proposed drop-off locations and curbside 

uses. Please also refer to section 4.10.2 for a description 

of the Route 39 Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 

4.21 for a plan. 

19.8 

When the developer moves the shop facades 

all the way out to the street line how will the 

sidewalks be able to handle the increased flow 

of pedestrians, cyclists, cabs, vans, cars and 

buses that will result from this Gateway project 

and from anticipated Back Bay development? 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's public realm improvements, to Section 3.5.2 

for an analysis of proposed sidewalk widths and to 

Figures 3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans 
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Letter 20 Shirley Kressel 

20.1 

The proponent states that the project will seek 

tax and zoning relief under MGL Ch. 121A and 

121B, as well as I-Cubed funding. These tax 

and regulatory waivers have very significant 

and long-lasting impacts on the city and the 

state. They are mentioned in the MEPA filing 

(screenshots attached) only by name, without 

any explanation of how the project would 

qualify for them, how they would be 

structured, and what would be the financial 

cost to the city and the state taxpayers. 

Without such full explanations of these waivers 

and their impacts, the BRA, state, City of 

Boston, CAC and public reviews of this project 

cannot be diligent and complete. I ask that 

MEPA mandate these disclosures at the outset, 

for public consideration as an integral part of 

the project review. 

The Proponent intends to develop the four Project 

Components using private funds, but will explore the 

possibility of local, state and/or federal public financing 

sources, where appropriate. Please refer to Section 1.9.4 

for a discussion of possible public funding sources. 

20.2 

I request that the proponent be mandated to 

provide: 

-- detailed calculations demonstrating the 

need for, and amount of, each granted and 

contemplated city and state tax subsidy 

(including MassDOT lease and other financial 

terms) 

The Proponent intends to develop the four Project 

Components using private funds, but will explore the 

possibility of local, state and/or federal public financing 

sources, where appropriate. Please refer to Section 1.9.4 

for a discussion of possible public funding sources. 

20.3 

I request that the proponent be mandated to 

provide (cont.) 

— information detailing the specific regulatory 

changes to be sought via Chapter 121B Urban 

Renewal Plan modifications, 

Please refer to Section 1.2.2 for information regarding 

challenges to redevelopment of the Site and a discussion 

of the potential use of Chapter 121B for title clearing 

purposes.  

20.4 

I request that the proponent be mandated to 

provide (cont.) 

— details of the contemplated Ch. 121B 

Section 46(f) Demonstration Project, which 

would evidently involve eminent domain 

takings for what the proponent calls “title 

clearance.” 

Please refer to Section 1.2.2 for information regarding 

challenges to redevelopment of the Site and a discussion 

of the potential use of Chapter 121B for title clearing 

purposes.  
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20.5 

I also note that, although the MEPA ENF was 

filed on April 14, the CAC members did not 

receive it from the BRA until May 27, mid-day 

Friday of the long Memorial Day weekend, the 

day after their most recent BRA-scheduled 

meeting; and today's May 31 deadline comes 

long before the next CAC meeting, scheduled 

for June 15. Thus, the CAC has had virtually no 

time to review the ENF before today’s 

comment deadline. This timing, no doubt 

inadvertently, precluded the opportunity for a 

public CAC discussion of the ENF. 

The initial PNF and ENF public comment periods were 

extended twice by the Proponent and did not close until 

June 17, 2016. The DEIR/DPIR will be circulated to 

members of the CAC after the document is filed and 

during the comment period.  

Letter 21 Paula Griswold 

21.1 

How will the planned design and uses enhance 

the use of public transit for the residents, and 

employees and customers of 

businesses/offices that are part of the 

proposed project, as well as residents of the 

surrounding neighborhoods, and employees 

and customers of other businesses/offices that 

are in the area? 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed evaluation of 

potential transit impacts and to Section 4.2 for a 

description of transit improvements that are being 

delivered with the Project. 

21.2 

How will the project coordinate with MassDOT 

and the MBTA regarding the Back Bay Station 

design, especially given the schedules of 

planning, design, and approvals of each? 

Please see Section 3.4.4 and Figures 3.7c-f for a 

discussion and images of the Project's integration with 

the Station Concourse Improvements. Please also see 

Appendix E for a detailed presentation of the Station 

Concourse Improvements project. 

21.3 

How will the project affect traffic through the 

Back Bay neighborhood (Newbury to Beacon, 

Arlington to Charlesgate) --both in the short 

term with construction and long term with 

ongoing use - as residents, employees, 

visitors/customers try to reach other major 

routes in and out of the city? 

Please refer to Section 4.6 for a summary of the Project's 

long term traffic impacts and to Section 4.7 for a 

summary of the Project's long term traffic impacts after 

mitigation measures have been incorporated. Please also 

refer to Section 4.13.3 for a discussion of short term 

traffic impacts. Detailed Construction Management Plans 

(CMP) will be developed at the appropriate time for each 

Project Component once the phasing plan is known. 

21.4 

What will be the total amount and flow of 

traffic, including the currently approved 

projects along Stuart Street? 

Please refer to Section 4.6 for a summary of the Project's 

long term traffic impacts and to Section 4.7 for a 

summary of the Project's long term traffic impacts after 

mitigation measures have been incorporated. The traffic 

analysis includes all currently approved projects in the 

Project area.  
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21.5 

How can traffic be managed/modified to avoid 

impact on the residential streets of the Back 

Bay if the actual volume and flow does not 

match the assumptions during the planning 

process? 

Please refer to Chapter 4 for details of potential traffic 

impacts and mitigation. The underlying assumptions 

during the planning process have been thoroughly 

reviewed and approved by both MassDOT and the 

Boston Transportation Department based on widely 

recognized analysis methodologies.  

21.6 

How can public transit use be enhanced if the 

actual use does not match the assumption 

during the planning process? 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis on the 

future capacity of transit services serving the Project Site. 

21.7 

What zoning relief has been requested or is 

being considered, including amendments to 

the PDA, and variances from the Stuart Street 

Zoning Requirements? 

The Project will achieve zoning compliance through a 

PDA amendment. Please refer to Section 1.6.1. 

21.8 

Thank you for including the community in the 

planning process for this project, given the 

significant and potentially permanent impact 

on our city and our neighborhood.  

Comment noted. The Proponent thanks you for your 

support. 

Letter 22 Pam Lassiter 

22.1 

Most of the time was spent on the Back Bay 

Station and the conversion of the garage next 

to it. What was not discussed was the impact 

of the two giant buildings behind them, a 

tower and an office building, the elephants in 

the room. My guess is that they will create 

much more impact on our lives than the first 

two buildings re number of people coming in 

and out, traffic, weight on our Back Bay pilings, 

etc. (Trinity Church still is reacting to the John 

Hancock tower.) 

Please refer to Section 1.4 for a Project summary and to 

Section 3.4 for a detailed description of each Project 

Component. Please refer to Chapters 4-8 for a discussion 

of Project impacts. 

22.2 

They were proud that one of their towers will 

only cast one hour and 54 minutes more of 

extra shade across the city, overlapping with 

the shade cast by the Hancock tower for some 

of that time. That's still a big deal given the 

finite sun we have in Boston in general and 

during the previous summer time in particular. 

As discussed in Section 6.3, shadow impacts have been 

minimized to the extent practicable to avoid noticeable 

pedestrian impacts, and are in compliance with the 

specific requirements of the Stuart Street Zoning District, 

including the 2-hour shadow limitation on Copley 

Square. 
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22.3 

Shutting down the Clarendon St entrance to 

the Turnpike sounded like their preference. 

They showed maps showing other ways people 

could exit from their buildings casually 

referring to use of Berkeley St, Newbury St, etc. 

These streets are already messes at rush hour. 

As described in Section 1.2.3, independent of the Project 

proposed by the Proponent, MassDOT is studying the 

safety and utility of the On-Ramp at Clarendon Street 

and is considering its potential closure. The Proponent 

notes that MassDOT will be submitting an Interchange 

Modification Report (IMR) to Federal Highway Authority 

(FHWA) in early 2017. 

22.4 

The Boston Globe and other publications have 

recently reported occupancy is down at the 

Hancock Tower. This may not be the time to 

over-build on the commercial side so I can't 

support residential and office towers that are 

as large as they're proposing. 

The Proponent has designed the Sites to be independent 

of each other, and therefore phaseable. Construction will 

proceed only under favorable market conditions. Please 

refer to Section 1.4.8 for a description of the Project 

phases and an evaluation of phasing scenarios. 

Letter 23 Ann Hershfang 

23.1 

the plans for changes to the station, 

apparently under the aegis of MassDOT, MBTA 

and BRA, should not be allowed to proceed 

without public involvement, as was apparently 

stated by MassDOT’s Director of Development 

at an early meeting 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station renovations. A public 

meeting was held on September 26, 2016 to present the 

Station Concourse Improvements and MBTA track-level 

ventilation project and to receive community feedback. 

This same information was also presented to the CAC on 

October 6, 2016. 

23.2 
I also support the matters raised in letters from 

Ken Kruckemeyer and WalkBoston. 
Comment noted.  

23.3 

Issues raised by changes proposed inside the 

station: 

--the decrease of waiting space (and comfort) 

inside the BB/SE Station due to elimination of 

the commuter rail waiting area, 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5 and Figures E.7-E.10. 

23.4 

Issues raised by changes proposed inside the 

station (cont.) 

--a careful analysis as to whether the proposed 

public waiting areas will be adequate and 

comfortable enough to pleasantly 

accommodate rail users, transit riders, retail 

and food outlet shoppers, and through traffic, 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5 and Figures E.7-E.10. 
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23.5 

Issues raised by changes proposed inside the 

station (cont.) 

-- circulation through the station, 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5. 

23.6 

Issues raised by changes proposed inside the 

station (cont.) 

--data about the number of current rail and 

transit users inside and outside, 

-- projected increases in transit and rail users 

resulting from new construction, 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis of 

Existing, Future No-Build and Future Build transit 

capacity. 

23.7 

Issues raised by changes proposed inside the 

station (cont.) 

--increased parking demand and facilities to 

accommodate the growth, 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a summary of existing and 

proposed parking conditions and Project parking 

demand. Increased parking to accommodate changes 

inside the station is not proposed in light of the "non 

destination" characteristics of the uses.  

23.8 

Issues raised by changes proposed inside the 

station (cont.) 

--access through the station between 

Dartmouth and Clarendon Streets, 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5 and Figures E.7-E.10. 

23.9 

Issues raised by changes proposed inside the 

station (cont.) 

--location of and impacts of building support 

posts on station platforms, 

Please refer Section 4.10.4 for discussion of the impact of 

the Station East building's structure to the Station 

platforms. 

23.10 

Issues raised by changes proposed inside the 

station (cont.) 

--plans to replace the neon artwork formerly at 

the entrances to the station. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, including a discussion of public art. 

23.11 

Issues raised by changes outside the station: 

--data about current traffic and pedestrian 

numbers on the sidewalks and roads, 

--projections for traffic and pedestrian growth 

from the increased transit and rail passengers, 

and the many new buildings in the area, 

Please refer to Chapter 4 for a detailed traffic analysis, 

including Existing, Future No-Build and Future Build 

conditions. Please see Section 4.12 for a pedestrian 

analysis and to Section 3.5 and Figures 3.8a-f for 

proposed public realm improvements to facilitate 

pedestrian movement around the Project Site. 
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23.12 

Issues raised by changes outside the station 

(cont.) 

--the Dartmouth Street sidewalk narrowed to 8 

feet from its current generous width cannot 

possibly handle the pedestrian traffic, 

The Project's sidewalk dimensions have been revised in 

the DEIR/DPIR. Please refer to Section 3.5.1 and Figures 

3.8a-f for a specific description of the pedestrian realm 

and circulation improvements and to Section 3.5.5 for a 

summary of pedestrian accessibility improvements. As 

described in Section 3.5.4, throughout the Project Site, 

the proposed pedestrian realm improvements meet or 

exceed BTD's Complete Streets Guidelines for Downtown 

Commercial Zone minimum streetscape dimensions. 

23.13 

Issues raised by changes outside the station 

(cont.) 

--trees in planters at the sidewalk edge will 

only worsen the problem, 

Please refer to Section 3.5 for a discussion of site design 

and pedestrian access. Please also see Figures 3.8a-f and 

3.9a-b for proposed public realm improvements and site 

circulation and access plans. 

23.14 

Issues raised by changes outside the station 

(cont.) 

--removal of the protective overhang on 

Dartmouth St., 

In lieu of dark and dreary arcades, the Project offers new 

weather-protected through block connectors from both 

Stuart and Clarendon Streets into the Station. Please 

refer to Section 3.4 for a detailed description of these 

public goods and their phasing. 

23.15 

Issues raised by changes outside the station 

(cont.) 

--impacts of eliminating the Clarendon Street 

ramp into the MassPike, 

Please refer to Sections 4.3 - 4.6 for a detailed traffic 

study which includes analysis of Existing, Future No-

Build, and Future Build conditions both with and without 

the On-Ramp closure. The Proponent notes that 

MassDOT will be submitting an Interchange Modification 

Report (IMR) to the Federal Highway Authority (FHWA) in 

early 2017. 

23.16 

Issues raised by changes outside the station 

(cont.) 

--cars exiting from the garage across the 

Dartmouth St. sidewalk in conflict with 

pedestrians, 

--capacity of Clarendon, Dartmouth and Stuart 

Streets to serve future traffic, 

As described in Section 3.4.1, a new Garage exit on 

Dartmouth Street is necessary under the Base Scheme, 

where the On-Ramp remains open. The Proponent has 

provided pedestrian and vehicle mitigation measures at 

the proposed exit. Please refer to the traffic analysis 

presented in Chapter 4 and Section 4.7 for a future 

conditions assessment of Clarendon, Dartmouth and 

Stuart Streets. 

23.17 

Issues raised by changes outside the station 

(cont.) 

--ability of existing roads and intersections 

around and near the station to accommodate 

the growth, as well as in Copley Square in 

general, 

--vehicle circulation patterns from changes in 

garage entrances and exits and elimination of 

the Clarendon Street Turnpike on-ramp, 

Please refer to Chapter 4 which includes an Existing, 

Future No-Build and Future Build analysis of roads and 

intersections around and near the station, and impacts 

associated with changes in circulation patterns due to 

Garage access changes and the potential elimination of 

the Clarendon Street On-Ramp.  
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23.18 

Issues raised by changes outside the station 

(cont.) 

--impacts on Columbus Avenue and adjacent 

residential districts, 

Please refer to Chapter 4, which includes analysis of 

potential impacts to Columbus Avenue and adjacent 

residential districts.  

23.19 

Issues raised by changes outside the station 

(cont.) 

--location of the layover for the #39 bus, with 

its high ridership and long route, 

Please refer to section 4.10.2 for a description of the 

Route 39 Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 for 

a plan. 

23.20 

Issues raised by changes outside the station 

(cont.) 

--assurance that the fix of the ventilation 

problem will not spew the smoke out of the 

vent stacks at West Newton Streets onto Titus 

Sparrow Park and the Southwest Corridor Park. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, including the MBTA track-level ventilation 

improvement project. 

23.21 

Changes to this station should not be made 

without serious conversations with its users 

and the residents of adjacent communities. 

A public meeting was held on September 26, 2016 to 

present the Station Concourse Improvements and MBTA 

track-level ventilation project and to receive community 

feedback. This same information was also presented to 

the CAC on October 6, 2016. 

Letter 24 Susan Prindle 

24.1 

While I appreciate the fact that Boston 

Properties is respecting the Stuart Street 

Guidelines regarding Copley shadow, I hope 

that they will be asked to consider whether the 

loss of sunshine could be ameliorated by 

changes in the massing of the proposed 

structures. Once the sunshine is gone, the loss 

cannot be mitigated. Reduction in shadows on 

the Public Library Courtyard should also be 

carefully considered. 

As discussed in Section 6.3, shadow impacts have been 

minimized to the extent practicable to avoid noticeable 

pedestrian impacts, and are in compliance with the 

specific requirements of the Stuart Street Zoning District, 

including the 2-hour shadow limitation on Copley 

Square.  There is no impact to the courtyard of the BPL. 

24.2 

Any wind study should include intersections on 

Clarendon at Boylston and Newbury Streets, as 

well as intersections into the South End. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the Project's 

pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I for a copy 

of the full pedestrian wind report.  

24.3 

It is unclear how the wind studies will be 

managed if the project is built piecemeal. Will 

additional wind studies be required if the 

residential buildings are built before the office 

building or vice versa? 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the Project's 

pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I for a copy 

of the full pedestrian wind report.  
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24.4 

Copley Square is especially sensitive to high 

winds. Multiple points should be studied in the 

park. Areas that are comfortable for sitting 

should be maximized. Existing conditions 

should be verified here and in the Stuart Street 

area by real-world testing. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the Project's 

pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I for a copy 

of the full pedestrian wind report.  

24.5 

I believe that overhead pedestrian walkways 

are not the answer to moving people and cars 

simultaneously. Rather, the proponent could 

help Simon Properties improve the lighting 

and signage in the existing tunnel under 

Dartmouth. Widening the Dartmouth Street 

sidewalk and improving pedestrian safety and 

access should also be considered. 

Please refer to Section 3.4.1 for a discussion of the Trinity 

Place and Stuart Street bridges and to Figures 3.2h-i. The 

Proponent notes that there are three such bridges in the 

immediate vicinity of the Project, each providing an 

important weather-protected and accessible connection 

across the busy thoroughfare of Stuart Street. Please 

note that the Dartmouth tunnel is being renovated by 

Simon Properties as part of their previously approved 

project. 

24.6 
I applaud the proponent’s efforts to create 

permeability at the site. 
The Proponent appreciates your support.  

24.7 

The Stuart Street Zoning requires the creation 

of 2.5% more affordable units than is required 

by the applicable Mayor’s Executive Order on 

Inclusionary Development. Given the crying 

need for low and moderate income housing in 

the city, Will Boston Properties be asked to 

comply with this requirement? 

The Project will provide a variety of new high-quality 

housing opportunities in compliance with the applicable 

Inclusionary Development Policy of the City of Boston. 

24.8 

Given the amount of new construction in the 

Stuart Street area, it would seem prudent to 

require more detailed proposals from the gas, 

electric, and water and sewer providers as to 

how they plan to upgrade their systems to 

accommodate the new demand. I believe this 

should be done before approving the project. 

Please refer to Sections 7.2 through 7.5 for descriptions 

of existing utilities and proposed future connections. No 

capacity issues are anticipated. 

24.9 

The Stuart Street Guidelines ask that traffic be 

studied along Clarendon and Berkeley Streets 

all the way to the Storrow Drive intersection. 

Since 1/3 of the automobiles coming to the 

Gateway site are projected to come from this 

direction, it is important that this commitment 

be fulfilled. 

Please refer to Section 4.3.1 and Figure 4.1, for a 

description of the intersections included in the Project 

study area, per BTD and MassDOT requests. 
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24.10 

Use changes in the proposed buildings (from 

residential to office, for example) would impact 

traffic counts; should such a change be 

proposed, amended traffic studies will be 

critical. 

The Proponent does not intend to change the proposed 

uses for the Project. If a change were proposed in the 

future, a Notice of Project Change would have to be filed 

and new impact analyses performed. 

24.11 

It is important to have real data on the existing 

garage use and its capacity, as well as those of 

surrounding garages. If adjacent garages are 

already full, how will existing parkers be 

accommodated? 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a summary of existing and 

proposed parking conditions and Project parking 

demand.  

24.12 

Will the T be required to develop a plan to 

cope with the increased ridership? It is critical 

that the proposed station renovations be 

designed so that they do not impede vital 

improvements to mass transit. 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis of 

existing, Future No-Build and Future Build transit 

capacity. Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for 

a detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5. 

Letter 25 Gerry Ives (Ives Architects) 

25.1 

The public and civic streetscape is either 

ignored, or there is even a private taking of 

public space and benefits. 

The Proponent has made considerable efforts to include 

the creation of a new 11,000 square foot public plaza 

with the delivery of the Station East Parcel and the 

upgrading of the existing open space on Dartmouth 

Street with the delivery of the Station West Parcel. Please 

refer to Section 1.5 for a summary of the Project's 

benefits to the public realm, as well as to Section 3.5 for 

a detailed discussion on site design. Please see also 

Figures 3.2a-m and Figures 3.8a-f for renderings and 

public realm/landscaping plans. 

25.2 

Let’s look at this project from three aspects: 

A. Problems in urban design. Lost 

opportunities. 

B. Assets of the existing context. 

C. Real solutions for a prosperous future… for 

the public, for the developers, and for our city. 

Please refer to Chapter 3 for a full discussion of the 

Project's urban design and to Section 1.5 for a summary 

of the Project's public benefits. 
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25.3 

The BRA’s Copley Place tower project (now 

underway) will take away the horse sculptures 

and the open space. It will also cast a long 

shadow over the surrounding area and even 

Copley Square (as seen in the recent 

presentations for the Gateway Project). 

Please note the Proponent is not involved in that project. 

25.4 

The intersection of Stewart and Dartmouth is 

the intersection from hell. Pedestrian injuries 

are just waiting to happen…. cars barrel out of 

the turnpike ramp and roar past this 

pedestrian crossing. 

Please refer to Section 4.3.7 for an analysis of vehicle 

crash data. 

25.5 

The ultimate irony… the plan proposes to tear 

down the West Hancock garage to build the 

new tower, and then rebuild a new West 

Hancock Garage for cars again… this is 

outdated zoning. Even DOT should know by 

now: more parking = more cars on the street, 

more air pollution, a degraded pedestrian 

environment. 

Please refer to Section 1.4.6. The Project will require the 

partial demolition and reconstruction of the westernmost 

portion of the Garage in order to accommodate the 

development of the Garage West Parcel and minor 

modifications will be made to accommodate structural 

components of the Garage East Parcel. In its 

reconstructed state, there will be no net increase in the 

amount of parking provided, as the Project-related 

parking needs can be accommodated within the 

Garage’s existing capacity. 

25.6 

And what is with the crazy angles of the West 

Hancock Garage Tower? Across Stewart Street 

is the Copley Plaza block… a traditional four 

square dignified and tradition urban form. 

The urban context, including relationship with adjacent 

buildings, is a well-respected and integral part of the 

proposed design. At the same time, the Project proposes 

to create iconic, world-class architecture and to add to 

the varied skyline of Boston. Please refer to Section 3.3 

for details regarding the Project's design intent. 

25.7 

The tests show no wind problems for a 40 

story tower! Sensors everywhere on the model 

divert attention from the critical intersection of 

Dartmouth and Stewart. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the Project's 

pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I for a copy 

of the full pedestrian wind report. Please note the Project 

improves pedestrian-level wind conditions in many 

locations. 

25.8 
The Copley Plaza block is a dignified neighbor 

whose context should not be ignored. 

Please refer to Section 3.2 for a discussion of 

neighborhood context and to Section 3.3 for a discussion 

on the Projects Planning and Design Goals. Please also 

refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of the 

Project's pedestrian realm improvements, and to Figures 

3.8a-f for pedestrian realm improvement plans.  
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25.9 

Preserve the SOUTHWEST CORRIDOR 

LOWLINE… and extend it across to the Back 

Bay Station. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's pedestrian realm improvements, and to 

Figures 3.8a-f for pedestrian realm improvement plans. 

With the delivery of the Station West Parcel, the existing 

open space on Dartmouth Street in front of the Station 

will be upgraded to create an inviting public plaza at the 

terminus of the Southwest Corridor Park. The existing 

Dartmouth Street crosswalk will be relocated to align 

with the Station’s central hall and enlarged to 60 feet 

wide in order to better serve pedestrian between the 

Park and the Station.  

25.10 

Preserve the station porch and the THREE 

PENNY OPERA representing all walks of life in 

Boston. 

Comment noted. 

25.11 

Preserve sidewalks…make these wider. 

Preserve cover and expand cover… two story 

arcades provide cover with adequate daylight. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's pedestrian realm improvements, to Section 

3.5.2 for an analysis of sidewalk widths and to Figures 

3.8a-f for pedestrian realm improvement plans. In lieu of 

dark and dreary arcades, the Project offers new weather-

protected through block connectors from both Stuart 

and Clarendon Streets into the Station. Please refer to 

Section 3.4 for a detailed description of these public 

goods and their phasing.  

25.12 

Bring life back to Dartmouth Street…place the 

developer’s mall (now buried inside the parcel) 

on the street edge in a restored arcade and 

above the arcade. Recess the West Hancock 

Garage inside the parcel to allow for retail 

and/or office space on the edge opening to 

the sidewalk arcade. Even better don't restore 

this outdated garage function. 

Please refer to Sections 3.3 through 3.5 for a detailed 

description of the Project's design, including street 

frontage. See also Figures 3.2a-m. The Proponent has 

made every effort to create a high-quality continuous 

street frontage activated by vibrant and engaging 

ground floor uses, such as retail and restaurant spaces, 

and residential and commercial building lobbies, despite 

the substantial constraints of the Project Site. Through 

the use of glass facades wherever possible, the Project 

will provide transparency and create an inviting, safe and 

accessible ground-level experience for pedestrians. 

Section 3.4.1 describes the Garage West building design 

and includes details related to the ground floor space 

along Stuart Street. 

25.13 

Add value, create a prosperous 

environment…attract visitors, tourists, 

shoppers, lunch time office workers, residents, 

and yes pan-handlers. Add real value to 

adjacent developments. 

Please refer to Section 1.5 for a summary of the Project's 

public benefits. 
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25.14 

Extend the Dartmouth Mall/Greenway to 

Copley Square and even to the Esplanade (at 

least long term). Instead of zero vision, apply 

Vision Zero to the intersection from hell at 

Dartmouth and Stewart Streets. Slow traffic. 

Divert traffic. Study depressing Stewart Street 

below the new Dartmouth Mall/ Greenway to 

allow for a pedestrian mall overpass. 

Please refer to Sections 4.7 and 4.13 for proposed 

roadway improvements to mitigate Project-related 

impacts. Please see also Section 3.5 and Figures 3.8a-f 

and 3.9a-b for site design, pedestrian realm 

improvements and site circulation and access plans. 

25.15 

Imagine the unfolding view as you walk north 

on the Dartmouth Mall. This would preserve 

and enhance those civic values inherent in 

Boston’s development history. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's pedestrian realm improvements, and to 

Figures 3.8a-f for pedestrian realm improvement plans.  

25.16 
Use this Dartmouth Mall to more elegantly 

integrate the eight modes of transit present. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's pedestrian realm improvements, and to 

Figures 3.8a-f for pedestrian realm improvement plans.  

25.17 
Save the Copley Place horses…… bring them 

out to the Dartmouth Mall open space. 

The Proponent does not control this artwork or the open 

space within which it sits. 

25.18 

And of course do not mindlessly dump 

vehicles onto Dartmouth with a new ramp 

from a (needlessly) restored West Hancock 

Garage.! 

As described in Section 3.4.1, a new Garage exit on 

Dartmouth Street is necessary under the Base Scheme, 

where the On-Ramp remains open. The Proponent has 

provided pedestrian and vehicle mitigation measures at 

the proposed exit 

25.19 

Do a valid wind tunnel test… especially of the 

pedestrian zone at Dartmouth and Stewart 

Streets…and scale up the model to say 1 to 40 

for a meaningful result. Test for northwest 

winds which are the most brutal in the winter. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the Project's 

pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I for a copy 

of the full pedestrian wind report.  

25.20 

Build a turnpike deck to the east of Clarendon 

onto which some of the proposed retail can be 

relocated. 

The Columbus Center air rights parcels are not part of 

the Project. 

25.21 

Keep the Back Bay Station “basilica” form with 

its side aisles - at least at the entrance area. 

Preserve the clerestory daylighting at the 

second and third floors. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which is designed to preserve the original 

architectural intent. 
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25.22 

Find more retail area east of the old station 

core. Renegotiate with the developers to 

encourage retail further east and perhaps over 

a new deck east of Clarendon Street (it is 

wasted now). 

The Columbus Center air rights parcels are not part of 

the Project. 

25.23 

And keep a curved arch over the Clarendon 

Street station entrance to reflect the West end 

of the station (at a smaller scale). 

As described in Section 3.4 with the development of the 

Station East Parcel, a new Station entrance with a public 

plaza will be delivered, ensuring the civic presence of the 

Station on Clarendon Street. 

25.24 

Ventilation of the station is welcome. Of 

course the ultimate answer is Electrification. 

Note how everything in interconnected. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, including the MBTA track-level ventilation 

improvement project. 
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Letter 26 Anne Swanson 

26.1 

Why is Mass/DOT not yet prepared to review 

the Boston Properties proposal for renovation 

of Back Bay Station in light of current and 

future MBTA needs, plans, and capacity? 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station renovations. A public 

meeting was held on September 26, 2016 to present the 

Station Concourse Improvements and MBTA track-level 

ventilation project and to receive community feedback. 

This same information was also presented to the CAC on 

October 6, 2016. 

26.2 
Why is such a massive project even under 

consideration for this site? 

The Proponent has designed the Project to be respectful 

of the height and density guidelines in the recently 

enacted Stuart Street District. Please refer to Section 1.5 

for a summary of Project Benefits. 

26.3 

What will be the combined effect of shadows 

of all the proposed High Spine high-rise 

structures on fragile little historic Copley 

Square, which has a crumbling infrastructure 

that can hardly support the current 

environmental conditions and level of use by 

the public? 

As discussed in Section 6.3, shadow impacts have been 

minimized to the extent practicable to avoid noticeable 

pedestrian impacts, and are in compliance with the 

specific requirements of the Stuart Street Zoning District, 

including the 2-hour shadow limitation on Copley 

Square. The shadow impact analysis was done all other 

approved Stuart Street corridor projects in place. 

26.4 

Will the water and sewer infrastructure support 

the increased population density resulting 

from three more high-rise buildings for 

residential and office space? 

Please refer to Sections 7.2 through 7.5 for descriptions 

of existing utilities and proposed future connections. No 

capacity issues are anticipated. 

26.5 

Will the water table be affected by the 

construction, which in turn protects the 

woodpile foundations of three National 

Historic Landmarks and a luxury hotel in 

Copley Square: Boston Public Library, Old 

South Church, Trinity Church, and the Copley 

Plaza Hotel? 

Please refer to Section 7.4.3 for a detailed description of 

the Project's intended compliance with the City's 

Groundwater Conservation Overlay District. 

26.6 

Will the High Spine of tall buildings actually 

divide and threaten our historic 

neighborhoods rather than connect them? 

Boston’s “high spine” planning strategy was developed 

to preserve the character of the City’s historic 

neighborhoods by concentrating growth between them 

and using new development to stitch disconnected 

neighborhoods together into a continuous urban fabric. 

Please see Chapters 3 and 8 for a discussion of the 

Project's design, integration with surrounding 

neighborhoods and limited impacts to area historic 

resources. 
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26.7 
Will any public open green space be 

incorporated into the design? 

Yes, the Proponent has made considerable efforts to 

include the creation of a new 11,000 square foot public 

plaza with the delivery of the Station East Parcel and the 

upgrading of the existing open space on Dartmouth 

Street with the delivery of the Station West Parcel. Please 

refer to Section 1.5 for a summary of the Project's 

benefits to the public realm, as well as to Section 3.5 for 

a detailed discussion on site design. Please see also 

Figures 3.2a-m and Figures 3.8a-f for renderings and 

public realm/landscaping plans. 

26.8 

Why were two neon sculptures by a 

distinguished artist removed from the MBTA 

station without any public process? 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, including a discussion of public art. 

Letter 27 Lynn Foster 

27.1 

The project plans to eliminate the current 

entrances to the station as well as the waiting 

room and pathways to the subway, all of which 

create serious questions about the efficient 

functioning of the station from the riders’ 

perspective and its accessibility from 

surrounding streets. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5 and Figures E.7-E.10. 

27.2 

The Gateway plan also indicates that piers will 

be driven along parts of the train platforms, 

squeezing passengers into less space. 

Please refer Section 4.10.4 for discussion of the impact of 

the Station East building's structure to the Station 

platforms. 

27.3 
And finally, the bus turn-around is eliminated 

with no provision for the popular # 39 bus. 

Please refer to section 4.10.2 for a description of the 

Route 39 Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 for 

a plan. 

27.4 

I urge you to carefully review the Back 

Bay/South End Gateway Project to guarantee 

that the Back Bay Station with continue to 

serve the needs of the public. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5 and Figures E.7-E.10. 
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Letter 28 Heyward Parker James 

28.1 

The Back Bay Station should be designed to 

function as a transit hub, not converted to a 

retail concourse. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5. A public meeting was held on September 

26, 2016 to present the Station Concourse Improvements 

and MBTA track-level ventilation project and to receive 

community feedback. This same information was also 

presented to the CAC on October 6, 2016. 

28.2 

The Station needs to be redesigned in a 

manner that can accommodate much larger 

numbers of future. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5 and Figures E.7-E.10. 

28.3 

The public service area of the Back Bay Station 

should be expanded and improved both in 

terms of functionality and appearance. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5 and Figures E.7-E.10. 

28.4 

Boston Properties plans to privatize some 

10,000 square feet of public service area 

should not be allowed to happen. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5 and Figures E.7-E.10. 

28.5 

Much attention should be paid to improve the 

station’s breathing environment. The diesel 

particulates in the air there are both 

unpleasant unhealthful. Improved ventilation is 

essential. 

Please refer to Appendix E for information on the MBTA's 

track-level ventilation improvement project at the 

Station.  

28.6 
No garage entrance or exit ramps should be 

allowed on Dartmouth St. 

As described in Section 3.4.1, a new Garage exit on 

Dartmouth Street is necessary under the Base Scheme, 

where the On-Ramp remains open. The Proponent has 

provided pedestrian and vehicle mitigation measures at 

the proposed exit 
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28.7 

The Clarendon St. side of the development 

should be redesigned in a more thoughtful 

manner. 

-The Clarendon St. entrance to the Mass. 

Turnpike should be eliminated. 

- The Clarendon St. façade of the parking 

garage should have some sort of architectural 

screening. 

As described in Section 1.2.3, independent of the Project 

proposed by the Proponent, MassDOT is studying the 

safety and utility of the On-Ramp at Clarendon Street 

and is considering its potential closure. The Proponent 

notes that MassDOT will be submitting an Interchange 

Modification Report (IMR) to the Federal Highway 

Authority (FHWA) in early 2017. The Proponent has made 

considerable efforts to include the creation of a new 

11,000 square foot public plaza with the delivery of the 

Station East Parcel, creating a forecourt to the new 

Station entrance and reinforcing its civic nature. Please 

refer to Figures 3.2j-m for images of the Clarendon Street 

side. The Project does not include the screening of the 

Clarendon Street Garage facade. 

Letter 29 Jacquelin Yessian 

29.1 

Coordination among the multiple agencies 

controlling aspects of the site and operations 

on the site is imperative. To date, we have had 

little or no contact with the MBTA, MassDOT, 

BTD, Mass Pike, Amtrak, Federal Highways, for 

example. Such coordination is important for 

the station design, as well as the analysis of the 

traffic around and through the site. 

Please refer to Section 1.7 for details on Agency 

Coordination/Community Outreach to date. The 

Proponent is in regular coordination with MassDOT, the 

MBTA, BPDA, and BTD, among other agencies. 

29.2 

Detailed environmental studies should be 

required and thoroughly examined with the 

CAC. 

Comment noted. Please see Section 1.5 for a summary of 

public benefits the Project will deliver, Chapter 3 for a 

detailed discussion of the public realm improvements, 

Chapter 4 for Transportation and Parking impacts, 

Chapter 5 for Sustainability and GHG assessment, 

Chapter 6 for Environmental impacts, Chapter 7 for 

Infrastructure impacts and Chapter 8 for impacts to 

Historic Resources. 

29.3 

Wind impacts should be studied along 

Dartmouth and Clarendon Streets to the river, 

and to the north side of Boylston Street. How 

does the wind data relate to our perception of 

the conditions around the site? 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the Project's 

pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I for a copy 

of the full pedestrian wind report.  

29.4 

Traffic impacts should be studied to the river 

to the north, east to Arlington and west to 

Mass Ave, and into the South End as 

appropriate. 

Please refer to Section 4.3.1 and Figure 4.1, for a 

description of the intersections included in the Project 

study area, per BTD and MassDOT requests. 
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29.5 

Illustrate any shadow on nationally recognized 

historic buildings and public spaces, including 

shadows on the building facades, including the 

BPL Courtyard facade. 

Please refer to Section 6.3 for the Project's shadow 

impacts. There is no impact to the courtyard of the BPL. 

Please refer to Section 8.3.2 for a summary of shadow 

impacts on the façades of area historic resources. 

29.6 

Alternative studies to relieve the crowding 

should be discussed with the CAC. A garage 

outlet or inlet onto Dartmouth Street should 

be abandoned at this point and a base scheme 

proposed without it. 

As described in Section 3.4.1, a new Garage exit on 

Dartmouth Street is necessary under the Base Scheme, 

where the On-Ramp remains open. The Proponent has 

provided pedestrian and vehicle mitigation measures at 

the proposed exit. Please refer to Section 3.4.1 for a 

discussion of an alternative internal exit ramp and to 

Figures 3.3s-u for plans. Please note this alternative is not 

being pursued as it eliminates the possibility for a 

through-block connector from Stuart Street, the retail 

space at the corner of Stuart Street and Trinity Place and 

compromises the Garage West building's loading dock. 

29.7 

Air quality, particularly at intersections and 

between streetlights should be studied and 

reviewed with the Board of Health. 

Please refer to Section 6.6.2 for the results of the 

microscale air quality analysis and Sections 5.4.5 and 

6.6.3 for the results of the mesoscale air quality analysis. 

Appendix H also provides additional supporting 

documentation related to air quality. The Project will not 

cause or contribute to an exceedance of the National 

Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

29.8 

During Article 80 reviews, we consistently ask 

for data on the capacity of public 

transportation and have been disappointed in 

the responses. Since so much constriction has 

been approved in this small area of the Back 

Bay, the State should provide this information 

to the developer and the public. 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis of 

Existing, Future No-Build and Future Build transit 

capacity. 

29.9 

Likewise, the capacity of public utilities, water, 

sewer, and power, as well as cable for TV and 

wifi, should be made public and analyzed in 

the next submission with respect to the 

proposed building uses. If additional capacity 

will be required, this should be identified in the 

next phase of the project and planned. 

Please refer to Sections 7.2 through 7.5 for descriptions 

of existing utilities and proposed future connections. No 

capacity issues are anticipated. 

29.10 

Improvements to the public realm, such as 

comfortable sidewalks and adequate outdoor 

spaces, will be essential to the success of this 

block. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's public realm improvements, to Section 3.5.2 

for an analysis of sidewalk widths and to Figures 3.8a-f 

for pedestrian 

 realm improvement plans. 
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29.11 

[…since the No. 39 bus already has a home on 

Clarendon,] it is appropriate to study design 

alternatives to use the space between the 

residential towers and Clarendon Street. 

The Project includes the creation of a new 11,000 square 

foot public plaza with the delivery of the Station East 

Parcel. Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed 

description of the Project's pedestrian realm 

improvements, and to Figures 3.8a-f for pedestrian realm 

improvement plans.  

29.12 

The suggested bridges above the adjacent 

streets were discussed at BCDC, whose 

guidelines discourage them. High quality, safe 

on-grade crossings should be developed 

instead to engage life on the street, which is 

most appropriate for this urban center. 

Please refer to Section 3.4.1 for a discussion of the Trinity 

Place and Stuart Street bridges and to Figures 3.2h-i. The 

Proponent notes that there are three such bridges in the 

immediate vicinity of the Project, each providing an 

important weather-protected and accessible connection 

across the busy thoroughfare of Stuart Street.  

29.13 

The architecture of the proposed residential 

buildings is very sketchy. Suggest proposing 

elevation designs that are clearly residential, 

providing operable windows and individual 

outdoor balconies. 

Please refer to Figures 3.2a-m and Figures 3.6a-p for 

Project Views, and Figures 3.5a-c for Project Elevations.  

29.14 

Recommend providing additional drawings to 

show the whole buildings from the Back Bay, 

Dartmouth, and Clarendon Streets. The 

drawing for the corner of Stuart and 

Dartmouth misses the top half of the building. 

Please refer to Figures 3.2a-m and Figures 3.6a-p for 

Project Views, and Figures 3.5a-c for Project Elevations.  

29.15 

A proposal to include all of the affordable 

housing on site, and including the required 

funds from 40 Trinity’s payment to the 

Housing Trust, should be developed and 

presented. 

The Project will provide a variety of new high-quality 

housing opportunities in compliance with the applicable 

Inclusionary Development Policy of the City of Boston. 

29.16 

Excellent publically accessible open space 

would a welcome public benefit, as would 

desirable improvements to Back Bay Station. 

To determine what would be desirable, please 

engage the CAC and the public very early in 

the decision-making, as soon as possible. This 

has been discussed although not scheduled. 

The Project includes the creation of a new 11,000 square 

foot public plaza with the delivery of the Station East 

Parcel and the upgrading of the existing open space on 

Dartmouth Street with the delivery of the Station West 

Parcel. Please refer to Section 1.5 for a summary of the 

Project benefits to the public realm, as well as Section 

3.5.1 for the specific description of the pedestrian realm 

improvements to be delivered with the Project. See also 

Section 1.7 for details regarding the Proponent's 

outreach efforts with various stakeholders including the 

CAC, state and city officials, community representatives 

and abutters. 



Back Bay/South End Gateway Project DEIR/DPIR 

ENF Response to Comments  

10-105 

 

Comment No. Comment Response to Comment 

29.17 

Please prepare a detailed list comparing the 

project with the Stuart Street Zoning and 

Guidelines and detailed explanation of all 

requested zoning relief, i.e. amend the PDA. A 

PDA amendment should not be used for relief 

from Stuart Street Zoning requirements. 

Although the Project will achieve zoning compliance 

through a PDA amendment, as described in the BPDA 

Scoping Determination, the Project is, in fact, "exemplary 

in its strong adherence to the Stuart Street Design 

Guidelines.” Please refer to Sections 3.3 and 3.4 for more 

detail about the Project's responsiveness to the vision 

and planning goals established in the Stuart Street 

District, particularly the height and density guidelines. 

Please also see Section 2.2.1 for an analysis of an 

alternative that is strictly compliant with the dimensional 

guidelines of the Stuart Street District. 

29.18 
Please provide a list of any potential tax relief 

for the project. 

The Proponent intends to develop the four Project 

Components using private funds, but will explore the 

possibility of local, state and/or federal public financing 

sources, where appropriate. Please refer to Section 1.9.4 

for a discussion of possible public funding sources. 

29.19 

How can we be assured that adequate 

coordination will take place between the 

different agencies involved with the project? In 

particular, when will the public get an 

opportunity to review MassDOT plans for the 

MBTA station and the Mass Pike plans for the 

Clarendon Street exit? 

A public meeting was held on September 26, 2016 to 

present the Station Concourse Improvements and MBTA 

track-level ventilation project and to receive community 

feedback. This same information was also presented to 

the CAC on October 6, 2016. Additionally, the Proponent 

notes that MassDOT has coordinated with BTD and will 

be submitting an Interchange Modification Report (IMR) 

to the Federal Highway Authority (FHWA) in early 2017. 

29.20 

Will detailed, state-of-the art studies be 

conducted on wind, traffic, and shadow 

impacts in and around Copley Square that 

include all of the requested points? 

Yes, please refer to Chapter 6 for details on Project-

related environmental impacts and steps that will be 

taken through design and management to avoid, 

minimize, and/or mitigate adverse effects.  

Please refer to Chapter 4 for a summary of the 

transportation and parking aspects of the Project, 

including proposed mitigation and improvements the 

Project will make to help reduce the impacts to the 

surrounding neighborhoods. 

29.21 

Will wind impacts be studied along Dartmouth 

and Clarendon Streets to the river and on the 

north side of Boylston Street? Will wind 

impacts on Copley Square Park be studied, 

particularly where the Farmer’s Markets place 

tents and around the fountain? 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the Project's 

pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I for a copy 

of the full pedestrian wind report.  
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29.22 

Will traffic impacts be studied to the river to 

the north, east to Arlington and west to Mass 

Ave, and into the South End as appropriate? 

Please refer to Section 4.3.1 and Figure 4.1, for a 

description of the intersections included in the Project 

study area, per BTD and MassDOT requests. 

29.23 

Will any shadow impacts on nationally 

recognized historic buildings and public spaces 

be presented, including shadows on building 

facades, including the BPL Courtyard facade? 

Please refer to Section 6.3 for the Project's shadow 

impacts. There is no impact to the courtyard of the BPL. 

Please refer to Section 8.3.2 for a summary of shadow 

impacts on the façades of area historic resources. 

29.24 

Will the developer study shaping the buildings 

to completely eliminate new shadow on 

Copley Square? 

As discussed in Section 6.3, shadow impacts have been 

minimized to the extent practicable to avoid noticeable 

pedestrian impacts, and are in compliance with the 

specific requirements of the Stuart Street Zoning District, 

including the 2-hour shadow limitation on Copley 

Square. 

29.25 

Will quantitative and qualitative analyses of 

pedestrian circulation to and from, in and 

around the project be provided? 

Please refer to Section 4.12 for details of the pedestrian 

impact analysis and to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed 

description of strategies that will be implemented to 

ensure pedestrian priority. See also figures 3.8a-f. 

29.26 
Will the pedestrian analysis be correlated with 

the traffic analyses? 

Please refer to Section 4.12 for details of the pedestrian 

impact analysis and to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed 

description of strategies that will be implemented to 

ensure pedestrian priority. See also figures 3.8a-f. 

29.27 
Will air quality, particularly at intersections and 

between streetlights be studied? 

Please refer to Section 6.6.2 for the results of the 

microscale air quality analysis and Sections 5.4.5 and 

6.6.3 for the results of the mesoscale air quality analysis. 

Appendix H also provides additional supporting 

documentation related to air quality. The Project will not 

cause or contribute to an exceedance of the National 

Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

29.28 

Will we be provided with data on the capacity 

of public transportation to handle all the 

additional usage expected in the area? 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis of 

existing, Future No-Build and Future Build transit 

capacity. 

29.29 

Similarly, how about the capacity of public 

utilities, water, sewer, and power as well as for 

cable for to and wifi? 

Please refer to Sections 7.2 through 7.5 for descriptions 

of existing utilities and proposed future connections. No 

capacity issues are anticipated. 
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29.30 

Will the CAC be invited to evaluate proposed 

improvements for the public realm, such as 

comfortable sidewalks and adequate outdoor 

spaces to serve the uses on the site? 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's public realm improvements, to Section 3.5.2 

for an analysis of sidewalk widths and to Figures 3.8a-f 

for public realm improvement plans. These elements will 

be discussed at a CAC meeting following the DEIR/DPIR 

filing. 

29.31 

Will design alternatives be discussed with the 

public and the CAC for the 39 bus? Could one 

of these include the use of the space between 

the residential towers and Clarendon Street? 

Please refer to section 4.10.2 for a description of the 

Route 39 Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 for 

a plan. 

29.32 

Will information be provided on producing 

safe, on-grade street crossings to engage life 

on the street, as appropriate in a vibrant urban 

environment? 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's pedestrian realm improvements, and to 

Figures 3.8a-f for pedestrian realm improvement plans. 

Please see also Figures 3.9a-b. 

29.33 
Will additional information be provided to 

show all elevations for residential buildings? 
See Figures 3.5a-c for Project elevations. 

29.34 

Can additional drawings be provided that 

show the whole buildings from the Back Bay, 

Dartmouth, and Clarendon Streets? The 

current drawing for the corner of Stuart and 

Dartmouth misses the top half of the building. 

Please refer to Figures 3.2a-m, Figures 3.6a-p, and 

Figures 8.2a-j. 

29.35 

Can additional drawings be provided that 

show the view corridor both ways on 

Dartmouth Street, where the Stuart Street 

Zoning requires a setback. 

Please refer to Figures 3.2a-m, Figures 3.6a-p, and 

Figures 8.2a-j. 

29.36 

Can a proposal be offered that includes all of 

the affordable housing on site and that 

includes the funds required from the 40 Trinity, 

as well? 

The Project will provide a variety of new high-quality 

housing opportunities in compliance with the applicable 

Inclusionary Development Policy of the City of Boston. 
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29.37 

Will the public be engaged early in the process 

on plans concerning the publically accessible 

open space and the improvements to the Back 

Bay station? 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's public realm improvements, to Section 3.5.2 

for an analysis of sidewalk widths and to Figures 3.8a-f 

for public realm improvement plans. See Section 1.7 for 

details regarding the Proponent's outreach efforts with 

various stakeholders including state and city officials, 

community representatives and abutters. Please refer to 

Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed description of 

the Station renovations. A public meeting was held on 

September 26, 2016 to present the Station Concourse 

Improvements and MBTA track-level ventilation project 

and to receive community feedback. This same 

information was also presented to the CAC on October 6, 

2016. 

29.38 

Can you prepare a detailed list comparing the 

project with Stuart Street zoning and Stuart 

Street guidelines and offering a detailed 

explanation of all requested zoning relief? 

Although the Project will achieve zoning compliance 

through a PDA amendment, as described in the BPDA 

Scoping Determination, the Project is, in fact, "exemplary 

in its strong adherence to the Stuart Street Design 

Guidelines.” Please refer to Sections 3.3 and 3.4 for more 

detail about the Project's responsiveness to the vision 

and planning goals established in the Stuart Street 

District, particularly the height and density guidelines. 

Please also see Section 2.2.1 for an analysis of an 

alternative that is strictly compliant with the dimensional 

guidelines of the Stuart Street District. 

29.39 
Can you list any potential tax relief that might 

be requested for the project? 

The Proponent intends to develop the four Project 

Components using private funds, but will explore the 

possibility of local, state and/or federal public financing 

sources, where appropriate. Please refer to Section 1.9.4 

for a discussion of possible public funding sources. 
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11 
PNF Response to Comments 
This chapter directly responds to BPDA Scoping Determination and public comment 

letters received on the PNF. Table 11-1 lists all of the persons and entities submitting 

comments on the PNF and Table 11-2 lists each of the substantive comments 

received, by letter, providing a written response to each. Where appropriate, 

reference is made to the corresponding section of the DEIR/DPIR for additional 

information. A copy of the Scoping Determination is available in Appendix C. A copy 

of each comment letter received by the BPDA during the public review period of the 

PNF is included in Appendix N. 

 

Table 11-1  Comment Letters Received 

Letter No. Commenter 

1 BPDA Scoping Determination 

2 State Representatives (Byron Rushing, Aaron Michlewitz, Jay Livingstone) and Boston City 

Councilors (Bill Linehan, Josh Zakim)  

3 Boston City Councilor District 8 – Josh Zakim 

4 Boston Department of Transportation  

5 Boston Disability Commission 

6 Boston Water and Sewer Commission 

7 Boston Department of Public Works 

8 Boston Planning and Development Agency – Katie Pedersen 

9 Boston Planning and Development Agency – Tim Davis 

10 Boston Groundwater Trust 

11 LivableStreets Alliance  

12 WalkBoston 

13 Hill House, Inc. 

14 Bay Village Neighborhood Association – Dr. P. MacKenzie Bok 

15 Bay Village Neighborhood Association – Sarah Herlihy 

16 Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay 

17 Ellis South End Neighborhood Association 

18 Ann Beha  

19 Ann Hershfang 

20 Anne Devereaux 

21 Anne Swanson 

22 Barry Solar 
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23 Carla Nelson 

24 Carol Card 

25 Chris Hale 

26 Deborah Hubert 

27 Ed Tiffany 

28 Elliot Guerrero 

29 Elliott Laffer 

30 Gerry Ives (Ives Architects) 

31 Heyward Parker James 

32 Jacquelin Yessian 

33 John Corey 

34 John Forbes-deWinter 

35 Joseph Gertner 

36 Kenneth Kruckemeyer 

37 Lisa Newell 

38 Lynn Foster 

39 Martyn Roetter 

40 Ned Flaherty 

41 Nina Garfinkle 

42 Pamela Humphrey 

43 Pamela Humphrey 

44 Paul Johnson 

45 Paula Griswold 

46 Shirley Kressel 

47 Susan Gilmore 

48 Susan Prindle 

49 Tracy Pesanelli 

50 William Clendaniel 

51 Yan Medice 

52 Yuri Ostrovsky 

53 Robert Timmerman 

54 Arts Boston 

55 Boston Planning and Development Agency (BPDA) Urban Design – David Carlson 

56 Interagency Green Building Committee 
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Table 11-2  Responses to the PNF Comments  

Comment No. Comment Response to Comment 

Letter 1 BPDA Scoping Determination 

1.1 

An updated listing of all anticipated 

permits or approvals required from other 

municipal state or federal agencies, 

including a proposed application schedule 

shall be included in the DPIR. 

Please refer to Table 1.3 in Section 1.6.4. for a list of 

required permits and approvals, and to Section 1.4.8 for 

an anticipated application schedule. 

1.2 

A statement on the applicability of the 

Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 

(MEPA) should be provided. If the 

Proposed Project is subject to MEP A, all 

required documentation should be 

provided to the BRA including, but not 

limited to, a copy of the Environmental 

Notification Form, decisions of the 

secretary of Environmental Affairs, and the 

proposed schedule for coordination with 

BRA procedure. 

Please refer to Section 1.6.3 for a summary of the 

applicability of MEPA. The ENF was previously provided 

during the PNF comment period. The Secretary's 

Certificate is attached as Appendix B. It is anticipated 

that the Article 80 and MEPA reviews will proceed 

concurrently. 

1.3 

The following overarching considerations 

inform the Boston Transportation 

Department's (BTD) review of the project:  

                                                                                                                                     

• Need for coordination with development 

projects proposed in the Stuart Street 

corridor which are in varying stages of 

design and construction. 

All approved projects in the Stuart Street corridor have 

been included in the analyses as per BPDA, BTD and 

other agency direction. The Proponent has coordinated 

the Project's Stuart Street alignment and proposed 

improvements with the adjacent approved Copley 

Tower and 40 Trinity projects and has coordinated with 

the commitments and improvements documented in 

their respective TAPAs.  Please refer to Chapter 4 for 

more detail and see Figures 3.8a-f for public realm 

plans. 

1.4 
• Traffic impacts on local streets generated 

by the ramp closure alternative. 

Please refer to Sections 4.4 and 4.6 for discussion and 

analysis of the estimated traffic impact associated with 

the On-Ramp closure alternative.  It should be noted 

that MassDOT is performing a separate analysis, an 

Interchange Modification Report (IMR), which further 

evaluates the ramp closure over a 20 year time horizon. 

1.5 

• Recognition of excellent transit-access to 

the site and consideration of "shared" 

traveling options. 

Please refer to Section 4.3.2 for discussion of the 

excellent transit services at the Site, to Section 4.5.4 for 

the resulting mode share and to Section 4.10 for the 

complete transit analysis. 
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Comment No. Comment Response to Comment 

1.6 

• The creation of a public realm that is 

friendly for people walking or riding 

bicycles. 

Please refer to Section 3.5 for a detailed description of 

the Project's public realm improvements and to Figures 

3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans and Figures 

3.9a-b for site access and circulation plans. 

1.7 

BTD recommend the DPIR includes:        

                                                                                                                        

• A proposal to work with an inter-agency 

group, including BTD and MassDOT, to 

conduct a detailed "ramp alternatives" 

study. In addition to traffic analysis the 

study should include a conceptual 

constructability analysis, given the need to 

keep I-90 open and that the project will be 

phased. 

The Proponent has and will continue to coordinate with 

MassDOT and BTD on the potential On-Ramp closure. 

Please refer to Sections 4.4 and 4.6 for discussion and 

analysis of the estimated traffic impact associated with 

the On-Ramp closure alternative.  It should be noted 

that MassDOT is performing a separate analysis, an 

Interchange Modification Report (IMR), which further 

evaluates the ramp closure over a 20 year time horizon.  

1.8 

• An analysis of the impacts of traffic 

generated from other proposed projects in 

the Stuart Street corridor if the on-ramp is 

closed. 

Please refer to Chapter 4, Transportation and Parking 

for discussion and analysis of current and future 

estimated No-Build traffic conditions associated with 

the On-Ramp closure. All approved projects in the 

Stuart Street corridor have been included in the 

analyses as per BPDA, MDOT, and other agency 

direction. 

1.9 

• A public realm plan for Trinity Place and 

St. James Avenue (between Clarendon and 

Dartmouth Streets) that shows how 

pedestrian flow, on-street parking, shuttle 

and tour bus parking, hotel pick-up drop-

off, and Copley Square event-staging can 

be managed with the expected additional 

traffic generated by the Garage West 

Alternative Scheme. 

Please refer to Figure 4.24 for this plan. The Proponent 

looks forward to discussing this further with BTD. 

1.10 

The Proponent has stated that Proposed 

Project will four buildings, the tallest of 

which be approximately 388 feet in height 

and accordingly the Proponent shall be 

required to conduct a quantitative (wind 

tunnel) analysis for both existing (no-build) 

and build conditions. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the 

Project's pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I 

for a copy of the full pedestrian wind report.  
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1.11 

The analysis shall determine potential 

pedestrian level winds adjacent to and in 

the vicinity of the Proposed Project site 

and shall identify any areas where wind 

velocities are expected to exceed 

acceptable levels, including the Boston 

Redevelopment Authority's guideline of an 

effective gust velocity of 31 miles per hour 

(mph) not to be exceeded more than I% of 

the time. The analysis also shall determine 

the suitability of particular locations for 

various activities (e.g., walking, sitting, 

eating, etc.) as appropriate. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the 

Project's pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I 

for a copy of the full pedestrian wind report.  

1.12 

The Proponent shall be required to pay 

particular attention to public and other 

areas of pedestrian use, including, but not 

limited to, entrances to the Proposed 

Project and adjacent buildings, sidewalks 

adjacent to and in the vicinity of the 

Proposed Project buildings as well as 

parks, including but not limited to the 

Copley Squai·e, the Southwest Corridor 

Park and Frieda Garcia Park, plazas and 

other open spaces and pedestrian areas 

near the Proposed Project. The Proponent 

shall be cognizant of the planning 

objectives emphasized in the Stuart Street 

Zoning District and in particular, in 

designing the buildings to be sensitive to 

the wind and shadow impacts on sidewalks 

and nearby public open spaces 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the 

Project's pedestrian level wind impacts and to 

Appendix I for a copy of the full pedestrian wind report. 

Please refer to Section 6.3 for shadow impacts on 

adjacent public spaces. See also Section 8.3.2 for a 

shadow analysis on area historic resources. 

1.13 

Wind speeds shall be measured in miles 

per hour and for areas where wind speeds 

are projected to be dangerous or to 

exceed acceptable levels, measures to 

reduce wind speeds and to mitigate 

potential adverse impact(s) shall be 

identified and, if appropriate, tested. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the 

Project's pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I 

for a copy of the full pedestrian wind report.  
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1.14 

With regard to the Back Bay I South End 

Gateway project, this significant project will 

have impacts to open space in an area of 

the City already challenged by high density 

and limited open space resources. BPRD 

respectfully requests the consideration of a 

community contribution to mitigate 

impacts to open space in the 

neighborhood, such as capital 

improvements or maintenance for Copley 

Square. 

The Project includes the creation of a new 11,000 

square foot public plaza with the delivery of the Station 

East Parcel and the upgrading of the existing open 

space on Dartmouth Street with the delivery of the 

Station West Parcel. Please refer to Section 1.5 of the 

DEIR/DPIR for a summary of the Project benefits to the 

public realm, as well as Section 3.5.1 for the specific 

description of the pedestrian realm improvements to 

be delivered with the Project. 

1.15 

Moreover, 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. That is to say, 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. 

Please refer to Chapter 6, Environmental Protection of 

the DEIR/DPIR, which provides details on the Project-

related environmental improvements and impacts as 

well as mitigation measures that will be taken to avoid, 

minimize, and/or mitigate adverse effects.  

1.16 

Specific shadow and wind investigations 

will be requested - a separate category in 

this scoping - to determine what the 

impacts are regarding Copley Square and 

the Southwest Corridor Park, among 

others. 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. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the 

Project's pedestrian level wind impacts and to 

Appendix I for a copy of the full pedestrian wind report. 

Please refer to Section 6.3 for shadow impacts on 

adjacent public spaces. 
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1.17 

DPIR design alternatives or development 

should bring a high degree of innovation 

and achieve LEED Gold at a minimum, 

preferably Platinum. This Project should set 

the bar very high for projects in the Stuart 

Street Study Area, and incorporate bold 

energy, recycling, daylight/ quality of 

environment, green roofs and plantings, 

innovative connections to the water, and 

transportation initiatives. 

Please refer to Chapter 5 for a complete discussion on 

sustainable and resiliency strategies for the Project. See 

also Section 5.3.3 for LEED checklists and detailed 

narratives for each parcel. While currently at a 

conceptual design level, the Project expects the Garage 

West Parcel to achieve Gold certification and the 

remaining parcels to achieve Silver certification at a 

minimum. The Proponent is committed to improving 

those certification levels wherever possible. The Project 

will comply with Article 37 requirements by committing 

to certifying each parcel with the USGBC.   

1.18 

Before GCOD zoning approval can be put 

in place, the proponent must provide the 

Authority and the Trust a letter stamped by 

a professional engineer registered in 

Massachusetts that details how each of the 

four parcels will accomplish what is stated 

in the PNF and meets the GCOD 

requirement for no reduction in 

groundwater levels on site or on adjoining 

lots. 

Please refer to Section 7.4.3 for a detailed description 

of the Project's intended compliance with the City's 

Groundwater Conservation Overlay District. An 

engineering certification will be submitted at the 

appropriate time. 

1.19 

Based on the square footage and uses 

outlined in the Project Notification Form, 

the Proposed Project will be subject to and 

be required to enter into a Development 

Impact Project ("DIP or Linkage") 

agreement assuming the proposed project 

requires zoning relief. A full analysis of 

square footage and uses should be 

submitted in the DPIR. 

Comment noted. Please refer to Table 1-1 for a 

summary of the development program and to Section 

1.5 for a summary of the public benefits provided by 

the Project. 

1.20 

The Proponent will be responsible for 

preparing and publishing in one more 

newspapers of general circulation in the 

City of Boston a Public Notice of the 

submission: of the DPIR to the BRA as 

required by Section 80A-2. This Public 

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 Public 

Notice. Sample forms of the Public Notice 

are attached as Appendix D. 

The Proponent will publish a public notice in one or 

more newspapers within 5 days of submission of the 

DPIR per Article 80A-2.  
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1.21 

Following publication of the Public Notice, 

the Proponent shall submit to the BRA a 

copy of the published Public Notice 

together with the date of publication. 

The Proponent will submit a copy of the public notice 

to the BPDA.  

Letter 2 
State Representatives (Byron Rushing, Aaron Michlewitz, Jay Livingstone) and Boston City 

Councilors (Bill Linehan, Josh Zakim)  

2.1 

As you know the station renovation and 

ventilation repair are not part of the 

Boston Redevelopment Authority's CAC 

process. We want to thank you for a 

agreeing to have the Massachusetts 

Department of Transportation lead a public 

process for the Back Bay Station 

redevelopment for both the interior station 

redesign and the repair of the ventilation 

system. 

The Proponent thanks you for your support. A public 

meeting was held on September 26, 2016 to present 

the Station Concourse Improvements and MBTA track-

level ventilation project and to receive community 

feedback. 

2.2 

Boston Properties has begun the design 

process for the station renovation. The 

designs presented are a thoughtful start to 

reviving the architecturally significant 

station. These designs will be improved 

with the input of the main users of the 

station, the daily commuters and the 

station's neighbors. Furthermore, many 

residents in the neighborhood had been 

involved with the 1987 development of the 

station, and have much to add to the 

design process. 

The Proponent appreciates your support. Please refer 

to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station renovations. A public 

meeting was held on September 26, 2016 to present 

the Station Concourse Improvements and MBTA track-

level ventilation project and to receive community 

feedback. 

2.3 

As we understand it, the ventilation repair 

design has not yet begun. It would be best 

to engage with the community before 

embarking on the design process. The 

adjacent neighborhoods -especially those 

who live along the Southwest Corridor Park 

-- will be directly affected by 

environmental impacts of the project. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station renovations. A public 

meeting was held on September 26, 2016 to present 

the Station Concourse Improvements and MBTA track-

level ventilation project and to receive community 

feedback. 
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Letter 3 Boston City Councilor District 8 – Josh Zakim 

3.1 

I want to begin by saying that Boston 

Properties has done a good job of 

recognizing the importance of Back Bay 

Station as an entry point into the city, and 

as a connector of historic neighborhoods. 

Their design reflects a desire to treat the 

station as the important transportation hub 

that it is, and as a space for potential 

growth in our city. They have taken 

positive preliminary steps to address some 

of the management and safety concerns 

that have been an issue at the station up 

until now, and are moving forward with 

cosmetic changes that are much needed. 

The Proponent appreciates your support. 

3.2 

My primary concern about this proposal is 

that it falls in the center of several large 

projects that are either underway or slated 

to begin in the very near future. These 

developments will have tremendous 

impacts on the neighborhood, both 

immediately and several years down the 

line. There will be significant repercussions 

for the neighborhood from the 

construction, and I want to make sure that 

proper steps are taken to minimize the 

effects on current residents. 

Please refer to Section 1.4.8 for a description of the 

Project phases and an evaluation of phasing scenarios. 

Please refer to Chapter 6 for a detailed analysis of 

Project-related environmental impacts. The Project has 

included all other approved Stuart Street corridor 

projects in its traffic, transportation and other 

environmental impact studies, in an effort to provide 

the public a holistic view of development in the 

corridor.  

3.3 

…the sum of all of this development in the 

area will significantly change the flow of 

traffic, increase pedestrian movement, and 

impact the capacity of the MBTA. Boston 

Properties has touched on how the Back 

Bay/South End Gateway project will 

contribute to these factors, but I would like 

to see it addressed from a more holistic 

perspective, examining this project in the 

context of all the others in the surrounding 

area. 

The Project has included all other approved Stuart 

Street corridor projects in its traffic, transportation and 

other environmental impact studies, in an effort to 

provide the public a holistic view of development in the 

corridor. Please refer to Chapters 4 and 6 for a 

complete analysis. In addition, the Project team has 

been closely coordinating with the 40 Trinity and 

Copley Tower projects and has included their 

streetscape improvement plans and TAPA 

commitments as future existing conditions for the 

Project. 
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3.4 

As the Back Bay Station renovation moves 

forward, I also want to make sure that 

Boston Properties addresses concerns with 

respect to wind and shadow studies, and 

how they impact Copley Square and the 

front of the Public Library. These are two 

issues that my office hears about regularly, 

and I think the neighbors would appreciate 

more in-depth analysis. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the 

Project's pedestrian-level wind impacts, to Section 6.3 

for a plan view of shadow impacts, including on 

adjacent public spaces, and to Section 8.3.2 for a 

shadow impact analysis on area historic resources. 

Letter 4 Boston Department of Transportation 

4.1 

The following overarching considerations 

inform the Boston Transportation 

Department's (BTD) review of the project: 

 

• Need for coordination with development 

projects proposed in the Stuart Street 

corridor which are in varying stages of 

design and construction. 

All approved projects in the Stuart Street corridor have 

been included in the analyses as per BPDA, BTD and 

other agency direction. The Proponent has coordinated 

the Project's Stuart Street alignment and proposed 

improvements with the adjacent approved Copley 

Tower and 40 Trinity projects and has coordinated with 

the commitments and improvements documented in 

their respective TAPAs.  Please refer to Chapter 4 for 

more detail and see Figures 3.8a-f for public realm 

plans. 

4.2 
• Traffic impacts on local streets generated 

by the ramp closure alternative. 

Please refer to Sections 4.4 and 4.6 for discussion and 

analysis of the estimated traffic impact associated with 

the On-Ramp closure alternative.  It should be noted 

that MassDOT is performing a separate analysis, an 

Interchange Modification Report (IMR), which further 

evaluates the ramp closure over a 20 year time horizon. 

4.3 

• Recognition of excellent transit-access to 

the site and consideration of "shared" 

traveling options. 

Please refer to Section 4.3.2 for discussion of the 

excellent transit services at the Site, to Section 4.5.4 for 

the resulting mode share and to Section 4.10 for the 

complete transit analysis. 

4.4 

• The creation of a public realm that is 

friendly for people walking or riding 

bicycles. 

Please refer to Section 3.5 for a detailed description of 

the Project's public realm improvements and to Figures 

3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans and Figures 

3.9a-b for site access and circulation plans. 
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4.5 

BTD recommends that the DPIR includes: 

 

• A proposal to work with an inter-agency 

group, including BTD and MassDOT, to 

conduct a detailed "ramp alternatives" 

study. In addition to traffic analysis the 

study should include a conceptual 

constructability analysis, given the need to 

keep 1-90 open and that the project will be 

phased. 

Please refer to Sections 4.4 and 4.6 for discussion and 

analysis of the estimated traffic impact associated with 

the On-Ramp closure alternative.  It should be noted 

that MassDOT is performing a separate analysis, an 

Interchange Modification Report (IMR), which further 

evaluates the ramp closure over a 20 year time horizon. 

The Proponent has and will continue to coordinate with 

MassDOT and BTD on the potential On-Ramp closure. 

4.6 

• An analysis of the impacts of traffic 

generated from other proposed projects in 

the Stuart Street corridor if the on-ramp is 

closed. 

Please refer to Chapter 4, Transportation and Parking 

for discussion and analysis of current and future 

estimated No-Build traffic conditions associated with 

the On-Ramp closure. All approved projects in the 

Stuart Street corridor have been included in the 

analyses as per BPDA, MDOT, and other agency 

direction. 

4.7 

• A public realm plan for Trinity Place and 

St. James Avenue {between Clarendon and 

Dartmouth Streets) that shows how 

pedestrian flow, on-street parking, shuttle 

and tour bus parking, hotel pickup drop-

off, and Copley Square event-staging can 

be managed with the expected additional 

traffic generated by the Garage West 

Alternative Scheme. 

Please refer to Figure 4.24’ for this plan. The Proponent 

looks forward to discussing this further with BTD. 

4.8 

BTD recommends that the DPIR includes: 

• Analysis of the impact of additional 

transit trips generated by the project on 

Orange Line capacity relative to anticipated 

improvements in headways for the line. 

The analysis should include passenger-

related platform occupancy and ingress I 

egress load factors. 

Please refer to Section 4.10.1 for a detailed analysis of 

the impact of Project-generated transit trips relative to 

the anticipated improvement in Orange Line headways 

and to Section 4.10.4 for an analysis of platform 

occupancy. 

4.9 

An analysis of the proposed relocation of 

the Route 39 bus terminus. How will 

transfers to the Orange Line be impacted? 

Where will Route 39 buses be staged to 

accommodate schedule adjustments? 

Please refer to Section 4.10.2 for a description of the 

Route 39 Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 

for a plan.  

4.10 

• A proposal to directly connect building 

tenants with Massport's Back Bay- Logan 

Airport service. 

Please refer to Section 4.8.1 which included a 

discussion of connections with Massport's Back Bay 

Logan Airport Service. 
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4.11 

The proponent should develop a new 

section in the DPIR that details their 

strategy to: 

 

• Increase the provision of garage parking 

spaces for car-share service providers such 

as Zip Car. 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a discussion on current 

and future parking utilization. 

4.12 

• Increase the number of bike-share 

Hubway stations, locating new docks along 

Clarendon and Stuart Streets. 

The Project proposes a new Hubway station on 

Clarendon Street with the development of the Station 

East Parcel. Please refer to Section 4.11 for a complete 

discussion of the Project's proposed bicycle 

accommodations and to Figure 4.22 for the proposed 

bicycle parking plan.  

4.13 

• Install an independent sheltered, secure 

and managed bike-parking facility for at 

least 350 bicycles. 

Please refer to Section 4.11 for a complete discussion 

of the Project's proposed bicycle accommodations and 

to Figure 4.22 for the proposed bicycle parking plan.  

4.14 

• Provide dedicated pick-up/ drop-off 

space for taxis, shuttles, and Transportation 

Network Companies {TNCs) such as Uber 

and Lyft. 

Please refer to section 3.5.3 for a discussion of On-

Street Parking/Curb-Side uses, and to Figures 4.18a-b. 

4.15 

• Install "transit screens" that provide real-

time information on the availability of the 

full spectrum of transportation options 

servicing the buildings. 

Please refer to Section 4.13.2 which discusses the 

Proponent's commitment to provide "transit screens" at 

new office and residential lobbies in the Project. 

4.16 

To add to the proposed features the DPIR 

should include: 

 

• Details on the width of the pedestrian 

zone on crosswalks around the site. A 

minimum unobstructed width of 12 feet is 

preferred. Note that this width is in 

addition to the width of furniture and 

frontage zones. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description 

of the Project's public realm improvements, to Section 

3.5.2 for an analysis of sidewalk widths and to Figures 

3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans. 

4.17 

• A design for a continuous sidewalk along 

Clarendon Street. Note that the garage 

ingress/egress curb cuts and the pull-in to 

the Back Bay Station should be designed to 

allow pedestrians on Clarendon Street to 

be able to continue walking safely without 

any diversions. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description 

of the Project's public realm improvements, to Section 

3.5.2 for an analysis of sidewalk widths and to Figures 

3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans. 
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4.18 

• Designs improving pedestrian access to 

Stanhope Street and Frieda Garcia Park 

from the site. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description 

of the Project's public realm improvements, to Section 

3.5.2 for an analysis of sidewalk widths and to Figures 

3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans. 

4.19 

• Detailed configuration of the Columbus 

Avenue - Clarendon Street intersection to 

provide safer and more comfortable 

pedestrian crossings particularly for the 

pedestrian desire line to Back Bay Station 

from the South End and Bay Village. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description 

of the Project's public realm improvements, to Section 

3.5.2 for an analysis of sidewalk widths and to Figures 

3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans. 

4.20 

• A proposal to work on a joint Stuart 

Street streetscape plan with the other 

developers in the corridor. 

The Proponent has coordinated the Project's Stuart 

Street alignment and proposed improvements with the 

adjacent approved Copley Tower and 40 Trinity 

projects and has coordinated with the commitments 

and improvements documented in their respective 

TAPAs.  Please refer to Figures 3.8a-f for public realm 

plans. 

4.21 

The DPIR should include details on the 

following: 

 

• 5% of the total number of parking spaces 

should be fitted for electric vehicle 

charging 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a discussion on current 

and future parking utilization. 

4.22 
• Spaces set aside for car-share and 

vanpools should be located conveniently. 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a discussion on current 

and future parking utilization. 

4.23 

• Transit and Hubway pass subsidies 

should be institutionalized so that future 

managers of the development sites are 

aware of their commitments. 

These commitments will be documented in one or 

more TAPA agreements with BTD and will encumber 

any potential successor or assign of the Proponent. 

4.24 

• Details on the expected turnover or 

utilization of parking spaces on an average 

day compared to garage utilization today. 

Please refer to Section 4.9.4 for a discussion of parking 

occupancy and a comparison of existing and future 

parking space turnover. 

4.25 
• Description of how parking supply will 

vary as each phase of the project is built. 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a discussion of parking 

supply for office, retail and residential components of 

the Project. The parking supply for each phase of the 

Project will be based on the corresponding uses in the 

building associated with each phase. 
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4.26 

[In addition] the DPIR should include a 

strategy of how urban packages delivery, 

which has seen a huge increase in small 

truck trips, will be accommodated. Will 

companies like Amazon or grocery stores 

be locating local pick-up "warehouses" in 

the development? 

Please refer to Section 4.8.2 for discussion on urban 

package delivery accommodations. At this time the 

Project does not anticipate any local pick-up 

"warehouses" in the development. 

4.27 

The DPIR should include a description of 

how: 

 

• The construction of the project will be 

coordinated with the other proposed 

projects in the surrounding area. 

Refer to Section 4.13.4 and 6.10 for discussion on 

construction mitigation strategies. These will be further 

refined when Project timing and phasing are known 

with more certainty. 

4.28 

Analysis performed in the DPIR will lead to 

a Transportation Access Plan Agreement 

(TAPA) for the Gateway Project, which will 

codify the project's transportation-related 

elements, including mitigation items. It is 

expected that the proponents will enter a 

project wide TAPA that sets an overall 

framework and individual TAPAs for 

developments on each parcel as and when 

they are phased in. 

The Proponent will enter into one or more TAPAs for 

each Project Component as required in advance of 

receiving a building permit. Please refer to Section 

4.13.5 for more detail. 

4.29 

The proponents need to submit an 

engineered site plan within the context of 

the surrounding roadways at 1:20 scale 

depicting: 

-    Vehicular Access and Circulation 

-    Parking Layout and Circulation 

-    Pedestrian Access and Circulation 

-    Bicycle Access and Circulation 

-    Shuttle/Van Pool Pickup and Drop-off- 

Transit Stops and Connections 

-    Parking Spaces for Car Sharing services 

-    Electric Vehicle Charging Stations 

-    Service and Loading* 

-    Roadways and Sidewalks 

-    Building Layout  

-    Bicycle Parking Locations and Types 

(covered, indoor, bike share, etc.) 

 

* Trash compactors/dumpsters need to be 

depicted as well. 

Comment noted. The Proponent will submit an 

engineered site plan to BTD at the appropriate moment 

as the Project's design progresses and before receiving 

a building permit. 
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Letter 5 Boston Disability Commission 

5.1 

Since the proposed project is planned to 

be a vibrant destination area with multiple 

uses, including retail, commercial, housing 

and as a major transportation access point, 

I would like to encourage a scheme that 

allows full and equal participation of 

persons with disabilities through ideal 

design which meets as well as exceeds 

compliance with accessibility building code 

requirements. It is crucial that the site 

layout, buildings, open spaces, parking, 

and circulation routes be developed with 

access in mind. 

Accessibility is a major design consideration in the 

Project. Please refer to Sections 3.1 and 3.5.5 and to 

Appendix J for specific details of the pedestrian 

accessibility improvements proposed by the Project.  

5.2 

We would like to request more information 

on accessible units within the Project, 

including details about the amount, 

location, types and floor plans. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.5. It is anticipated that 5% of 

the units in the Garage East Parcel and Station East 

Parcel residential buildings will be designed to be 

accessible, in compliance with 521 CMR. The location of 

units and floor plans have not yet been determined at 

this early stage of design. 

5.3 
Will any of the accessible unit be deemed 

affordable? If not, please explain. 

Yes, it is anticipated that some of the accessible units 

will be affordable. 

5.4 

Will the inclusionary Development 

Program residential units be provided on-

site? If not, please indicate the location of 

the off-site IDP units. 

The Project will provide a variety of new high-quality 

housing opportunities in compliance with the 

applicable Inclusionary Development Policy of the City 

of Boston. 

5.5 

Please provide more details on the 

proposed accessible drop-off area, 

including details on proposed layouts, 

widths, slopes, materials, areas of 

replacement or existing-to-remain. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description 

of the Project's public realm improvements and to 

Figures 3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans. As 

described in Section 3.5.5, the Project will significantly 

improve accessibility around the Project Site. Please 

also refer to the Accessibility checklist and plans 

provided in Appendix J. 

5.6 

How many accessible parking spaces will 

be provided in the remaining portion of 

the Garage? Please provide details on 

location and accessible route. 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a discussion on current 

and future parking utilization. 
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5.7 

Is there a difference in allocation of 

parking in terms of visitor, residential, retail 

and commercial {office) parking spaces? If 

so, please explain and provide details on 

amount, location and accessible route. 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a discussion on current 

and future parking utilization. Please also refer to the 

Accessibility checklist and plans provided in Appendix J. 

5.8 
Are roof deck entrances from the 

residential units flush to grade? 

All thresholds within residential dwelling units will be 

designed to be MAAB compliant. 

5.9 

We support the proposed improvements 

to the running slopes at the Dartmouth 

Street/Stuart Street intersection and 

westerly-side of Clarendon Street, which 

would provide these heavily travelled 

portions of the Back Bay/South End more 

accessibility to persons of all abilities. 

The Proponent appreciates your support. Please refer 

to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of the 

Project's public realm improvements and to Figures 

3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans. As 

described in Section 3.5.5, the Project will significantly 

improve accessibility around the Project Site. Please 

also refer to the Accessibility checklist and plans 

provided in Appendix J. 

5.10 

We support widening the sidewalks as 

much as possible if sidewalk cafes are likely 

to be proposed in the future. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.2 for an analysis of sidewalk 

widths and to Figures 3.8a-f for public realm 

improvement plans. 

5.11 

Please confirm that the proposed realigned 

crosswalk through Dartmouth Street to 

Copley Place will be accessibly signalized 

with Accessible Pedestrian Signal (APS) 

devices. 

The crosswalk will be designed to be accessible, 

including its signalization. 

5.12 

Please confirm that reconstructed 

pedestrian ramps will feature yellow 

composite tactile warning panels cast in 

concrete, per City of Boston Complete 

Street Standards. 

Reconstructed pedestrian ramps will be designed to 

meet City standards. 

5.13 
What is the timeline for the improvements 

proposed within the Project Scope? 

Please refer to Section 1.4.8 for a description of the 

Project phases and an evaluation of phasing scenarios. 

5.14 

What is the timeline for the separate 

Dartmouth Street Station Entrance Project 

and the associated proposed hardscape 

and streetscape improvements? 

Please refer to Section 1.4.8 for a description of the 

Project phases and an evaluation of phasing scenarios. 

Please also refer to Section 3.5.1 for a description of 

public realm improvements by Project Component and 

to Figures 3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans by 

Project Component. 



Back Bay/South End Gateway Project DEIR/DPIR 

PNF Response to Comments 

11-17 

 

Comment No. Comment Response to Comment 

5.15 

Do you anticipate any portion of the 

Project going through the Public 

Improvement Commission? If so, please 

identify and provide details. 

Yes, please refer to Table 1.3 in Section 1.6.4. for a 

summary of anticipated permits and approvals.  

5.16 

Accessibility extends past compliance 

through building code requirements. For 

example, by providing employment 

opportunities and an overall scheme that 

allows full and equal participation of 

persons with disabilities, makes the 

development an asset to the surrounding 

community. What opportunities (ex. 

employment, community support, social) 

will the development provide for persons 

with disabilities? 

Accessibility is a major design consideration in the 

Project. The Proponent is open to discussing other 

strategies related to participation of persons with 

disabilities. 

5.17 

Do you have a Wayfinding Package to 

better understand wayfinding strategies 

within the scope of the proposed project? 

Wayfinding throughout the Project Site will be 

incorporated as the Project's design progresses with 

the goal of being accessible and legible. Please refer to 

Appendix E for details on wayfinding for the separate 

Station Concourse Improvements Project. 

5.18 

Do you anticipate filing for any variances 

with the Massachusetts Architectural 

Access Board? If so, please identify and 

explain. 

Please refer to Table 1.3 in Section 1.6.4 for a summary 

of anticipated permits and approvals. The Project is too 

early in its design to list specific MAAB variances that 

may be sought at this time. 

5.19 

The Mayor's Commission for Persons with 

Disabilities supports barrier-free design 

and construction in all buildings 

throughout Boston, including renovation 

projects as well as new structures. We work 

with City departments and developers to 

ensure compliance with local, state, and 

federal building codes including Boston 

Complete Streets, Massachusetts 

Architectural Access Board (MGL, 521 CMR) 

and the Americans with Disabilities Act 

(ADAAG, 28 CFR). Designing or 

constructing structures that are non-

compliant with these requirements is a 

violation of the law unless it can be 

demonstrated that it would be structurally 

infeasible to do so. 

Accessibility is a major design consideration in the 

Project. Please refer to Sections 3.1 and 3.5.5 and to 

Appendix J for specific details of the pedestrian 

accessibility improvements proposed by the Project. 

The Proponent intends to comply with all applicable 

codes as required. 
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Letter 6 Boston Water and Sewer Commission 

6.1 

Prior to demolition of any buildings, all 

water, sewer and storm drain connections 

to the buildings must be cut and capped at 

the main pipe in accordance with the 

Commission's requirements. The 

proponent must then complete a 

Termination Verification Approval Form for 

a Demolition Permit, available from the 

Commission and submit the completed 

form to the City of Boston's inspectional 

Services Department before a demolition 

permit will be issued. 

Noted, please refer to Section 7.1 for more details 

related to the Project's Site Plan Approval process 

which will be coordinated with BWSC for each Project 

Component prior to construction commencement. 

6.2 

All new or relocated water mains, sewers 

and storm drains must be designed and 

constructed at BP Hancock LLC's expense. 

They must be designed and constructed in 

conformance with the Commission's 

design standards, Water Distribution 

System and Sewer Use Regulations, and 

Requirements for Site Plans. 

Noted, please refer to Section 7.1 for more details 

related to the Project's Site Plan Approval process 

which will be coordinated with BWSC for each Project 

Component prior to construction commencement. 

6.3 

To assure compliance with the 

Commission's requirements, the proponent 

must submit a site plan and a 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 are 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. 

Noted, please refer to Section 7.1 for more details 

related to the Project's Site Plan Approval process 

which will be coordinated with BWSC for each Project 

Component prior to construction commencement. 

6.4 

The Commission supports the policy, and 

will require proponent to develop a 

consistent inflow reduction plan. The 4: 1 

requirement should be addressed at least 

90 days prior to activation of water service 

and will be based on the estimated sewage 

generation provided on the project site 

plan. 

As described in Section 7.5.4, the Proponent will 

comply with this requirement and develop an I/I 

mitigation plan in coordination with BWSC.   
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6.5 

The proponent must develop a 

maintenance plan for the proposed green 

infrastructure. 

Please refer to Section 7.4 for a discussion of the 

Project's stormwater management and groundwater 

recharge plans and compliance with MassDEP 

Stormwater Management Standards. An Operations 

and Maintenance Plan (O&M Plan), including long-term 

BMP operation requirements, will be prepared for the 

Project to ensure proper maintenance and functioning 

of the proposed stormwater management system.  

6.6 

A copy of the description and any related 

site plans must be provided to the 

Commission's Engineering Customer 

Service Department for review before 

masonry repair and cleaning commences. 

BP Hancock LLC is advised that the 

Commission may impose additional 

conditions and requirements before 

permitting the discharge of the treated 

wash water to enter the sewer or drainage 

system. 

Noted, please refer to Section 7.1 for more details 

related to the Project's Site Plan Approval process 

which will be coordinated with BWSC for each Project 

Component prior to construction commencement. 

6.7 

BP Hancock LLC should be aware that the 

US Environmental Protection Agency 

issued the 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, BP Hancock LLC will be 

required to apply for a RGP to cover these 

discharges. 

Noted. Please refer to Section 6.10.2. 

6.8 

The project sites are located within 

Boston's Groundwater Conservation 

Overlay District (GCOD). The district is 

intended to promote the restoration of 

groundwater and reduce the impact of 

surface runoff. Projects constructed within 

the GCOD are required to include 

provisions for retaining storm water and 

directing the storm water to the 

groundwater table for recharge. 

Please refer to Section 7.4.3 for a detailed description 

of the Project's intended compliance with the City's 

Groundwater Conservation Overlay District. 
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6.9 

BP Hancock LLC is advised that the 

Commission will not allow buildings to be 

constructed over any of its water lines. 

Also, any plans to build over Commission 

sewer facilities are subject to review and 

approval by the Commission. The project 

must be designed so that access, including 

vehicular access, to the Commission's 

water and sewer lines for the purpose of 

operation and maintenance is not 

inhibited. 

Noted. Please refer to Section 7.4.1 and 7.5.1 for a 

description of existing water, sewer and storm drain 

systems serving the Project Site. 

6.10 

It is BP Hancock LLC's responsibility to 

evaluate the capacity of the water, sewer 

and storm drain systems serving the 

project site to determine if the systems are 

adequate to meet future project demands. 

With the site plan, BP Hancock LLC must 

include a detailed capacity analysis for the 

water, sewer and storm drain systems 

serving the project site, as well as an 

analysis of the impacts the proposed 

project will have on the Commission's 

water, sewer and storm drainage systems. 

Noted, please refer to Section 7.4.1 and 7.5.1 for a 

description of existing water, sewer and storm drain 

systems serving the Project Site. A detailed capacity 

analysis will be provided as the Project's design 

advances. 

6.11 

BP Hancock LLC must provide separate 

estimates of peak and continuous 

maximum water demand for residential, 

commercial, industrial, irrigation of 

landscaped areas, and air-conditioning 

make-up water for the project with the site 

plan. Estimates should be based on full-site 

build-out of the proposed project. BP 

Hancock LLC should also provide the 

methodology used to estimate water 

demand for the proposed project. 

Please refer to Section 7.6.2 for a summary of proposed 

water demand.  

6.12 

BP Hancock LLC should explore 

opportunities for implementing water 

conservation measures in addition to those 

required by the State Plumbing Code. In 

particular, BP Hancock LLC should consider 

outdoor landscaping which requires 

minimal use of water to maintain. If BP 

Hancock LLC 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 be considered. 

Please refer to Section 7.6.4 for a summary of proposed 

conservation measures. In particular, the Proponent will 

consider outdoor landscaping which requires minimal 

use of water to maintain.  
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6.13 

BP Hancock LLC is required to obtain a 

Hydrant Permit for use of any hydrant 

during the construction phase of this 

project. The water used from the hydrant 

must be metered. BP Hancock LLC should 

contact the Commission's Meter 

Department for information on and to 

obtain a Hydrant Permit. 

Noted, the Proponent will obtain a Hydrant Permit for 

use of any hydrant during the construction phase of the 

Project.  

6.14 

The Commission is utilizing a Fixed Radio 

Meter Reading System to obtain water 

meter readings. For new water meters, the 

Commission will provide a Meter 

Transmitter Unit (MTU) and connect the 

device to the meter. For information 

regarding the installation of MTUs, BP 

Hancock LLC should contact the 

Commission's Meter Department. 

The Proponent will contact the Commission's Meter 

Department as recommended, and coordinate 

approvals and agency review as the Project moves into 

the site plan approval phase. 

6.15 

To accomplish the necessary reductions in 

phosphorus, the Commission is requiring 

developers in the lower Charles River 

watershed to infiltrate storm water 

discharging from impervious areas in 

compliance with MassDEP. BP Hancock LLC 

will be required to submit with the site 

plan a phosphorus reduction plan for the 

proposed development. BP Hancock LLC 

must fully investigate methods for 

retaining storm water on-site before the 

Commission will consider a request to 

discharge storm water 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 storm water discharge on-site. Under 

no circumstances will storm water be 

allowed to discharge to a sanitary sewer. 

As detailed in Section 7.1, The Proponent will submit 

with the Site Plan a phosphorus reduction plan for the 

proposed development. The Site Plan will indicate how 

storm drainage from roof drains will be handled and 

the feasibility of retaining stormwater discharge on-site. 

No stormwater will be discharged to a sanitary sewer 

system. 
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6.16 

In conjunction with the Site Plan and the 

General Service Application BP Hancock 

LLC will be required to submit a 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. The 

plan must: 

 

• Identify best management practices for 

controlling erosion and for preventing the 

discharge of sediment and contaminated 

groundwater or storm water runoff to the 

Commission's drainage system when the 

construction is underway. 

As described in Section 7.4, the Proponent will submit a 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that includes a 

stormwater management plan in compliance with 

MassDEP Stormwater Management Standards.  

6.17 

In conjunction with the Site Plan and the 

General Service Application BP Hancock LLC 

will be required to submit a Stormwater 

Pollution Prevention Plan. The plan must: 

(cont.) 

 

• Include a site map which shows, at a 

minimum, existing drainage patterns and 

areas used for storage or treatment of 

contaminated soils, groundwater or storm 

water, and the location of major control or 

treatment structures to be utilized during 

construction. 

Please refer to Section 7.4 for a discussion of the 

Project's stormwater management and groundwater 

recharge plans. As described in Section 7.4, the 

Proponent will submit a Stormwater Pollution 

Prevention Plan that includes a stormwater 

management plan in compliance with MassDEP 

Stormwater Management Standards.  

6.18 

In conjunction with the Site Plan and the 

General Service Application BP Hancock LLC 

will be required to submit a Stormwater 

Pollution Prevention Plan. The plan must: 

(cont.) 

 

• Provide a storm water management plan 

in compliance with the DEP standards 

mentioned above. The plan should include 

a description of the measures to control 

pollutants after construction is completed. 

As described in Section 7.4, the Proponent will submit a 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that includes a 

stormwater management plan in compliance with 

MassDEP Stormwater Management Standards.  
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6.19 

Developers of projects involving 

disturbances of land of one acre or more 

will be required to obtain an NPDES 

General Permit for Construction from the 

Environmental Protection Agency and the 

Massachusetts Department of 

Environmental Protection. BP Hancock LLC 

is responsible for determining if such a 

permit is required and for obtaining the 

permit. If such a permit is required, it is 

required that a copy of the permit and any 

pollution prevention plan prepared 

pursuant to the permit be provided to the 

Commission's Engineering Services 

Department, prior to the commencement 

of construction. The pollution prevention 

plan submitted pursuant to a NPDES 

Permit may be submitted in place of the 

pollution prevention plan required by the 

Commission provided the Plan addresses 

the same components identified in item 1 

above. 

Prior to the commencement of construction, the Project 

will obtain a NPDES General Permit for Construction 

from the EPA and MassDEP and submit a Stormwater 

Pollution Prevention Plan that includes a stormwater 

management plan in compliance with MassDEP 

Stormwater Management Standards. Please refer to 

Section 7.4.4 for additional details. 

6.20 

The Commission encourages BP Hancock 

LLC to explore additional opportunities for 

protecting storm water quality on site by 

minimizing sanding and the use of deicing 

chemicals, pesticides, and fertilizers. 

Comment noted. The Proponent currently engages in 

green operational practices related to protecting 

stormwater quality, some examples of which are listed 

below: 

 

• Organic treatments for landscaping and pest control  

• No or low-levels of sodium based deicers for 

snow/ice removal – Calcium Magnesium Acetate 

(CMA), an alternative to sodium chloride (aka rock salt), 

is non-tracking, safer to handle, and less harmful to 

vegetation, lobby flooring, metals, leather footwear and 

animal paws. 

• Regular Inspection, cleaning and  maintenance of 

storm water infrastructure, catch basins, outlets, rip 

wrap structures, detention ponds, swales, and water 

quality inlets 

• Frequent sweeping and removal of sand and debris 

from sites 

• Restrictions related to storage of sand on sites and 

location of snow piles 

• Recordkeeping and reporting  
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6.21 

The discharge of dewatering drainage to a 

sanitary sewer is prohibited by the 

Commission. BP Hancock LLC is advised 

that the discharge of any dewatering 

drainage to the storm drainage system 

requires a Drainage Discharge Permit from 

the Commission. If the dewatering 

drainage is contaminated with petroleum 

products, BP Hancock LLC will be required 

to obtain a Remediation General Permit 

from the Environmental Protection Agency 

(EPA) for the discharge. 

Noted, all code and applicable laws and regulations will 

be followed and permits obtained as necessary. Please 

refer to Section 6.10.1 through 6.10.2 of potential 

dewatering during construction. 

6.22 

BP Hancock LLC must fully investigate 

methods for retaining storm water on-site 

before the Commission will consider a 

request to discharge storm water 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 storm water discharge on-

site. Under no circumstances will storm 

water be allowed to discharge to a sanitary 

sewer. 

Please refer to Section 7.1 for more details related to 

the Project's Site Plan Approval process which will be 

coordinated with BWSC for each Project Component 

prior to construction commencement. The Site Plan will 

indicate how storm drainage from roof drains will be 

handled and the feasibility of retaining stormwater 

discharge on-site. No stormwater will be discharged to 

a sanitary sewer system. 

6.23 

In addition to Commission standards BP 

Hancock LLC will be required to meet 

MassDEP Stormwater Management 

Standards. 

As described in Section 7.4, the Proponent will submit a 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that includes a 

stormwater management plan in compliance with 

MassDEP Stormwater Management Standards.  

6.24 

Sanitary sewage must be kept separate 

from storm water and separate sanitary 

sewer and storm drain service connections 

must be provided. The Commission 

requires that existing storm water and 

sanitary sewer service connections, which 

are to be re-used by the proposed project, 

be dye tested to confirm they are 

connected to the appropriate system. 

The Proponent will submit a Site Plan and a General 

Service Application to the BWSC Engineering Customer 

Service Department for review and approval. The Site 

Plan will indicate how storm drainage from roof drains 

will be handled and the feasibility of retaining 

stormwater discharge on-site. No stormwater will be 

discharged to the sanitary sewer system. Please refer to 

Chapter 7 for more details related to the proposed 

infrastructure systems that will support the Project. 

6.25 

BP Hancock LLC should contact the 

Commission's Operations Division for 

information regarding the purchase of the 

castings. 

Comment noted. The Proponent will contact the 

Commission's Operations Division as requested as the 

Project's design develops further. 
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6.26 

If a cafeteria or food service facility is built 

as part of this project, grease traps will be 

required in accordance with the 

Commission's Sewer Use Regulations. BP 

Hancock LLC is advised to consult with the 

Commission's operations Department with 

regards to grease traps. 

Noted, all code and applicable laws and regulations will 

be followed and the Commission will be consulted as 

necessary. 

6.27 

The enclosed floors of a parking garage 

must drain through oil separators into the 

sewer system in accordance with the 

Commission's Sewer Use Regulations. 

Noted, all code and applicable laws and regulations will 

be followed and the Commission will be consulted as 

necessary. 

Letter 7 Boston Department of Public Works  

7.1 

…they may need to grant pedestrian 

easements to comply with our required 5' 

minimum path of travel. All non-standard 

sidewalk installations, such as landscaping 

and specialty pavement, will require a 

license, maintenance, & indemnification 

(LMI) agreement. This specifies that they're 

responsible for these materials. I think the 

rest of what they're doing is pretty typical 

from Pl C's perspective. 

Please refer to Table 1.3 in Section 1.6.4 for a summary 

of anticipated permits and approvals. The Proponent 

does anticipate PIC approval will be sought and that 

related easements and agreements will be executed. 

Letter 8 Boston Planning and Development Agency – Katie Pedersen 

8.1 

The Proponent has stated that Proposed 

Project will four buildings, the tallest of 

which be approximately 388 feet in height 

and accordingly the Proponent shall be 

required to conduct a quantitative (wind 

tunnel) analysis for both existing (no-build) 

and build conditions. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the 

Project's pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I 

for a copy of the full pedestrian wind report.  

8.2 

The analysis shall determine potential 

pedestrian level winds adjacent to and in 

the vicinity of the Proposed Project site 

and shall identify any areas where wind 

velocities are expected to exceed 

acceptable levels, including the Boston 

Redevelopment Authority's guideline of an 

effective gust velocity of 31 miles per hour 

(mph) not to be exceeded more than 1 % 

of the time. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the 

Project's pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I 

for a copy of the full pedestrian wind report.  
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8.3 

The analysis also shall determine the 

suitability of particular locations for various 

activities (e.g., walking, sitting, eating, etc.) 

as appropriate. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the 

Project's pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I 

for a copy of the full pedestrian wind report.  

8.4 

The Proponent shall be required to pay 

particular attention to public and other 

areas of pedestrian use, including, but not 

limited to, entrances to the Proposed 

Project and adjacent buildings, sidewalks 

adjacent to and in the vicinity of the 

Proposed Project buildings as well as 

parks, including but not limited to the 

Copley Square, the Southwest Corridor 

Park and Frieda Garcia Park, plazas and 

other open spaces and pedestrian areas 

near the Proposed Project. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the 

Project's pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I 

for a copy of the full pedestrian wind report.  

8.5 

The Proponent shall be cognizant of the 

planning objectives emphasized in the 

Stuart Street Zoning District and in 

particular, in designing the buildings to be 

sensitive to the wind and shadow impacts 

on sidewalks and nearby public open 

spaces 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the 

Project's pedestrian level wind impacts and to 

Appendix I for a copy of the full pedestrian wind report. 

Please refer to Section 6.3 for shadow impacts on 

adjacent public spaces. 

8.6 

Wind speeds shall be measured in miles 

per hour and for areas where wind speeds 

are projected to be dangerous or to 

exceed acceptable levels, measures to 

reduce wind speeds and to mitigate 

potential adverse impact(s) shall be 

identified and, if appropriate, tested. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the 

Project's pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I 

for a copy of the full pedestrian wind report.  

8.7 

The Proponent shall be required to 

conduct a solar glare analysis. The analysis 

shall measure potential reflective glare 

from the Proposed Project onto potentially 

affected streets and public open spaces 

and sidewalk areas in order to determine 

the likelihood of visual impairment or 

discomfort due to reflective spot glare. 

Mitigation measures to eliminate any 

adverse reflective glare shall be identified. 

Please refer to Section 6.5 for the results of the Solar 

Glare analysis. A total of thirteen (13) locations were 

examined. 
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8.8 

The Proponent shall be required to 

conduct an evaluation of the Proposed 

Project's impact on local and regional air 

quality from a significant stationary and 

perform a microscale analysis, which shall 

predict localized carbon monoxide 

concentrations, including identification of 

any locations projected to exceed the 

National or Massachusetts Ambient Air 

Quality Standards. 

Please refer to Sections 5.4 and 6.6 for GHG and Air 

Quality analyses, respectively. Appendix H also provides 

additional supporting documentation related to air 

quality.  

8.9 

The Proponent shall be required to 

perform a mesoscale analysis, which shall 

predict the change in regional emissions of 

volatile organic compounds ("VO Cs") and 

nitrogen oxides ("NOx") should be 

performed for projects that generate more 

than 10,000 vehicle trips per day. The 

above analyses shall be conducted in 

accordance with the modeling protocols 

established by the Massachusetts 

Department of Environmental Protection 

("DEP") and the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency ("EPA"). 

Please refer to Section 6.6.2 for the results of the 

microscale air quality analysis and Sections 5.4.5 and 

6.6.3 for the results of the mesoscale air quality 

analysis. Appendix H also provides additional 

supporting documentation related to air quality.  

8.10 

In addition, carbon monoxide monitors 

shall be installed in all enclosed parking 

facilities and a description of the proposed 

ventilation system must be provided. 

Building/garage air intake and exhaust 

systems and specifications and an analysis 

of the impact of exhausts on pedestrians 

and any sensitive receptors must be 

identified and described. 

Please refer to Section 6.6.2 for the results of the 

microscale air quality analysis and Sections 5.4.5 and 

6.6.3 for the results of the mesoscale air quality 

analysis. Appendix H also provides additional 

supporting documentation related to air quality. The 

Project will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of 

the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. Carbon 

monoxide monitors will be installed in all enclosed 

parking facilities.  

8.11 

Finally, mitigation measures required to 

minimize or avoid any violation of state or 

federal ambient air quality standards must 

be described. 

Please refer to Section 6.6.2 for the results of the 

microscale air quality analysis and Sections 5.4.5 and 

6.6.3 for the results of the mesoscale air quality 

analysis. Appendix H also provides additional 

supporting documentation related to air quality. The 

Project will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of 

the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
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8.12 

Noise impacts from the Proposed Project 

must be analyzed, including rooftop 

mechanical equipment and other noise 

sources (e.g., emergency generators), and a 

determination made of compliance with 

City of Boston noise regulations and 

applicable state and federal regulations 

and guidelines. 

Please refer to Section 6.7 for results of the noise 

analysis.  

8.13 

Proponent shall be required to evaluate to 

determine conformance with the Interior 

Design Noise Level (not to exceed day 

night average sound level of 45 decibels) 

established by the U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban Development (24 CFR 

Part 51, Subpart B). If deemed necessary, 

mitigation measures to reduce excessive 

noise levels to acceptable limits must be 

described. 

Please refer to Section 6.7 for results of the noise 

analysis.  

Letter 9 Boston Planning and Development Agency – Katie Pedersen 

9.1 

[The proponent] makes a very broad 

statement about providing affordable 

housing and does not clearly indicate 

whether the units at the site will be rental, 

homeownership, or a combination. I would 

like to see the proponent flesh out what 

they are proposing, given that our 

preference, especially for rentals, is that the 

IDP units are placed on site (in this case, 

78). 

The Project will provide a variety of new high-quality 

housing opportunities in compliance with the 

applicable Inclusionary Development Policy of the City 

of Boston. 

9.2 

For a rental property, both the contribution 

and off-site options would require 

approval from the BRA Board, only after a 

feasibility analysis is completed, with an 

eye towards providing a similar or superior 

affordable housing outcome as on-site. 

Homeownership projects in this 

neighborhood have more flexibility in 

terms of what they can do “as of right” to 

meet their IDP obligations. In either case, it 

is important that the developer more fully 

explains its housing and IDP plans, not only 

for appropriate review by BRA staff and 

board, but for review by the South End, 

Back Bay, and Bay Village neighborhoods. 

The Project will provide a variety of new high-quality 

housing opportunities in compliance with the 

applicable Inclusionary Development Policy of the City 

of Boston. 
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Letter 10 Boston Groundwater Trust 

10.1 

Before the GCOD zoning approval can be 

put in place, the proponent must provide 

the Authority and the Trust a letter 

stamped by a professional engineer 

registered in Massachusetts that details 

how each of the four parcels will 

accomplish what is stated in the PNF and 

meets the GCOD requirement for no 

reduction in groundwater levels on site or 

on adjoining lots. 

Please refer to Section 7.4.3 for a detailed description 

of the Project's intended compliance with the City's 

Groundwater Conservation Overlay District. An 

engineering certification will be submitted at the 

appropriate time. 

10.2 

The groundwater level data should be 

furnished to the Trust and the Authority on 

a weekly basis. 

The Proponent will prepare and submit for approval a 

Groundwater Monitoring Plan which will outline 

frequency and reporting of groundwater levels prior to, 

during, and post-construction, at the appropriate time 

before the Project commences. 

10.3 

In the event that groundwater levels drop 

below the observed preconstruction 

baseline levels during construction, 

provisions must be in place to halt 

construction and dewatering until the 

cause is found and remedied. 

The Proponent will prepare and submit for approval a 

Groundwater Monitoring Plan which will outline 

frequency and reporting of groundwater levels prior to, 

during, and post-construction, at the appropriate time 

before the Project commences. 

10.4 

Reporting of the groundwater level data 

and provisions to halt construction and 

dewatering if groundwater levels outside 

the project site drop below baseline levels 

should mirror the plan developed by the 

projects Engineer for the 888 Boylston 

Street project. 

The Proponent will prepare and submit for approval a 

Groundwater Monitoring Plan which will outline 

frequency and reporting of groundwater levels prior to, 

during, and post-construction, at the appropriate time 

before the Project commences. 

Letter 11 LivableStreets Alliance 

11.1 

We appreciate that the developer is 

looking to create a people-oriented place 

both inside and outside. 

The Proponent thanks you for your support. 
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11.2 

Back Bay Station renovations must 

properly serve current and future volumes 

of riders and visitors. T ridership has been 

going up and will continue to do so, 

especially as the T and Amtrak add 

additional service. The proposed station 

design gives up a lot of public space to 

retail, and also lacks clear open lanes of 

travel for people heading to and from the 

various points within the station. We are 

very concerned that people using the 

station will be squeezed into spaces that 

are too small or too obstructed, creating 

bottlenecks and commuter frustration. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and 

seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5 and Section 4.10 

for a detailed transit capacity analysis. 

11.3 

In particular, we are concerned that riders 

entering and exiting the station through 

the main entrance will be in conflict with 

those patrons waiting in the new waiting 

area in the main hall. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E of the 

DEIR/DPIR for a detailed description of the Station 

Concourse Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and 

seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5. 

11.4 

We are also concerned that the proposed 

configuration of the fare gates to the 

Orange Line will not function well, 

particularly the ones adjacent to elevator 

access. Please ensure that there is no 

reduction in space for passengers waiting 

in the main level of the station and that as 

little impact as possible is made to the 

train platforms themselves. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E of the 

DEIR/DPIR for a detailed description of the Station 

Concourse Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and 

seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5. 

11.5 

All public entry doors into the station 

should be converted to motion sensing 

hinge or slider doors. These types of doors 

will best serve people in wheelchairs, with 

strollers, with luggage, etc. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements. 

11.6 

The developer should install one additional 

elevator to each platform {Orange Line, 

Commuter Rail #2, Commuter Rail #1 & 

#3, Commuter Rail #5 & #7) prior to or 

during the initial tower development as 

requested by the community and the MBT 

A. These are very important for providing 

redundant access for when one of the 

existing elevators breaks down. 

The Project will add a redundant elevator to the Orange 

Line with the delivery of the Station East Parcel and is 

studying the feasibility of adding redundant elevators 

to Tracks 1/3 and 2 at the head house on the south 

side of Columbus Avenue with the delivery of the 

Station East Parcel. 
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11.7 

Add wayfinding signage inside and outside 

the station to help guide passengers to the 

various transportation connections and 

other major destinations in the area. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E of the 

DEIR/DPIR for a detailed description of the Station 

Concourse Improvements, including wayfinding. 

11.8 

Please consider providing a subsidized 

space for a bicycle repair shop connected 

to the larger planned bicycle parking area. 

The Proponent will consider this suggestion as the 

Project design develops. Please refer to section 4.11 for 

details on proposed bicycle infrastructure to be 

provided. 

11.9 

Given Boston's renewed efforts to promote 

public artwork, the developer should 

provide a comprehensive public artwork 

plan that protects existing historical panels, 

plaques, and sculptures within Back Bay 

Station and commissions either the 

replacement of the lost neon artwork or 

other visual sculptural artwork to adorn the 

station arches and entries. We are 

significantly discouraged by the 

developers' removal and disposal of all of 

the neon artwork inside and outside of 

Back Bay Station instead of restoring the 

artwork. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, including a description of the public art 

strategy to be implemented. 

11.10 

Sidewalk widths around the station must 

be generous enough to properly serve the 

large and increasing numbers of people 

who access the station, retail, or future 

development. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description 

of the Project's public realm improvements, to Section 

3.5.2 for an analysis of sidewalk widths and to Figures 

3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans. 

11.11 

In addition, planters should be very 

carefully located as to not block access for 

people getting into and out of vehicles at 

the curbside. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description 

of the Project's public realm and streetscape 

improvements, and to Figures 3.8a-f for public realm 

improvement plans. Please refer to section 3.5.3 for a 

discussion of On-Street Parking/Curb-Side uses, and to 

Figures 4.18a-b. 

11.12 

There should be no garage exit on 

Dartmouth St., Dartmouth St is the main 

pedestrian gateway to the station.  

The Proponent has provided a Base and Alternate 

Scheme for the Garage West Parcel to address the 

potential On-Ramp closure by MassDOT, which impacts 

the new Garage exit location. Please refer to Section 

3.4.1 for a detailed description of the two alternatives. 
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11.13 

Make the crosswalk across Dartmouth St 

between the station entrance and 

Southwest Corridor Park as wide as 

possible. This is a very heavy desire line 

and a very heavily used crossing, and 

currently pedestrians and bicyclists must 

often squeeze between the break in the 

median or step over it. If necessary, install 

a bollard or two in the median break to 

prevent illegal vehicular U-turns. Also 

please ensure that the walk signal is 

automatic and that the wait for the walk 

signal is short (no more than 30 seconds.) 

The Proponent is proposing a significantly larger 

crosswalk at this location with the delivery of the 

Station West Parcel. Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a 

detailed description of the Project's public realm 

improvements and to Figures 3.8a-f for pedestrian 

realm improvement plans. 

11.14 

A replacement pedestrian overhang should 

be added to the project. Currently, the 

overhang along Dartmouth St between 

Stuart St and the main station entrance as 

well as along part of Stuart St serves as a 

way for pedestrians to escape rain and 

snow. That overhang will be eliminated in 

the current plans. Please add some kind of 

overhang or architectural element that 

would serve the same function as the 

current one. 

In lieu of dark and dreary arcades, the Project offers 

new weather-protected through block connectors from 

both Stuart and Clarendon Streets into the Station. 

Please refer to Section 3.4 for a detailed description of 

these public goods and their phasing. 

11.15 

Look for ways to minimize the impact of 

the pull-out for cars on Clarendon St. For 

example, please design it to be flush with 

the sidewalk using the same material as 

the sidewalk. Use bollards instead of curbs 

to keep cars out of areas they should be 

not in. This is another heavily used 

entrance to the station, and pedestrians 

must have priority here. Please be very 

respectful of pedestrian desire lines, and 

do not put obstacles or cars in the way of 

these lines. 

Pedestrians are given priority in the streetscape design 

of the Project Site. Flush curbs, bollards and tactile 

paving's are employed in appropriate locations. Please 

refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of the 

Project's public realm improvements and to Figures 

3.8a-f for pedestrian realm improvement plans. 

11.16 

MBTA bus stops must be carefully located 

as to be convenient for riders and should 

not hinder bus operations. In particular, the 

Route 39 bus currently uses the bus 

turnaround to store extra buses during 

much of the day to help keep on schedule. 

Space for bus layovers must be found since 

this turnaround is going away. 

Please refer to section 4.10.2 for a description of the 

Route 39 Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 

for a plan. 
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11.17 

To keep sidewalk widths wide, to create 

room for bus shelters, and to make it 

easier for buses to maneuver, it may be 

desirable to have some bus stops not 

include bus pull-outs, and instead have 

buses stop in the travel lane. 

Please refer to section 3.5.3 for a discussion of On-

Street Parking/Curb-Side uses, and to Figures 4.18a-b. 

11.18 

All streets affected by this project should 

have bike facilities added, as specified in 

the 30 Year Boston Bike Network Plan, 

including protected lanes on Dartmouth St 

and a striped bike lane on Stuart St. 

Clarendon St should also receive at 

minimum a striped bike lane. This project 

could also set the stage for two-way bike 

traffic on Dartmouth St between the 

Charles River Esplanade and the Southwest 

Corridor, a highly desirable route which the 

City has expressed interest in making two-

way for bikes. 

Please refer to Section 4.11 for a complete discussion 

of the Project's proposed bicycle accommodations and 

to Figure 4.22 for details on proposed bicycle parking 

and infrastructure improvements.  

11.19 

Coordinate with the City of Boston to find 

a good location for the food trucks that 

currently locate at Trinity Pl and Stuart St, 

whether it is the same location or one 

nearby. Perhaps it would be possible to 

find a space where adjacent outdoor 

seating can be provided as well. 

The Proponent looks forward to working with the City 

of Boston to find an appropriate location for food 

trucks. Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed 

description of the Project's public realm improvements 

and to Figures 3.8a-f for public realm improvement 

plans. 

11.20 

Carefully plan and sign curbside 

regulations for taxi/Uber/Lyft, private car 

drop-offs, and bus stops on all affected 

streets. Currently, many people double 

park on Dartmouth St in the northbound 

direction, and illegally park along the curb 

in the southbound direction. Also, please 

ensure that any new planting boxes and 

street furniture do not inhibit loading and 

unloading activities. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.3 for a discussion of On-

Street Parking/Curb-Side uses, and to Figures 4.18a-b. 

11.21 

The BRA should work with both Boston 

Properties and Copley Simon to provide 

elevator access from the Dartmouth Street 

underpass up to the main Copley Mall 

level. 

This property is owned by the Simon Property Group 

and not within the Proponent's control. To improve 

accessibility across Dartmouth Street, the Proponent is 

proposing an enlarged at grade crosswalk in front of 

the existing Station entrance with the delivery of the 

Station West Parcel. Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a 

detailed description of the Project's public realm 

improvements and to Figures 3.8a-f for pedestrian 

realm improvement plans. 
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11.22 

Please require the developer to provide 

affordable housing on-site, so that people 

of many income levels will be able to 

afford to live there. 

The Project will provide a variety of new high-quality 

housing opportunities in compliance with the 

applicable Inclusionary Development Policy of the City 

of Boston. 

11.23 

Finally, we thank you for the elements of 

the design which appear to be well on the 

right track, including: 

 

• Using low parking ratios when 

determining how much parking is needed, 

so that new car trips generated by the 

project are minimized 

• Preserving and expanding indoor bike 

parking in the station 

• Creating an additional entrance to the 

station from Stuart St/Trinity Pl 

• Introducing new trees and plantings 

along the streets where there are very little 

today 

The Proponent thanks you for your support. 

Letter 12 WalkBoston 

12.1 

We are very interested in this project, 

which is superbly located to be served by 

public transportation, walking and biking. 

However, we have concerns about 

pedestrian access into, through and 

around the site which we would like to see 

addressed in the next project submissions. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description 

of the Project's public realm improvements, to Figures 

3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans and to 

Figures 3.9a-b for site circulation and access plans. 

Please see also Section 4.12 for an analysis of 

pedestrian access and circulation. 

12.2 

This bus route [#39] is too important to the 

MBTA system and its many riders to shift 

the layover site to another location which 

could lead to a major change in the 

frequency of bus service. A layover location 

must be found nearby. 

Please refer to section 4.10.2 for a description of the 

Route 39 Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 

for a plan. 

12.3 

The MassDOT Design Guide calls for 

sidewalks in busy downtown areas of cities 

to be between 12 and 20 feet in width. 

These guidelines should be generously 

incorporated into the planning for this 

project. The City’s Complete Streets 

Guideline Manual suggests that 8 feet is a 

minimum but prefers a width of ten feet. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description 

of the Project's public realm improvements, and to 

Figures 3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans. As 

described in Section 3.5.4, throughout the Project Site, 

the proposed pedestrian realm improvements meet or 

exceed BTD's Complete Streets Guidelines for 

Downtown Commercial Zone minimum streetscape 

dimensions. 
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12.4 

The plan calls for a portion of the 

Dartmouth Street frontage to be as narrow 

as 8 feet at one point, and 13 feet 

otherwise. The 8’ foot width, which appears 

along a planned ADA ramp into the first-

floor retail area, is not adequate for this 

location. Perhaps this width could be 

expanded by moving the ADA ramp into 

the retail area of the building or by 

selectively eliminating portions of the 

drop-off/taxi lane which extends from the 

station entrance to Stuart Street. 

Alternatively, perhaps a thoughtful 

reduction of the number of trees and their 

placement might be appropriate to widen 

the clear width of the walkway. 

The Project's sidewalk dimensions have been revised in 

the DEIR/DPIR. Please refer to Section 3.5.1 and Figures 

3.8a-f for a specific description of the pedestrian realm 

and circulation improvements and to Section 3.5.5 for a 

summary of pedestrian accessibility improvements. As 

described in Section 3.5.4, throughout the Project Site, 

the proposed pedestrian realm improvements meet or 

exceed BTD's Complete Streets Guidelines for 

Downtown Commercial Zone minimum streetscape 

dimensions. 

12.5 

The proposed exit ramp onto Dartmouth 

Street is deeply consequential for 

pedestrian traffic. It is difficult to imagine a 

more inappropriate design than the 

insertion of a major vehicular exit from the 

garage onto the Dartmouth Street 

sidewalk, the primary pedestrian access 

route to and from Back Bay Station. 

Certainly there must be a better place to 

provide a garage exit than this, possibly by 

retaining one of the drums could be 

retained for exiting traffic directly onto 

Trinity Place. 

As described in Section 3.4.1, a new Garage exit on 

Dartmouth Street is necessary under the Base Scheme, 

where the On-Ramp remains open. The Proponent has 

provided pedestrian and vehicle mitigation measures at 

the proposed exit. Please refer to Section 3.4.1 for a 

discussion of an alternative internal exit ramp and to 

Figures 3.3s-u for plans. Please note this alternative is 

not being pursued as it eliminates the possibility for a 

through-block connector from Stuart Street, the retail 

space at the corner of Stuart Street and Trinity Place 

and compromises the Garage West building's loading 

dock. 

12.6 

The relocation or shrinking of the 

passenger concourses and repurposing the 

space occupied by the old ones raises a 

concern as to whether the new routes are 

sufficiently wide to handle projected 

growth in passenger volumes. Although it 

is uncertain what projections of passenger 

volumes might show, according to the 

project proponent, the station already 

handles 30,000 passengers per day. The 

MBTA currently maintains there are 36,000 

Orange Line passengers here, plus 17,000 

commuter rail passengers. Amtrak may 

constitute an additional 2000 passengers. 

New projections of traffic should be 

undertaken to determine likely future 

volumes of people using the station. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and 

seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5 and Section 4.10 

for a detailed transit capacity analysis. 
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12.7 

With the knowledge of the likely future 

traffic of patrons of the Orange Line, the 

commuter rail lines and Amtrak, the plan 

must provide good access to and egress 

from the following locations: 

 

•    The Dartmouth Street entrance 

•    The Orange Line station (two stairways,     

escalators, one elevator) 

•    The underpass beneath Dartmouth 

Street to the Copley Place mall (one 

stairway) 

•    The commuter and Amtrak rail lines 

west toward Worcester and ultimately 

Chicago (two stairways, one elevator) 

serving 15 stations and communities 

•    The commuter and Amtrak rail lines 

that generally go south and follow the east 

coast to Providence, New York and 

Washington D.C. (two stairways, two 

escalators, one elevator) serving 47 

stations and communities 

•    The proposed new passageway to 

Stuart Street and into the Garage West 

office structure 

•    Ticket machines for passes and Charlie 

cards for the subway lines. 

•    Amtrak ticket offices 

•    Commuter rail ticket offices 

•    Restrooms for the entire station 

concourse area 

•    Food and retail outlets proposed for 

the concourse level 

•    Food and retail proposed for the 

second level 

•    Food and retail outlets proposed for 

the third level 

•    Waiting areas including seating for 

passengers traveling by rail 

•    The existing and new parking garages 

in the Garage West/East areas 

•    The new residential building in the 

Station East area at the Clarendon Street 

end of the project 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description 

of the Project's public realm improvements, and to 

Figures 3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans. 

Please see also Figures 3.9a-b for site circulation and 

access and Figures 4.22 and 4.23 for bicycle parking 

and infrastructure and transit improvements, 

respectively. Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix 

E for a detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and 

seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5. 
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12.8 

The proposal significantly diminishes this 

portion of the existing concourse, serving 

the movements listed above and lowering 

the space of the waiting area from 9,225 

square feet (41 bays each roughly 15 feet 

square) to 6,075 square feet (27 bays, each 

roughly 15 feet square. It calls for 

eliminating the principal existing waiting 

area and replacing it with a large food 

service facility. All waiting passengers will 

be moved to backless benches located in 

busy pedestrian passageways, including 

the major entrance to the building. The 

proposal also calls for diminishing the size 

of the concourse by narrowing the existing 

passageways between Dartmouth and 

Clarendon Street and replacing them with 

retail space. It calls for new entrances to 

the proposed second and third levels in 

the midst of the existing waiting area. The 

proposal moves the ticketing area away 

from the waiting area and into new space 

along the proposed new passageway, 

where queuing to purchase tickets (now 

possible in the waiting area) will compete 

with pedestrian movement. It is hard to 

imagine that all these activities can be 

accommodated in the space planned.  

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and 

seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5 and Section 4.10 

for a detailed transit capacity analysis. 

12.9 

A new design should be undertaken to 

accommodate the growing number of 

pedestrians and waiting passengers as well 

as patrons of food and retail outlets who 

may choose to sit in this busy space. The 

existing waiting area should not be 

removed but instead enlarged to 

accommodate anticipated future use. 

Ticketing space should be provided close 

to passenger access areas. Access to and 

from the second and third levels should be 

moved away from the waiting area and 

into the space that is gained by closing the 

existing concourse passageways. Retail 

areas adjacent to the passenger waiting 

area should be scaled back to remove 

potential blockage of clear and very visible 

access to and from the stairways leading to 

transportation facilities below the 

concourse. Benches for rail passengers 

should not be relegated to busy portions 

of the concourse, especially where they 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and 

seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5 and Figures E.7-

E.10. 



Back Bay/South End Gateway Project DEIR/DPIR 

PNF Response to Comments 

11-38 

 

Comment No. Comment Response to Comment 

might interfere with pedestrian traffic 

through the concourse.    

12.10 

Designs should be carefully integrated with 

existing obstructions such as columns to 

minimize interference with passenger 

traffic flow. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and 

seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5 and Figures E.7-

E.10. 

Letter 13 Hill House, Inc. 

13.1 

[we] would like to be considered as part of 

the process, in that we are still actively 

looking for long-term indoor recreational 

space. As such, here is our official 

statement for consideration: 

One of the major obstacles for families 

remaining in the city is access to 

recreational space-particularly in the colder 

winter months. 

The Proponent regrets that no large indoor recreational 

space is available in the Project, although the 

Proponent has made considerable efforts to include an 

approximately 11,000 square foot public plaza with the 

development of the Station East Parcel along with 

many other public realm improvements as detailed in 

Section 3.5.1. Please refer to Section 1.5 for a summary 

of public benefits to be delivered with Project. 

13.2 

Hill House proposes that part of the Back 

Bay South End Gateway is transformed into 

30,000 square feet of indoor athletic space 

that can be used throughout the year-

similar to the Chelsea Piers model in NYC. 

Hill House not only would run its current 

indoor athletic leagues and programs, but 

also expand its offerings to include 

programs such as volleyball, track & field, 

and others. Additionally, space could be 

utilized during the school hours for many 

of the downtown public and private 

schools that do not have access to large 

athletic space. Groups and business also 

could permit the space during low usage 

hours-providing additional revenue 

streams to the facility. 

The Proponent regrets that no large indoor recreational 

space is available in the Project, although the 

Proponent has made considerable efforts to include an 

approximately 11,000 square foot public plaza with the 

development of the Station East Parcel along with 

many other public realm improvements as detailed in 

Section 3.5.1. Please refer to Section 1.5 for a summary 

of public benefits to be delivered with Project. 
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13.3 

Currently, there are no large-scale public 

recreational facilities in the city, unlike 

most other major cities in the United 

States. In thinking in terms of how part of 

the space could be used for recreational 

purposes, Hill House envisions a year-

round athletic facility that could provide 

space for many different types of private 

and public groups. The interior field house 

would be designed in that a variety of 

different types of athletics could be 

enjoyed, including soccer, basketball, 

volleyball, baseball, track & field, and 

football-just to name a few. 

The Proponent regrets that no large indoor recreational 

space is available in the Project, although the 

Proponent has made considerable efforts to include an 

approximately 11,000 square foot public plaza with the 

development of the Station East Parcel along with 

many other public realm improvements as detailed in 

Section 3.5.1. Please refer to Section 1.5 for a summary 

of public benefits to be delivered with Project. 

Letter 14 Bay Village Neighborhood Association – Dr. P. MacKenzie Bok 

14.1 

I would like to echo BVNA's dismay at the 

fact that the Stuart Street Planning 

Guidelines are not more firmly shaping the 

project proposal. 

As described in the BPDA Scoping Determination, the 

Project is, in fact, "exemplary in its strong adherence to 

the Stuart Street Design Guidelines.” Please refer to 

Sections 3.3 and 3.4 for more detail about the Project's 

responsiveness to the vision and planning goals 

established in the Stuart Street District, particularly the 

height and density guidelines.  

14.2 

While I realize the Proponent's Letter of 

Intent was filed before the Boston Zoning 

Commission formally adopted the new 

Stuart Street zoning this spring, the BRA 

Board did adopt the Stuart Street 

Guidelines back on October 15, 2015, so I'd 

urge you to hold the project to those 

guidelines in every respect possible. 

As described in the BPDA Scoping Determination, the 

Project is, in fact, "exemplary in its strong adherence to 

the Stuart Street Design Guidelines.” Please refer to 

Sections 3.3 and 3.4 for more detail about the Project's 

responsiveness to the vision and planning goals 

established in the Stuart Street District, particularly the 

height and density guidelines.  

14.3 

The Proponent has mentioned respects in 

which the project is adhering to the Stuart 

Street Guidelines (such as the number of 

hours of shadow on Copley Square); it has 

not, however, complied with various other 

requirements, such as: 25-foot massing 

set-backs, maximum floor plate size, 

percentages of retail frontage, LEED Gold 

certification, inclusion of daycare facilities, 

etc. These standards should be adhered to 

wherever possible, and the Proponent 

should certainly adhere to the 15.5% 

affordable housing ratio in the Stuart 

Street Zoning, rather than the citywide IDP 

ratio of 13%.  

Please refer to Section 1.6 for the regulatory context of 

the Project. See also Chapter 2 for an alternatives 

analysis, including an alternative which is fully 

compliant with the dimensional requirements of the 

Stuart Street District. The Project will provide a variety 

of new high-quality housing opportunities in 

compliance with the applicable Inclusionary 

Development Policy of the City of Boston. 
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14.4 

…I'd like to note that this has the 

unfortunate effect of not placing all public 

benefits and subsidies on the table for the 

CAC to weigh side-by-side as it deliberates. 

Please refer to Section 1.5 for a summary of the 

considerable public benefits to be delivered with 

Project. 

14.5 

In a similar vein, like many CAC members, 

I'm concerned that the station renovation 

process has been hived off as separate 

from the Gateway Project. While I 

understand the issue of MassDOT 

jurisdiction, and have been cheered at the 

assurances that a public process-on both 

the station renovations (MassDOT) and the 

replacement of the ventilation system 

(MBTA)-will be forthcoming, I'd urge the 

city to ensure that these processes truly 

run in parallel. They are at the heart of this 

whole project, and of the public's 

experience of the area. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station renovations. A public 

meeting was held on September 26, 2016 to present 

the Station Concourse Improvements and MBTA track-

level ventilation project and to receive community 

feedback. This same information was also presented to 

the CAC on October 6, 2016. 

14.6 

Indeed, the broken ventilation system in 

Back Bay Station is probably the public's 

most pressing concern about the site. I'd 

advocate strongly for its ongoing 

consideration as an element of the CAC's 

overall process, including contingency 

planning for if it requires further remedy. 

This is a public space and its air quality is a 

serious public health issue. A world in 

which this air-rights project goes forward, 

but the pledged $10 million ($5 million 

from MassDOT, $5 million from ·the 

Proponent) proves inadequate to get the 

station's ventilation system up to a high 

standard, would simply be unacceptable 

from a 'public benefit' perspective. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station renovations. A public 

meeting was held on September 26, 2016 to present 

the Station Concourse Improvements and MBTA track-

level ventilation project and to receive community 

feedback. This same information was also presented to 

the CAC on October 6, 2016. 
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14.7 

Finally; on the process front, I'd like to note 

that the work of the CAC thus far has felt 

rushed, and the remainder should be 

conducted with deliberate consideration. 

Any decisions taken and applied through 

re-zoning of the PDA will give the 

Proponent a reliable degree of certainty 

about what it can build, enabling it to 

secure project financing etc. But it will 

launch a period of uncertainty for the 

public-about what order the four parcels 

will be developed in, whether they will all 

be developed, etc. Intermediate states 

could easily persist for a decade or more, 

and conditions could change such that we 

later regret authorizing one structure or 

another. So it is imperative that we think 

about each building in isolation and assess 

it as though it were the only thing being 

built on the site. 

The Proponent has designed each Project Component 

to be independent of the others, and therefore 

phaseable. Please refer to Section 1.4.8 for a 

description of the Project phases and an evaluation of 

phasing scenarios.  

14.8 

I'd like to see some more of the planned 

ground floor retail space instead reserved 

for waiting and circulating. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and 

seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5. 

14.9 

I'm also anxious that any pedestrian flow 

projections be done on the basis of 

anticipated increases in mass-transit and 

foot traffic over time. A comparison of the 

public, non-retail floor space in the present 

station concourse with that in the 

proposed design would be helpful in this 

regard. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and 

seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5. 

14.10 

My second set of concerns is about the 

architectural integrity of the historic station 

building. I'm concerned that we haven't 

seen sketches of the footbridges 

connecting the two sides of the proposed 

second-floor retail; I suspect that, seen 

from below, they will compromise the 

effect of looking down the line of arches 

that form the station ceiling. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, and to Section 3.4.4 and Figures 3.7a-d 

for a description and renderings of the Station West 

Parcel development and its integration with the existing 

Station architecture. 
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14.11 

I'd like to see a design that first and 

foremost considers what would make the 

station an excellent civic space, and that 

only builds retail back in around that 

image, rather than keeping such a 

consistent eye on maximizing retail. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and 

seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5 and Figures E.7-

E.10. 

14.12 

I'd like to ensure that there is adequate 

seating outside of retail options, and I 

think it's important that there be some 

guarantee that retail options will cater to 

an array of price ranges. I also don't see, 

despite assurances, where businesses like 

Eastern Bank or Harvard Vanguard are 

going to fit in this imagined retail scheme, 

so I'd like more clarity on that. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and 

seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5. The Proponent 

is discussing opportunities for both short- and long-

term relocation with all existing Garage tenants and will 

continue to explore options as the Project advances. 

14.13 

The potential Station East building is the 

closest to Bay Village. First, the positive: I'm 

enthusiastic both about an Orange Line 

head-house on that side of the station and 

about elevators up from the Commuter 

Rail platforms at the Columbus Ave exit. 

Those would be notable benefits for those 

of us who live on the Clarendon St. side of 

the Station. 

The Proponent thanks you for your support. 

14.14 

So far the Proponent has only stated that it 

has an obligation to find an alternate site 

in the event of developing that parcel. 

Many Bostonians, including many Bay 

Villagers, use that bus, so we would want 

to know that the alternative location was 

safe and convenient. And we would be 

concerned about the potential traffic 

ramifications of its relocation to an on-

street site with less space. The set of 

possible options need to be presented in 

the DPIR. 

Please refer to section 4.10.2 for a description of the 

Route 39 Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 

for a plan.  

14.15 

I'll also note that we've received very little 

elaboration on the architectural detail of 

this building; it's the tallest of the three, yet 

most of the attention has been focused on 

the Garage West design. If a building that 

tall is going to loom over the area, it ought 

to be distinguished. But I think its height 

should be up for discussion. 

Please refer to Section 3.4 for a detailed description of 

each Project Component's building design including, 

height and massing, character and exterior materials 

and signage. Please also see Figures 3.2a-m. 
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14.16 

As I've made abundantly clear in our CAC 

meetings, I'm also concerned that 

Clarendon Street still feel like a proper 

entrance, rather than a back door to the 

station. It's a pity to permanently lose any 

ability to see the arc of the historic station 

from the Clarendon Street side; to 

compensate, the station entrance through 

the new tower would need to be 

architecturally distinguished, not merely 

well-signed. A two-floor element, and 

perhaps an echo of the arch, could both 

possibly serve that purpose. If all signage 

were removed, the design should still 

prompt a passer-by to wonder why the 

entrance looked grand, like it served a 

public purpose. As the PNF itself states, it 

should be a "new civic entrance." (2-7) 

The Proponent has made considerable efforts to 

include a public plaza with the Station East Parcel to 

serve as a forecourt to the new Station Entrance off 

Clarendon Street. In addition, the building's 

architecture is designed to create a civic presence for 

the new Station Entrance. Please see Figures 3.2l-m. 

14.17 

Through the entrance, the passage taking 

one into the station should be as wide as 

possible, so that it doesn't become a 

bottleneck, and not overwhelmed with 

retail. And while I understand the 

Proponent's thinking in bringing the 

building out towards Clarendon Street, I 

wonder if it would not be better to leave 

greater landscaped, outdoor space in front 

of the tower. That area is described as a 

"plaza" but is really just a drop-off lane; 

most of the landscaping is in a traffic island 

where people will not linger. 

The Clarendon Street connector is designed to be as 

wide as possible while accommodating other required 

ground floor uses. The Proponent has made 

considerable efforts to include a public plaza with the 

Station East Parcel to serve as a forecourt to the new 

Station Entrance off Clarendon Street. In addition, the 

building's architecture is designed to create a civic 

presence for the new Station Entrance. Please see 

Figures 3.2l-m. 

14.18 

So for the development of a tower on the 

Station East site to be at all compelling, I 

think we would need to be convinced of its 

substantial public benefit—such as, for 

instance, its provision of a significant 

amount of affordable housing. 

Please refer to Section 1.5 for a summary of the 

considerable public benefits to be delivered with 

Project. 

14.19 

Garage West has certainly had the most 

attention, from a design perspective. I 

think the staggered stacking is attractive, 

and I appreciate the effects it has on wind 

mitigation and the terraces it makes 

possible for some floors of occupants. I 

also appreciate that it was somewhat 

shortened due to shadow, in order to 

comply with the spirit of the Stuart Street 

Zoning. 

The Proponent appreciates your support.  
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14.20 

I should also note, however, that concerns 

remain about its shadow over certain local 

historic resources. I would appreciate if the 

DPIR provided greater detail about how 

long that patch of new shadow--which 

directly covers the (newly restored!) front 

windows of Trinity Church--lasts in the 

winter months. 

Please refer to Section 6.3 for a detailed shadow 

analysis and to Section 8.3.2 and Figures 8.3a-f for a 

shadow analysis on area historic resources. 

14.21 

The base scheme for Garage West 

contemplates a new managed garage exit 

onto Dartmouth Street. This would be a 

disaster for pedestrian traffic on 

Dartmouth Street and should be 

abandoned as a proposal. I recognize that 

the Proponent's view that it offers another 

argument for closing the on-ramp.  

The Proponent has provided a Base and Alternate 

Scheme for the Garage West Parcel to address the 

potential On-Ramp closure by MassDOT, which impacts 

the new Garage exit location. Please refer to Section 

3.4.1 for a detailed description of the two alternatives. 

14.22 

[…the Proponent] should be required to 

construct an internal exit drum running 

down inside the garage to Trinity Place-

and then to build a few more levels of 

parking into the Garage West building to 

compensate for the lost spaces-rather than 

the City permitting such an actively-

managed exit onto Dartmouth Street. I 

have contended with the Clarendon Street 

one on numerous occasions; no matter 

how well managed, it makes for a street-

level environment that's hostile to 

pedestrian strolling. 

Please refer to Section 3.4.1 for a discussion of an 

alternative internal exit ramp and to Figures 3.3s-u for 

plans. Please note this alternative is not being pursued 

as it eliminates the possibility for a through-block 

connector from Stuart Street, the retail space at the 

corner of Stuart Street and Trinity Place and 

compromises the Garage West building's loading dock. 

14.23 

In light of the need to have garage traffic 

exit on Trinity Place, I could countenance a 

second floor sky-bridge between 40 Trinity 

and the new indoor retail walkway into the 

station. Such a bridge would cut down on 

people trying to make that quick crossing 

at ground level. In general, however, I'll 

express concerns about sky-bridges below. 

Please refer to Section 3.4.1 for a discussion of the 

Trinity Place and Stuart Street bridges and to Figures 

3.2h-i. The Proponent notes that there are three such 

bridges in the immediate vicinity of the Project, each 

providing an important weather-protected and 

accessible connection across the busy thoroughfare of 

Stuart Street.  
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14.24 

Finally, I want to echo the concern that the 

Stuart St. and Dartmouth St. corner, such a 

prime street-level retail opportunity, is 

instead dedicated to an office lobby. I 

wonder if a second office lobby couldn't be 

placed up the steps, at the level that 

connects with the station concourse, where 

some of the retail is currently sited. The 

PNF trumpets the 'permeability' of the 

highly transparent double-level glass that 

will encase the office lobbies, but an office 

space most pedestrians will never enter 

isn't really 'permeable'. I think this point is 

particularly worth making because I don't 

believe the massing set-backs prescribed 

by the Stuart Street Zoning for buildings 

over 155 feet on Dartmouth St. have been 

followed here. 

Please refer to Section 3.4 for a detailed description of 

each Project Component's building design including, 

height and massing, character and exterior materials 

and signage. Please also see Figures 3.2a-m. 

14.25 

I have relatively little specific to say about 

this building [Garage East]; I do appreciate 

the Proponent's decision to shorten its 

height in order to prevent it from 

overshadowing Copley Square. 

The Proponent appreciates your support.  

14.26 

I will reiterate my firm view that it should 

have at least 15.5% in on-site affordable 

housing, in line with the Stuart Street 

Zoning. 

The Project will provide a variety of new high-quality 

housing opportunities in compliance with the 

applicable Inclusionary Development Policy of the City 

of Boston. 

14.27 

Both the CAC and the BRA should demand 

that each of these towers be a well-

designed, signature structure, as we would 

if they'd each been proposed separately. 

Please refer to Section 3.3 and 3.4 for a description of 

the Project's planning and design goals, and design 

concepts. Please also see Figures 3.2a-m. 

14.28 

Although Bay Village agrees that, of the 

three on-ramps in the area, the one off 

Clarendon Street is the least utilized, we're 

actively concerned about the potential 

traffic that would result from its closure. So 

we're very interested in seeing an extensive 

traffic study as part of the DPIR. 

Please refer to Sections 4.3 through 4.7 for a detailed 

analysis of existing, Future No-Build and Future Build 

traffic, including alternatives for if the On-Ramp 

remains or is closed. 
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14.29 

We already have serious concerns about 

the unsafe crosswalk at the corner of 

Isabella and Arlington, and additional 

through-traffic would be unwelcome on 

Isabella St., so we need a model of how 

much the traffic there would increase. 

Please refer to Section 4.4.3 and to Figures 4.8a-c for 

analysis of trip diversions to the Arlington Street ramp 

associated with closure of the On-Ramp under Future 

No-Build conditions. The distribution of Project-

generated vehicle trips presented in Section 4.5.9 

assigns 8 and 30 trips in the AM and PM peak hours, 

respectively, to the Columbus Avenue/Arlington Street 

intersection to provide a conservative (worst case) 

impact analysis at that location. Some of these trips 

may, in practice, use Isabella Street to reach Arlington 

Street, but it is expected that the majority will use 

Columbus Avenue. No additional Project-generated 

trips are projected to use the Arlington Street ramp 

under the Alternate Condition, where the On-Ramp is 

closed, than under the Base Condition, where the On-

Ramp remains open. The crosswalk on Arlington Street 

at Isabella Street is a long crossing for pedestrians due 

to the multiple lanes and higher speeds on Arlington 

Street. BTD may consider improvements to this 

crosswalk if it is deemed to be unsafe.  

14.30 

I’d also note that the traffic signal at 

Columbus Ave. & Arlington St., not just the 

one at Stuart St. & Arlington St. (although 

they’re the same intersection) should be 

specifically studied. 

Please refer to Section 4.7. for an analysis of a 

mitigated Arlington St./Stuart St./Columbus St. 

intersection. 

14.31 

On the parking front: I'm sympathetic to 

low parking ratios for transit-oriented 

development. But the Proponents seem to 

be saying that they'll satisfy their project's 

parking requirements partly by displacing 

current use of the garage by off-site users. 

Where will those people go? Our low 

parking ratio assumptions need to be 

grounded in data, not optimism. I'd also 

note that individuals with high net worth 

are particularly likely to keep a car in the 

city, despite transit options, and that 

further affordable housing (and housing 

attainable by young non-car-owners) could 

actually be one way of making the 

proposed parking ratios more realistic. 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a full analysis of parking 

supply and demand. 

14.32 

Both the proposed residential towers 

should be urged to accommodate, at 

minimum, 15.5% on-site affordable 

housing. 

The Project will provide a variety of new high-quality 

housing opportunities in compliance with the 

applicable Inclusionary Development Policy of the City 

of Boston. 
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14.33 

New residential or office towers in such 

close vicinity to the highway as those in 

this project should be required to install 

effective air filtration systems, for the 

health of their occupants. Though no 

expert myself, I believe such systems 

extend beyond the on-demand ventilation 

systems proposed in the PNF. And while 

thorough filtration may be difficult to 

install in the station itself, given the 

openness of the platforms to the outside 

air, partial mitigation through filtration at 

the concourse level would still be 

appropriate, as a public health measure. 

As described in Section 5.3.2, the Project will promote 

good indoor air quality through demand controlled 

ventilation and use of interior finish materials that are 

low-emitting and/or do not off-gas VOCs. The Project 

will balance air filtration with energy efficiency to find 

an optimal solution. Air intake locations will be 

evaluated to reduce occupant pollutant exposure.  

14.34 

…these towers could be built in any order, 

and some not at all, so we need some 

assessment in the DPIR of the wind effects 

of partial-build scenarios. 

Please refer to Section 1.4.8 for a description of the 

Project phases and an evaluation of phasing scenarios. 

The Project's environmental impacts have been 

analyzed for the worst-case scenario, Full Build. 

14.35 

Despite the disclaimers about the viability 

of catching all storm water on the project 

site, this needs to be done to the greatest 

degree possible, as any diminishment of 

groundwater levels remains of significant 

concern to all property-owners in the area. 

Please refer to Section 7.4.3 for a detailed description 

of the Project's intended compliance with the City's 

Groundwater Conservation Overlay District. 

14.36 

This may seem unnecessarily alarmist, but 

so long as the PNF is discussing long-term 

flooding risks, it would be good to know 

how the proposed buildings would do 

under minor to middling seismic activity. 

The design of the new buildings will be in accordance 

with the pertinent building codes which includes 

provisions for seismic design. 

14.37 

I think it is important, going forward, that 

the CAC understand to what extent the 

station will be under the purview of private 

security; how 'public' the indoor walkways 

will be (as presumably they are not proper 

right-of-ways), etc. 

While privately owned, the through block connectors 

are intended to provide public access to the Station 

during Station operating hours. They will be 

maintained, managed and secured by the Proponent. 

As to the Station, as part of the management 

agreement with the MBTA, the Proponent provides 

supplementary security personal for the Concourse 

level only. The MBTA Police continue to have 

jurisdiction throughout the entire Station. 
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14.38 

I am very much against the sky-bridge 

from Garage West/40 Trinity to 200 

Clarendon, for the same reason that others 

in Bay Village opposed the Liberty Mutual 

sky-bridge. Exclusive walkways, that can be 

seen from the ground but only accessed 

within private offices, fracture the sense of 

a public realm. And they diminish private 

investment and interest in streetscape, 

exterior-facing retail offerings, etc. One has 

only to try to walk, as an outdoor 

pedestrian, along the section of street that 

is crossed by the two sky-bridges from 

Copley Place to see that this is so. While I 

understand how it is a boon to private 

retail to have pedestrians traverse the city 

as a captive audience to an indoor retail 

environment, I don't think it's in our best 

civic interests. 

Please refer to Section 3.4.1 for a discussion of the 

Stuart Street bridge. It is intended to be a publicly 

accessible connection to the Station. There are three 

such bridges in the immediate vicinity of the Project 

today, each providing an important weather-protected 

and accessible connection across the busy 

thoroughfare of Stuart Street. This new bridge would 

provide a connection at a critical point where the 

pedestrian volumes support the need for alternative 

routes. 

14.39 

…Bay Village shares the Ellis 

Neighborhood's concerns about extended 

traffic and pedestrian disruptions due to 

construction work on all these parcels. The 

CAC process should result in a guarantee 

of suitable mitigation plans that will 

function well for the surrounding 

neighborhoods regardless of the order in 

which the parcels are developed. 

Refer to Section 6.10 for a description of construction 

mitigation measures and to Section 4.13.4 for a 

description of the Construction Management Plans that 

will be implemented by the Project. 

Letter 15 Bay Village Neighborhood Association – Sarah Herlihy 

15.1 

The Gateway Project will require significant 

variance from the Guidelines recently 

adopted following the Stuart Street Study. 

The BVNA is concerned with the fact that 

the recently-adopted Guidelines are 

apparently being largely ignored with 

respect to the Gateway Project. 

As described in the BPDA Scoping Determination, the 

Project is, in fact, "exemplary in its strong adherence to 

the Stuart Street Design Guidelines.” Please refer to 

Sections 3.3 and 3.4 for more detail about the Project's 

responsiveness to the vision and planning goals 

established in the Stuart Street District, particularly the 

height and density guidelines.  

15.2 

While the BVNA understands that quality 

projects can occasionally require zoning 

relief, it is concerned that the recently 

adopted Guidelines are apparently being 

cast aside with respect to this project. The 

BVNA urges the BRA to hold the Gateway 

Project to the recently adopted Stuart 

Street Study Guidelines in every respect 

possible. 

As described in the BPDA Scoping Determination, the 

Project is, in fact, "exemplary in its strong adherence to 

the Stuart Street Design Guidelines.” Please refer to 

Sections 3.3 and 3.4 for more detail about the Project's 

responsiveness to the vision and planning goals 

established in the Stuart Street District, particularly the 

height and density guidelines.  
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15.3 

…the project proponent should be required 

to present a thorough assessment of the 

impact on area traffic of a ramp closing. 

Please refer to Section 4.4.3 and Figures 4.8a-c for 

analysis of trip diversions to the Arlington Street ramp 

associated with closure of the On-Ramp. Please also 

see Section 4.6 for an analysis of Project-generated 

traffic impacts in both the Base and Alternate 

Conditions, where the On-Ramp is open and closed, 

respectively. The Proponent notes that MassDOT will be 

submitting an Interchange Modification Report (IMR) to 

the Federal Highway Authority (FHWA) in early 2017. 

15.4 

Bay Village does not want to lose the 

Arlington Street on-ramp to the 

Massachusetts Turnpike, but it is clear to 

residents that this on-ramp has no capacity 

for additional traffic. The portion of 

Arlington Street (between Park Square and 

Cortes Street) that provides access to the 

Arlington Street on-ramp is already 

dangerous, congested and noisy. 

Please refer to Section 4.4.3 and to Figures 4.8a-c for 

analysis of trip diversions to the Arlington Street ramp 

associated with closure of the On-Ramp under Future 

No-Build conditions. The Proponent notes that 

MassDOT will be submitting an Interchange 

Modification Report (IMR) to the Federal Highway 

Authority (FHWA) in early 2017. 

15.5 

Bay Village would request not only that an 

extensive traffic study be required of the 

proponent 

Please refer to Chapter 4 and Figures therein for details 

of the Transportation Impact Study (TIA) performed for 

the Project.  

15.6 

…several specific issues relevant to Bay 

Village be addressed in that study, 

including: 

 

i)   Traffic coming down Arlington Street to 

the on ramp. Cars coming down Arlington 

Street to the on-ramp frequently speed 

and there is currently no effective traffic 

calming mechanisms on Arlington Street. 

Traffic has increased significantly in the 

past few years with the addition of several 

large residential developments in the area. 

Clearly, if the Clarendon on-ramp were 

closed, traffic would divert to Arlington 

Street. The likely impact of that diversion 

and necessary mitigation should be 

studied. 

Please refer to Section 4.4.3 and to Figures 4.8a-c for 

analysis of trip diversions to the Arlington Street ramp 

associated with closure of the On-Ramp under Future 

No-Build conditions. The Proponent notes that 

MassDOT will be submitting an Interchange 

Modification Report (IMR) to the Federal Highway 

Authority (FHWA) in early 2017. 
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15.7 

ii) Impact on Isabella Street. Isabella Street 

is a primarily residential street not 

designed to handle large traffic volumes or 

speeding vehicles. The impact that a ramp 

closing would have on Isabella Street 

should be included in a required traffic 

study. 

Please refer to Section 4.4.3 and to Figures 4.8a-c for 

analysis of trip diversions to the Arlington Street ramp 

associated with closure of the On-Ramp under Future 

No-Build conditions. The distribution of Project-

generated vehicle trips presented in Section 4.5.9 

assigns 8 and 30 trips in the AM and PM peak hours, 

respectively, to the Columbus Avenue/Arlington Street 

intersection to provide a conservative (worst case) 

impact analysis at that location. Some of these trips 

may, in practice, use Isabella Street to reach Arlington 

Street, but it is expected that the majority will use 

Columbus Avenue. No additional Project-generated 

trips are projected to use the Arlington Street ramp 

under the Alternate Condition, where the On-Ramp is 

closed, than under the Base Condition, where the On-

Ramp remains open. 

15.8 

iii)  A well-designed park here would 

mitigate the impact and provide a tangible 

benefit to all Boston residents. 

The Proponent has made considerable efforts to 

include the creation of a new 11,000 square foot public 

plaza with the delivery of the Station East Parcel and 

the upgrading of the existing open space on 

Dartmouth Street with the delivery of the Station West 

Parcel. Please refer to Section 1.5 for a summary of the 

Project's benefits to the public realm, as well as to 

Section 3.5 for a detailed discussion on site design. 

Please see also Figures 3.2a-m and Figures 3.8a-f for 

renderings and public realm/landscaping plans. 

15.9 

The proponent should be required to 

submit a concrete plan for an appropriate 

replacement site for this critical bus line 

before the project advances further. 

Please refer to section 4.10.2 for a description of the 

Route 39 Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 

for a plan.  

15.10 

In the BVNA's experience, services that are 

important for residents, such as the 

location for the Route 39 bus, are often 

deliberately left for negotiation at a later 

date and then conveniently be given short 

shrift at that later date. That should not 

happen with the site for this critical 

transportation line for downtown residents. 

Please refer to section 4.10.2 for a description of the 

Route 39 Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 

for a plan.  
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15.11 

…we are concerned that the current design 

does not dedicate enough resources, space 

or attention to providing quality public 

space for residents and visitors who use 

the station for bus, subway, commuter rail 

and Amtrak service. Commercial space 

should enhance, not limit, the quality of 

the public space. In particular, the BVNA is 

concerned that the current design 

sacrifices light and air in the station area in 

favor of commercial space. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and 

seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5. 

15.12 

A significant improvement in the air quality 

of Back Bay Station must be a required 

outcome of this project, irrespective of the 

ultimate cost or complexity of the- 

solution. -Simply put, failing to make this a 

requirement would ignore the basic need 

of the commuting public for quality air. 

This project is likely the only opportunity to 

fix this critical issue health issue and should 

be a non-negotiable requirement. 

Please refer to Appendix E for information on the 

MBTA's track-level ventilation improvement project at 

the Station.  

15.13 

The project proponent should satisfy the 

entirety of any affordable housing 

obligation with on-site affordable housing 

in the two proposed residential towers. 

The Project will provide a variety of new high-quality 

housing opportunities in compliance with the 

applicable Inclusionary Development Policy of the City 

of Boston. 

Letter 16 Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay 

16.1 

We are deeply concerned about the likely 

cumulative effects of 380 Stuart Street, 40 

Trinity Place, Neiman Marcus Tower, and 

the three towers and one additional 

structure of the Back Bay /South End 

Gateway Project on three major areas: 

traffic, infrastructure and the environment 

[as outlined below]. 

Please refer to Chapter 4 for Transportation and 

Parking impacts, Chapter 5 for Sustainability and GHG 

assessment, Chapter 6 for Environmental impacts, 

Chapter 7 for Infrastructure impacts and Chapter 8 for 

impacts to Historic Resources. Please note all other 

approved projects in the Stuart Street Corridor have 

been included in these analyses. 

16.2 

We would request that the Boston Traffic 

Department estimate how additional 

vehicular traffic would affect, in particular 

the cross streets in the Back Bay. 

Please refer to Sections 4.5 and 4.6 for a detailed 

analysis of Project-related traffic impacts in the study 

area and to Section 4.7 for results of the traffic study 

with proposed mitigation measures. 
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16.3 

What would further gridlock mean for 

emergency vehicles including fire 

equipment and ambulances seeking to 

access areas of the Back Bay during rush 

hours or trying to take Storrow Drive to 

Massachusetts General Hospital? 

Please refer to Sections 4.5 and 4.6 for a detailed 

analysis of Project-related traffic impacts in the study 

area and to Section 4.7 for results of the traffic study 

with proposed mitigation measures. 

16.4 
Given the current gridlock, what other 

alternatives are being explored? 

As described in Chapter 4, the Project enjoys an 

exceptional transit-oriented location, and benefits from 

excellent access to alternative modes including transit, 

bicycling and walking. 

16.5 Is a congestion tax a possibility? 

Please refer to Sections 4.10 and 4.132 for a discussion 

of the Project's Parking and Transportation Demand 

Management strategies designed to reduce Single 

Occupancy Vehicle Trips. 

16.6 

Can we limit driving into the city on 

weekdays to alternating days of even/odd 

license plates? Will taxis or ride sharing 

vehicles be more regulated and limited? 

The Proponent is unaware of any plans by the City of 

Boston to implement such measures. Please refer to 

Section 4.13.2 for a summary of proposed TDM 

measures designed to reduce Project-generated ride-

along trips and single occupancy vehicles.  

16.7 

Is the city and/or developers willing to 

contribute major funds to the MBTA to 

increase its carrying capacity? Are there 

other alternatives? 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis of 

existing, Future No-Build and Future Build transit 

capacity. 

16.8 

Are there plans to expand the Commuter 

Rail trains into Back Bay? Are there plans 

being discussed for commuters arriving at 

North Station to access the Back Bay when 

the Orange and Green lines are packed? 

The Proponent is not aware of any plans to expand 

Commuter Rail trains into Back Bay or North Station.  

Please refer to the MBTA for status of any such plans 

independent of the Project. 

16.9 
Without designated bus lanes would buses 

be able to move through gridlock? 

The Proponent is not aware of proposals by the City of 

Boston or the MBTA for designated bus lanes, and such 

analysis is not included in the DEIR. Please refer to 

Chapter 4 for a detailed traffic and transportation 

analysis. 

16.10 

Given the increase in cycling in the City 

and the fact that it may be the fastest way 

to get around, are there designated safe 

cycling lanes into and around the Stuart 

Street development area? 

Please refer to Section 4.3.3 for a summary of existing 

bicycle facilities near the Project Site, to Section 4.11 for 

a complete discussion of the Project's proposed bicycle 

accommodations and to Figure 4.22 for the proposed 

bicycle parking plan.  

16.11 Is there bike storage? 

Please refer to Section 4.11 for a complete discussion 

of the Project's proposed bicycle accommodations and 

to Figure 4.22 for details on proposed bicycle parking 

and infrastructure improvements.  
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16.12 

Are there plans to make sidewalks wide 

enough to allow for an increased number 

of commuters as well as travelers with 

luggage going to and from Back Bay 

Station? 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description 

of the Project's public realm improvements, to Section 

3.5.2 for an analysis of sidewalk widths and to Figures 

3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans.  

16.13 

What are the plans to provide the 

additional electricity, natural gas, sewer 

lines, internet, telecommunications and 

trash collection that the new residents and 

businesses will require? 

Please refer to Sections 7.2 through 7.5 for descriptions 

of existing utilities and proposed future connections. 

No capacity issues are anticipated. 

16.14 Who will pay for those improvements? 

Please refer to Sections 7.2 through 7.5 for descriptions 

of existing utilities and proposed future connections. 

No capacity issues are anticipated. 

16.15 

Wind is already creating a dangerous 

situation around much of Stuart Street and 

Copley Square. Can we have additional 

measurements of the wind as it is now in 

all four seasons and as construction 

proceeds? 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the 

Project's pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I 

for a copy of the full pedestrian wind report.  

16.16 

Given the Farmers Market as well as 

numerous holiday activities in Copley 

Square can we measure the center of the 

Square as well as all four corners? 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the 

Project's pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I 

for a copy of the full pedestrian wind report.  

16.17 

We would request studies to show the 

combined effect of all towers on year-

round light in Trinity Church, the 

Commonwealth Avenue Mall, Copley 

Square and the interior courtyard of the 

Boston Public Library 

Please refer to Section 6.3 for a summary of the 

Project's shadow impacts. See also Section 8.3.2 for 

shadow impacts on area historic resources. 

16.18 

This neighborhood is appreciated daily not 

just by residents and commuters, but also 

by thousands of visitors from all over the 

world. It’s important we keep it accessible, 

safe, and workable for everyone. 

The Proponent appreciates the prominent nature of the 

site and has designed the Project accordingly. Please 

refer to Sections 3.1 and 3.5 for a detailed description 

of the public realm and accessibility improvements 

proposed by the Project.  Please also see Appendix J for 

specific details of the pedestrian accessibility 

improvements proposed by the Project.  

Letter 17 Ellis South End Neighborhood Association 
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17.1 

It should be noted that the public 

involvement has only occurred over the 

past six weeks – a relatively short time for 

the public to consider all of the 

ramifications for a project of such size and 

location. 

The Proponent notes that a Project Notification Form, 

not an Expanded PNF, was submitted on March 29, 

2016. The regulated 30-day public comment period 

was extended twice to end on June 17, 2016. The 

submission of this DEIR/DPIR will initial a new 75-day 

public comment period, ensuring that there will be 

adequate time for public review of the Project. 

17.2 

It is also important to note that the next 

meeting of the Citizens Advisory 

Committee (“CAC”) scheduled to discuss 

the critical issues of parking, traffic and 

streetscape is June 15th – only two days 

before the comments are due – which 

provides little time for the public to offer 

any substantive comments. 

The Proponent notes that a Project Notification Form, 

not an Expanded PNF, was submitted on March 29, 

2016. The regulated 30-day public comment period 

was extended twice to end on June 17, 2016. The 

submission of this DEIR/DPIR will initial a new 75-day 

public comment period, ensuring that there will be 

adequate time for public review of the Project. 

17.3 

We appreciate, however, that Boston 

Properties and the BRA will continue to 

respond to comments as the project review 

process continues. 

Comment noted.  

17.4 

We appreciate the commitment made by 

Secretary of Transportation Pollack to 

conduct public meetings beginning this 

summer to allow public involvement and, 

most importantly, for the questions and 

concerns raised by the public to be 

addressed. There have been concerns 

raised, however, by several residents that 

the two initiatives need to be made one. 

Can a realistic argument be made that the 

impact on the interior of the station to 

accommodate the construction project and 

the needs of the developer are separate? It 

would appear to be a difficult argument. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station renovations. A public 

meeting was held on September 26, 2016 to present 

the Station Concourse Improvements and MBTA track-

level ventilation project and to receive community 

feedback. This same information was also presented to 

the CAC on October 6, 2016. Please refer to Section 

3.4.4 for a discussion of the Project's integration with 

the Station Concourse Improvements project. 

17.5 

While the development of a traffic plan 

remains to be discussed, it is critical for the 

Boston Transportation Department (“BTD”) 

to be a participant at every meeting of the 

CAC and those with the public. 

Comment noted. Please refer to Chapter 4 for details 

on the traffic plan and study conducted for the Project. 

The Proponent has continued to work closely with BTD 

throughout the project review process. 
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17.6 

Some have suggested that the area around 

the proposed project already suffers 

gridlock throughout the day. Would it not 

only be worsened without a clear and 

thoughtful traffic control plan discussed 

from the start of the review? BTD’s 

expertise is needed throughout the project 

review phase. 

Please refer to Section 4.7 for results of the traffic study 

with proposed mitigation measures and to Section 4.13 

for a description of potential traffic control 

improvements and additional TDM measures. Proposed 

improvements will be reviewed by the BTD and further 

refined as appropriate by the Proponent in consultation 

with BTD.  

17.7 

Boston Properties has indicated it will work 

with the MBTA to find a new #39 bus 

staging area “nearby” once the bus 

turnaround is closed off for construction. 

With all of the other development projects 

expected to be underway, is there any 

other location other than some part of 

Columbus Avenue that would be available 

“nearby”? 

Please refer to Section 4.10.2 for a description of the 

Route 39 Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 

for a plan. 

17.8 

Increasing the number of passengers with 

luggage crossing Columbus Avenue to 

access the station or hotels in the area as 

vehicles leave the garage is of concern. 

Please refer to Chapter 4.12 for an analysis of existing 

and future pedestrian conditions and infrastructure in 

the study area. 

17.9 

The preliminary internal wind study may 

suggest minimal changes to the 

surrounding streets. Many, especially those 

who have avoided Clarendon Street near 

the former “new” John Hancock Building 

for years, have expressed doubts about the 

preliminary findings. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the 

Project's pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I 

for a copy of the full pedestrian wind report. Please 

note the Project improves pedestrian-level wind 

conditions in many locations. 

17.10 

How will access and egress work for the 

Orange Line, Commuter Rail and Amtrak? 

Will there be input from the riding public? 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and 

seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5. A public 

meeting was held on September 26, 2016 to present 

the Station Concourse Improvements and MBTA track-

level ventilation project and to receive community 

feedback. This same information was also presented to 

the CAC on October 6, 2016. 
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17.11 

As each piece of the project proceeds with 

more and more people coming to the 

station and buildings, where will the drop-

offs be located? Will there be a need for 

more surface buses and not just Bus #39? 

It is unclear where a new turnaround for 

Bus #39 could be located anywhere in the 

vicinity of the station. The answer to the 

location of the new turnaround needs to 

be provided now – not after the project is 

underway. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 and Figures 4.18a-b for 

details on proposed drop-off locations and curbside 

uses. Please also refer to Section 4.10.2 for a 

description of the Route 39 Bus terminus relocation, 

and to Figure 4.21 for a plan. 

17.12 

What assurances are there that station 

facilities can grow to meet state and city’s 

goals to increase transit mode-share, 

reduce air pollution and lower energy 

consumption? 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for an analysis of the 

Project's impact on transit facilities. The Proponent has 

worked with MassDOT and the MBTA in developing the 

methodology for studying the Station's capacity and 

growth potential. Please also refer to Sections 5.3.2 and 

5.4 for a discussion of the Project's energy conservation 

and GHG reduction strategies. 

17.13 

How will the station be able to 

accommodate future security or ticketing 

procedures (especially for commuter rail 

and AMTRAK)? 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and 

seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5. 

17.14 

How will retail-related activities in the 

station impact transportation-related 

circulation and operations? 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and 

seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5 and Section 4.10 

for a detailed transit capacity analysis. 

17.15 

In what way would the reduction of public 

circulation space impact the ability of the 

station to handle emergency and special 

event surges? 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and 

seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5. 

17.16 

What are provisions for improved sidewalk 

access to the station along Dartmouth 

Street, Clarendon Street? If the developer 

moves the shop facades out to the street 

line, what will be the impact on 

pedestrians? 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description 

of the Project's public realm improvements, and to 

Figures 3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans.  

17.17 

How does the increased use of curb and 

sidewalk space to serve the new 

development detract from existing or 

increased public transportation use? 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description 

of the Project's public realm improvements, to Section 

3.5.2 for an analysis of sidewalk widths and to Figures 

3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans. See also 

Section 4.12 for a pedestrian analysis. 
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17.18 

Boston Properties needs to address their 

commitment to affordable housing. The 

commitment should clearly state the 

inclusion of the units on-site rather than at 

some other location. 

The Project will provide a variety of new high-quality 

housing opportunities in compliance with the 

applicable Inclusionary Development Policy of the City 

of Boston. 

17.19 

We need a station than preserves the 

legacy of the citizens in the 1970’s and 

1980’s who stopped the South End Bypass 

and the Southwest Expressway and who 

put countless hours into the creation of the 

Southwest Corridor Park and, especially, 

Back Bay Station. 

 Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which are designed to preserve the 

architectural integrity of the original structure. Please 

see also Figures E.1-E.5 and Figures E.7-E.10.  

17.20 

The narrower sidewalks, the new curb cuts, 

the lack of provision for buses, elimination 

of the railroad waiting room and a 

darkened concourse crowded with retail 

stores, seem more like a Penn Station 

demolition than the creation of, in their 

words, a first-class, “airport quality” transit 

hub. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description 

of the Project's public realm improvements, to Section 

3.5.2 for an analysis of sidewalk widths and to Figures 

3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans. Please refer 

also to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements, 

which increase capacity in ingress/egress, platform 

access, waiting area and seating. Please see also Figures 

E.1-E.5 and Figures E.7-E.10.  

17.21 

The Stuart Street Zoning rules would 

emphasize retail along Stuart Street – 

Boston Properties has not done so. The 

lobby of an office building is not retail and 

is not a location that is welcoming outside 

of normal business hours. 

Please refer to Section 3.3 through 3.5 for a detailed 

description of the Project's design, including street 

frontage. See also Figures 3.2a-m. The Proponent has 

made every effort to create a high-quality continuous 

street frontage activated by vibrant and engaging 

ground floor uses, such as retail and restaurant spaces, 

and residential and commercial building lobbies, 

despite the substantial constraints of the Project Site. 

Through the use of glass facades wherever possible, the 

Project will provide transparency and create an inviting, 

safe and accessible ground-level experience for 

pedestrians. Section 3.4.1 describes the Garage West 

building design and includes details related to the 

ground floor space along Stuart Street. 

17.22 
Will there be 24-hour public access to the 

station? 

The determination of Station hours is related to the 

hours of train operations and is determined by the 

MBTA. 

17.23 

Will the proposed station layout result in a 

reduction in available public space that 

would be sufficient to serve the needs of 

the projected increase in passengers, 

especially in high-volume periods? 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and 

seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5. 
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17.24 

Has Boston Properties considered the use 

of overhead walkways to the station to 

minimize the impact on pedestrians? 

Yes. Please refer to Section 3.4.1 for a discussion of the 

Trinity Place and Stuart Street bridges and to Figures 

3.2h-i. The Proponent notes that there are three such 

bridges in the immediate vicinity of the Project, each 

providing an important weather-protected and 

accessible connection across the busy thoroughfare of 

Stuart Street.  

17.25 

The idea of creating a new garage exit 

onto Dartmouth Street should be 

abandoned – it is much too dangerous. 

As described in Section 3.4.1, a new Garage exit on 

Dartmouth Street is necessary under the Base Scheme, 

where the On-Ramp remains open. The Proponent has 

provided pedestrian and vehicle mitigation measures at 

the proposed exit. 

17.26 

Can a project of this magnitude really 

proceed without the addition of any new 

parking spaces? With 3000 to 4000 

persons coming to the site won’t there be 

a need for more parking spaces? 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a summary of existing 

and proposed parking conditions and Project parking 

demand.  

17.27 

Are the additions to the sidewalk and 

within the station of retail-oriented 

activities really benefits to the public or will 

they simply result in less space for 

pedestrians and commuters? 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description 

of the Project's public realm improvements, to Section 

3.5.2 for an analysis of sidewalk widths and to Figures 

3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans. Please refer 

also to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements, 

which increase capacity in ingress/egress, platform 

access, waiting area and seating.  

17.28 

If the developer adds a second (and 

perhaps a third) story with retail activities 

to the station, can the developer really 

improve natural light and air? 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements. See also Section 3.4.4 for a discussion of 

the Project's integration with the Station. The additional 

level of retail will have skylights so as to preserve the 

clerestory windows' access to natural light. 

17.29 

Isn’t the elimination of the exit drum 

simply a benefit to the developer to allow 

for more retail space? 

As described in Sections 1.4 and 3.4.2, the elimination 

of the exit drum is necessary to allow the construction 

of the structural core of Garage East building, which 

houses only residential uses and no retail. The existing 

full service Garage driveway on Clarendon Street will 

remain, providing a right-in, right-out connection to 

Clarendon Street.  

Letter 18 Ann Beha  
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18.1a 

Would private management propose the 

removal of original art, or bill boarding the 

facades for South Station, or MBTA and 

commuter stations? Clarity about the 

standards and obligations for this station is 

essential.  

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, including a discussion of public art. 

18.1b 

Has MASS DOT approved these 

renovations? How will they be maintained, 

and how will the projects impact future 

transportation systems? 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E of the 

DEIR/DPIR for a detailed description of the Station 

Concourse Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and 

seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5 and Figures E.7-

E.10. Please see Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis of 

Existing, Future No-Build and Future Build transit 

capacity. 

18.1c 

 How will the station and the systems 

accommodate new riders with inevitable 

increased demand? 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis of 

existing, Future No-Build and Future Build transit 

capacity. Please also refer to Section 1.1.1 and 

Appendix E for a detailed description of the Station 

Concourse Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and 

seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5.  

18.1d 

Because the CAC does not address the 

Back Bay station renovation, an integrated, 

confirmed and responsive public process 

to assess the State and MASS DOT issues 

as well as the city wide issues, is essential. 

A public meeting was held on September 26, 2016 to 

present the Station Concourse Improvements and 

MBTA track-level ventilation project and to receive 

community feedback. This same information was also 

presented to the CAC on October 6, 2016. 

18.1e 

Because the CAC does not address the 

Back Bay station renovation, an integrated, 

confirmed and responsive public process 

to assess the State and MASS DOT issues 

as well as the city wide issues, is essential. 

A public meeting was held on September 26, 2016 to 

present the Station Concourse Improvements and 

MBTA track-level ventilation project and to receive 

community feedback. This same information was also 

presented to the CAC on October 6, 2016. 

18.2 

Two residential towers on Clarendon Street 

have been generally outlined; a 

presentation on their grounds cape, or 

landscape, is forthcoming. Already the 

developers have said the site is “too tight” 

for an appreciable amount of outdoor 

green space. What is the plan for a 

humane and welcome presentation and 

urban setting for these large buildings? 

The Proponent has made considerable efforts to 

include the creation of a new 11,000 square foot public 

plaza with the delivery of the Station East Parcel and 

the upgrading of the existing open space on 

Dartmouth Street with the delivery of the Station West 

Parcel. Please refer to Section 1.5 for a summary of the 

Project's benefits to the public realm, as well as to 

Section 3.5 for a detailed discussion on site design. 

Please see also Figures 3.2a-m and Figures 3.8a-f for 

renderings and public realm/landscaping plans. 
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18.3 

Issues I believe the CAC and community 

need addressed with more clarity, include: 

 

•    The MASS DOT approved plan for the 

station, its timetable, its balance of 

community-serving retail and public space, 

and its design. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements. A public meeting was held on 

September 26, 2016 to present the Station Concourse 

Improvements and MBTA track-level ventilation project 

and to receive community feedback. This same 

information was also presented to the CAC on October 

6, 2016. 

18.4 

Issues I believe the CAC and community 

need addressed with more clarity, include 

(cont.) 

 

•   The specific management of auto transit 

routes, to create less impact on Copley 

Square, and neighborhoods and the 

already dense traffic. 

Please refer to Chapter 4 for a discussion of transit 

routes and detailed analysis of traffic impacts.  

18.5 

Issues I believe the CAC and community 

need addressed with more clarity, include 

(cont.) 

 

•    More about the design, and its 

intentions and expression 

Please refer to Chapter 3 and the Figures therein for a 

full discussion of the Project's design. 

18.6 

Issues I believe the CAC and community 

need addressed with more clarity, include 

(cont.) 

 

•    The ground level, particularly the 

amount and vitality of the landscape and 

green buggers that are essential to a 

humane and welcoming residential and 

commercial environment. Upper level 

terraces, which have been presented as 

amenities, are not urban settings for 

everyday use, not a substitute for ground 

level landscape and sitting areas. 

The Proponent has made considerable efforts to 

include the creation of a new 11,000 square foot public 

plaza with the delivery of the Station East Parcel and 

the upgrading of the existing open space on 

Dartmouth Street with the delivery of the Station West 

Parcel. Please refer to Section 1.5 for a summary of the 

Project's benefits to the public realm, as well as to 

Section 3.5 for a detailed discussion on site design. 

Please see also Figures 3.2a-m and Figures 3.8a-f for 

renderings and public realm/landscaping plans. 
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18.7 

Issues I believe the CAC and community 

need addressed with more clarity, include 

(cont.) 

 

•    How does this project improve the 

Orange and commuter rail lines not further 

overcrowd them? How does this project 

ensure that new modes of transport are 

not precluded, but instead, enhanced? Will 

the complex structural gymnastics that the 

developer notes are needed for this project 

inhibit the viability of future infrastructure 

upgrades? 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed evaluation of 

potential transit impacts and to Section 4.2 for a 

description of transit improvements that are being 

delivered with the Project. 

18.8 

Issues I believe the CAC and community 

need addressed with more clarity, include 

(cont.) 

 

•    An approach to improving the civic 

realm, in lieu of just conforming with the 

letter of the law. 

Please refer to Section 3.5 for a detailed description of 

the Project's pedestrian realm improvements, and to 

Figures 3.8a-f for pedestrian realm improvement plans.  

18.9 

More comparable information about how 

this setting will change the wind should be 

offered. The BRA has offered no 

comparisons between the early wind 

calculations for this site and wind 

elsewhere in the city—such comparable 

are needed. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the 

Project's pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I 

for a copy of the full pedestrian wind report.  

18.10 

Adding more shadow to Copley Square 

may be legal, but it never could be 

described as civic, considerate, or 

beneficial. “As of right” does not mean it IS 

right. 

As discussed in Section 6.3, shadow impacts have been 

minimized to the extent practicable to avoid noticeable 

pedestrian impacts, and are in compliance with the 

specific requirements of the Stuart Street Zoning 

District, including the 2-hour shadow limitation on 

Copley Square. 
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18.11 

What are the more convincing public 

benefits of this project? I welcome 

responsible new development with 

opportunities for housing and public 

benefits, and seek to promote projects 

characterized by responsible planning, 

sustainability, service to the greater good, 

embracing good business practices, 

creating jobs: a balance of benefit and 

burden. A revised station, once confirmed, 

can be one, but beyond the station, more 

benefits need application to the immediate 

affected environment and community. 

Please refer to Section 1.5 for a detailed summary of 

the Project's public benefits. 

18.12 

I encourage more specificity, emphasis on 

greater civic contributions, and 

improvements, as essential to this projects 

progress. The BRA and the state agencies 

are our voice to require the BEST design, 

the best environmental performance, not 

just the “conforming” compliances. 

Please refer to Section 1.5 for a summary of the 

Project's public benefits, to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed 

description of the Project's public realm improvements, 

and to Figures 3.8a-f for public realm improvement 

plans. 

18.13 

I urge leadership from the agencies to 

push design and quality standards beyond 

the merely legal and feasible to the 

platform of its setting—a city region long 

distinguished for its scale, architectural 

quality, and its enduring value to the entire 

community. 

Please refer to Section 3.4 for a description of each 

Project Component's design, height and massing, 

character and exterior materials and signage. Please 

refer to Figures 3.2a-m for renderings and Figures 3.6a-

p for skyline and bird's eye views. 

Letter 19 Ann Hershfang 

19.1 

the plans for changes to the station, 

apparently under the aegis of MassDOT, 

MBTA and BRA, should not be allowed to 

proceed without public involvement, as 

was apparently stated by MassDOT’s 

Director of Development at an early 

meeting 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station renovations. A public 

meeting was held on September 26, 2016 to present 

the Station Concourse Improvements and MBTA track-

level ventilation project and to receive community 

feedback. This same information was also presented to 

the CAC on October 6, 2016. 

19.2 
I also support the matters raised in letters 

from Ken Kruckemeyer and WalkBoston. 
Comment noted.  
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19.3 

Issues raised by changes proposed inside 

the station: 

--the decrease of waiting space (and 

comfort) inside the BB/SE Station due to 

elimination of the commuter rail waiting 

area, 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and 

seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5 and Figures E.7-

E.10. 

19.4 

Issues raised by changes proposed inside the 

station (cont.) 

--a careful analysis as to whether the 

proposed public waiting areas will be 

adequate and comfortable enough to 

pleasantly accommodate rail users, transit 

riders, retail and food outlet shoppers, and 

through traffic, 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and 

seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5 and Figures E.7-

E.10. 

19.5 

Issues raised by changes proposed inside the 

station (cont.) 

-- circulation through the station, 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and 

seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5. 

19.6 

Issues raised by changes proposed inside the 

station (cont.) 

--data about the number of current rail 

and transit users inside and outside, 

-- projected increases in transit and rail 

users resulting from new construction, 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis of 

existing, Future No-Build and Future Build transit 

capacity. 

19.7 

Issues raised by changes proposed inside the 

station (cont.) 

--increased parking demand and facilities 

to accommodate the growth, 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a summary of existing 

and proposed parking conditions and Project parking 

demand. Increased parking to accommodate changes 

inside the station is not proposed in light of the "non 

destination" characteristics of the uses.  

19.8 

Issues raised by changes proposed inside the 

station (cont.) 

--access through the station between 

Dartmouth and Clarendon Streets, 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in 

ingress/egress, platform access, waiting area and 

seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5 and Figures E.7-

E.10. 

19.9 

Issues raised by changes proposed inside the 

station (cont.) 

--location of and impacts of building 

support posts on station platforms, 

Please refer Section 4.10.4 for discussion of the impact 

of the Station East building's structure to the Station 

platforms. 
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19.10 

Issues raised by changes proposed inside the 

station (cont.) 

--plans to replace the neon artwork 

formerly at the entrances to the station. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, including a discussion of public art. 

19.11 

Issues raised by changes outside the 

station: 

--data about current traffic and pedestrian 

numbers on the sidewalks and roads, 

--projections for traffic and pedestrian 

growth from the increased transit and rail 

passengers, and the many new buildings in 

the area, 

Please refer to Chapter 4 for a detailed traffic analysis, 

including Existing, Future No-Build and Future Build 

conditions. Please see Section 4.12 for a pedestrian 

analysis and to Section 3.5 and Figures 3.8a-f for 

proposed public realm improvements to facilitate 

pedestrian movement around the Project Site. 

19.12 

Issues raised by changes outside the station 

(cont.) 

--the Dartmouth Street sidewalk narrowed 

to 8 feet from its current generous width 

cannot possibly handle the pedestrian 

traffic, 

The Project's sidewalk dimensions have been revised in 

the DEIR/DPIR. Please refer to Section 3.5.1 and Figures 

3.8a-f for a specific description of the pedestrian realm 

and circulation improvements and to Section 3.5.5 for a 

summary of pedestrian accessibility improvements. As 

described in Section 3.5.4, throughout the Project Site, 

the proposed pedestrian realm improvements meet or 

exceed BTD's Complete Streets Guidelines for 

Downtown Commercial Zone minimum streetscape 

dimensions. 

19.13 

Issues raised by changes outside the station 

(cont.) 

--trees in planters at the sidewalk edge will 

only worsen the problem, 

Please refer to Section 3.5 for a discussion of site 

design and pedestrian access. Please also see Figures 

3.8a-f and 3.9a-b for proposed public realm 

improvements and site circulation and access plans. 

19.14 

Issues raised by changes outside the station 

(cont.) 

 

--removal of the protective overhang on 

Dartmouth St., 

In lieu of dark and dreary arcades, the Project offers 

new weather-protected through block connectors from 

both Stuart and Clarendon Streets into the Station. 

Please refer to Section 3.4 for a detailed description of 

these public goods and their phasing. 

19.15 

Issues raised by changes outside the station 

(cont.) 

 

--impacts of eliminating the Clarendon 

Street ramp into the MassPike, 

Please refer to Sections 4.3 - 4.6 for a detailed traffic 

study which includes analysis of Existing, Future No-

Build, and Future Build conditions both with and 

without the On-Ramp closure. The Proponent notes 

that MassDOT will be submitting an Interchange 

Modification Report (IMR) to the Federal Highway 

Authority (FHWA) in early 2017. 
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19.16 

Issues raised by changes outside the station 

(cont.) 

 

--cars exiting from the garage across the 

Dartmouth St. sidewalk in conflict with 

pedestrians, 

--capacity of Clarendon, Dartmouth and 

Stuart Streets to serve future traffic, 

As described in Section 3.4.1, a new Garage exit on 

Dartmouth Street is necessary under the Base Scheme, 

where the On-Ramp remains open. The Proponent has 

provided pedestrian and vehicle mitigation measures at 

the proposed exit. Please refer to the traffic analysis 

presented in Chapter 4 and Section 4.7 for a future 

conditions assessment of Clarendon, Dartmouth and 

Stuart Streets. 

19.17 

Issues raised by changes outside the station 

(cont.) 

 

--ability of existing roads and intersections 

around and near the station to 

accommodate the growth, as well as in 

Copley Square in general, 

--vehicle circulation patterns from changes 

in garage entrances and exits and 

elimination of the Clarendon Street 

Turnpike on-ramp, 

Please refer to Chapter 4 which includes an Existing, 

Future No-Build and Future Build analysis of roads and 

intersections around and near the station, and impacts 

associated with changes in circulation patterns due to 

Garage access changes and the potential elimination of 

the Clarendon Street On-Ramp.  

19.18 

Issues raised by changes outside the station 

(cont.) 

 

--impacts on Columbus Avenue and 

adjacent residential districts, 

Please refer to Chapter 4, which includes analysis of 

potential impacts to Columbus Avenue and adjacent 

residential districts.  

19.19 

Issues raised by changes outside the station 

(cont.) 

 

--location of the layover for the #39 bus, 

with its high ridership and long route, 

Please refer to section 4.10.2 for a description of the 

Route 39 Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 

for a plan. 

19.20 

Issues raised by changes outside the station 

(cont.) 

 

--assurance that the fix of the ventilation 

problem will not spew the smoke out of 

the vent stacks at West Newton Streets 

onto Titus Sparrow Park and the Southwest 

Corridor Park. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, including the MBTA track-level 

ventilation improvement project. 

19.21 

Changes to this station should not be 

made without serious conversations with 

its users and the residents of adjacent 

communities. 

A public meeting was held on September 26, 2016 to 

present the Station Concourse Improvements and 

MBTA track-level ventilation project and to receive 

community feedback. This same information was also 

presented to the CAC on October 6, 2016. 
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Letter 20 Anne Devereaux 

20.1 

Is there really a place for all the added tall, 

high density residential buildings, traffic 

and places for cars (?) in this already 

congested neighborhood? And especially 

considering all the other nearby projects 

which are planned? I think not. 

Concentrating development in central areas with access 

to transportation infrastructure is a highly sustainable 

development strategy. Please refer to Section 3.3 for a 

summary of the Project's planning principles and 

design goals. The Project will reinforce Boston’s “high 

spine” planning strategy, which was developed to 

preserve the character of the City’s historic 

neighborhoods by concentrating growth between them 

and using new development to stitch disconnected 

neighborhoods together into a continuous urban 

fabric. Please also note the Project has included all 

other approved projects in the Stuart Street corridor in 

its environmental impact analyses. 

20.2 

I might add that their priorities for 

improvements at Back Bay Station are not 

what they should be. The very first problem 

that should have been addressed is the 

ventilation at track level, certainly before 

power washing, etc. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station renovations. A public 

meeting was held on September 26, 2016 to present 

the Station Concourse Improvements and MBTA track-

level ventilation project and to receive community 

feedback. 

Letter 21 Anne Swanson 

21.1 

Why is Mass/DOT not yet prepared to 

review the Boston Properties proposal for 

renovation of Back Bay Station in light of 

current and future MBTA needs, plans, and 

capacity? 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station renovations. A public 

meeting was held on September 26, 2016 to present 

the Station Concourse Improvements and MBTA track-

level ventilation project and to receive community 

feedback. This same information was also presented to 

the CAC on October 6, 2016. 

21.2 
Why is such a massive project even under 

consideration for this site? 

The Proponent has designed the Project to be 

respectful of the height and density guidelines in the 

recently enacted Stuart Street District. Please refer to 

Section 1.5 for a summary of Project Benefits. 

21.3 

What will be the combined effect of 

shadows of all the proposed High Spine 

high-rise structures on fragile little historic 

Copley Square, which has a crumbling 

infrastructure that can hardly support the 

current environmental conditions and level 

of use by the public? 

As discussed in Section 6.3, shadow impacts have been 

minimized to the extent practicable to avoid noticeable 

pedestrian impacts, and are in compliance with the 

specific requirements of the Stuart Street Zoning 

District, including the 2-hour shadow limitation on 

Copley Square. The shadow impact analysis was done 

all other approved Stuart Street corridor projects in 

place. 
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21.4 

Will the water and sewer infrastructure 

support the increased population density 

resulting from three more high-rise 

buildings for residential and office space? 

Please refer to Sections 7.2 through 7.5 for descriptions 

of existing utilities and proposed future connections. 

No capacity issues are anticipated. 

21.5 

Will the water table be affected by the 

construction, which in turn protects the 

woodpile foundations of three National 

Historic Landmarks and a luxury hotel in 

Copley Square: Boston Public Library, Old 

South Church, Trinity Church, and the 

Copley Plaza Hotel ? 

Please refer to Section 7.4.3 for a detailed description 

of the Project's intended compliance with the City's 

Groundwater Conservation Overlay District. 

21.6 

Will the High Spine of tall buildings 

actually divide and threaten our historic 

neighborhoods rather than connect them? 

Boston’s “high spine” planning strategy was developed 

to preserve the character of the City’s historic 

neighborhoods by concentrating growth between them 

and using new development to stitch disconnected 

neighborhoods together into a continuous urban 

fabric. Please see Chapters 3 and 8 for a discussion of 

the Project's design, integration with surrounding 

neighborhoods and limited impacts to area historic 

resources. 

21.7 
Will any public open green space be 

incorporated into the design? 

Yes, the Proponent has made considerable efforts to 

include the creation of a new 11,000 square foot public 

plaza with the delivery of the Station East Parcel and 

the upgrading of the existing open space on 

Dartmouth Street with the delivery of the Station West 

Parcel. Please refer to Section 1.5 for a summary of the 

Project's benefits to the public realm, as well as to 

Section 3.5 for a detailed discussion on site design. 

Please see also Figures 3.2a-m and Figures 3.8a-f for 

renderings and public realm/landscaping plans. 

21.8 

Why were two neon sculptures by a 

distinguished artist removed from the 

MBTA station without any public process? 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, including a discussion of public art. 

Letter 22 Barry Solar 

22.1 

For myself, and on behalf of NABB, I want 

to express strong opposition to the 

inclusion of any pedestrian bridges in the 

above project. 

Please refer to Section 3.4.1 for a discussion of the 

Trinity Place and Stuart Street bridges and to Figures 

3.2h-i. The Proponent notes that there are three such 

bridges in the immediate vicinity of the Project, each 

providing an important weather-protected and 

accessible connection across the busy thoroughfare of 

Stuart Street.  
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22.2 

Such bridges violate all tenets of good 

urban planning. They destroy view 

corridors which are becoming especially 

precious in the area because of the 

number of major projects planned and 

permitted for this so-called “high spine” 

area. 

Please refer to Section 3.4.1 for a discussion of the 

Trinity Place and Stuart Street bridges and to Figures 

3.2h-i. The Proponent notes that there are three such 

bridges in the immediate vicinity of the Project, each 

providing an important weather-protected and 

accessible connection across the busy thoroughfare of 

Stuart Street.  

22.3 

The BCDC guidelines set forth other 

reasons why such bridges are not 

acceptable. 

Please refer to Section 3.4.1 for a discussion of the 

Trinity Place and Stuart Street bridges and to Figures 

3.2h-i. The Proponent notes that there are three such 

bridges in the immediate vicinity of the Project, each 

providing an important weather-protected and 

accessible connection across the busy thoroughfare of 

Stuart Street.  

Letter 23 Carla Nelson 

23.1 

My concerns are about keeping Boston a 

livable city so I am concerned about the 

effects of wind and shadow which impact 

walking and having sunny areas. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the 

Project's pedestrian level wind impacts and to Section 

6.3 for a summary of the Project's shadow impacts. See 

Appendix I for a copy of the full pedestrian wind report.  

23.2 

I am under the impression that the studies 

done on the Dartmouth Project do not 

take into account the Simon Project over 

Neiman-Marcus. It is not yet built yet but 

appears will be a negative effect on the 

wind and shadow issues. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the 

Project's pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I 

for a copy of the full pedestrian wind report. Please 

refer to Section 6.3 for shadow impacts on adjacent 

public spaces. Please note all the environmental impact 

analyses, including the wind analysis include all other 

approved area projects, including the Copley Tower. 

23.3 

The wind around Trinity Church can be 

dangerous and sunlight is limited on the 

North Side of the church. I hope the 

Dartmouth Project will not add to the wind 

and shadow problems. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the 

Project's pedestrian level wind impacts and to Section 

6.3 for a summary of the Project's shadow impacts. See 

Appendix I for a copy of the full pedestrian wind report. 

See also Section 8.3.2 for a shadow analysis on area 

historic resources. 

Letter 24 Carol Card 

24.1 

Just wondering about the back bay project 

proposed phase order. Which buildings will 

be first, etc. 

The Proponent has designed each Project Component 

to be independent of the others, and therefore 

phaseable. Please refer to Section 1.4.8 for a 

description of the Project phases and an evaluation of 

phasing scenarios.  
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24.2 

I’m especially interested in the time line for 

the east side building that will be next to 

our building where the current cents are. 

Will there be any protection for the 

adjacent buildings from the dirt etc. 

Please refer to Section 1.4.8 for a description of the 

Project phases and an evaluation of phasing scenarios. 

Please also refer to Section 6.10 for a description of 

potential temporary impacts resulting from 

construction activities and proposed mitigation 

measures anticipated to reduce these impacts. 

24.3 

Power washing at back bay station; I live at 

285 Columbus and in our association 

meeting we were told that power washing 

in the bus turnaround is being done 

weekly. I’ve seen it twice in 6 weeks?! Is 

there a schedule for the whole turn around 

area for cleaning?  

Please note that cleaning of the bus turnaround is 

currently managed by the MBTA.  

Letter 25 Chris Hale 

25.1 
Updates to Back Bay station look 

appropriate and are welcome. 
The Proponent appreciates your support. 

25.2 

The "stark useless forecourt" (as the 

proponents called it) of the Clarendon side 

of the site could be turned into a beautiful 

and inviting park, instead of a 350+ foot 

residential tower. [But that probably makes 

the whole project nonviable to the 

developers. 

The Proponent has made considerable efforts to 

include the creation of a new 11,000 square foot public 

plaza with the delivery of the Station East Parcel. Please 

refer to Section 1.5 for a summary of the Project's 

benefits to the public realm, as well as to Section 3.5 for 

a detailed discussion on site design. Please see also 

Figures 3.2a-m and Figures 3.8a-f for renderings and 

public realm/landscaping plans. 

25.3 

This project, coupled with what seemed 

like two others in the same area (tower 

going in front of Copley Place; and another 

on top of Trinity place?) gives one pause 

on the TOTAL impact on the 

neighborhood. 

The Project has included all other approved Stuart 

Street corridor projects in its traffic, transportation and 

other environmental impact studies, in an effort to 

provide the public a holistic view of development in the 

corridor. Please refer to Chapters 4 and 6 for a 

complete analysis. In addition, the Project team has 

been closely coordinating with the 40 Trinity and 

Copley Tower projects. 

25.4 

Are we really expecting to gain that many 

residents? Copley Square is getting more 

and more shadowed and windier and 

windier - and the southern landscape view 

is being extinguished. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the 

Project's pedestrian level wind impacts and to Section 

6.3 for a summary of the Project's shadow impacts. See 

Appendix I for a copy of the full pedestrian wind report. 

Please note the Project is fully compliant with the 2 

hour shadow restriction on Copley Square and 

improves pedestrian-level wind conditions in many 

locations. 
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25.5 

a. new tax revenue 

 

i.     What is the source of this? Private 

residence (condo) ownership? 

ii.   What tax incentives are being provided. 

iii.  When is that full amount (16 million 

sticks in my mind) kick in relative to the 

completion dates of each sub-project, 

The new tax revenue stated in the PNF reflects real 

estate taxes generated from all four components of the 

Project upon stabilization. It does not take into account 

indirect tax revenues generated from sales and income 

as a result of new job creation, retail activity, etc. The 

Proponent intends to develop the four Project 

Components using private funds, but will explore the 

possibility of local, state and/or federal public financing 

sources, where appropriate. Please refer to Section 1.9.4 

for a discussion of possible public funding sources. 

25.6 

b. new jobs 

 

i.    New - as in filling in actual new 

business - new retail, new restaurant, new 

cleaning services 

ii.   Or is that counting all the desk that will 

be in the office space, which could be a 

company relocating jobs, which may or 

may not be actual new positions. 

The permanent jobs calculation is based on an estimate 

of employees that the Project could support given its 

size and proposed uses. 

25.7 

c. construction jobs. 

 

i.    How do these spread out over the 

lifespan of the projects. 

The 2500 estimated construction jobs are anticipated to 

be broken down as follows: Garage West: 900 jobs; 

Garage East: 700 jobs; Station East: 800 jobs; Station 

West: 100 jobs. 

Letter 26 Deborah Hubert 

26.1 

I am interested in receiving information on 

how I can potentially become a CAC board 

member for this project. Additionally, if 

possible, I would like to attend your next 

scheduled board meeting. 

Please contact the Boston Planning and Development 

Authority for more information. 

Letter 27 Ed Tiffany 
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27.1 

What are the benefits for the use of this 

public land for the general public? The 

land could be used for mixed, middle or 

low income housing similar to Tent City 

across the street or Meth Union a few 

blocks away on Columbus Avenue. The 

lease of this public land has been granted 

with no public process. The use of it should 

include public benefit. 

Please refer to Section 1.5 for a summary of the 

considerable public benefits to be delivered with 

Project. 

27.2 

Building on space East of Back Bay Station, 

now used as a bus turn around, will limit 

increased access to the train tracks below. 

The presentations have not given how the 

next 99 years of increased train and T 

traffic are to be handled. 

As described in Section 3.4, the development of the 

Station East Parcel, will deliver a new Station entrance 

and through-block connector in addition to a new stair 

and elevator connection to the Orange Line. Please also 

refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements, 

which increase capacity in ingress/egress, platform 

access, waiting area and seating. Please see also Figures 

E.1-E.5 and Section 4.10 for a detailed transit capacity 

analysis. 

27.3 

If there is private residential building on 

public land, it should include affordable 

housing within the structure. Linkage 

funds, as I understand the BRA summary, 

are for Commercial buildings. Residential 

space on public land should include at 

least 25% affordable housing throughout 

the structure. This should be agreed upon 

prior to any BRA approvals. 

The Project will provide a variety of new high-quality 

housing opportunities in compliance with the 

applicable Inclusionary Development Policy of the City 

of Boston. 

27.4 

Thank you for presenting to the public 

answers to the many concerns. You 

mentioned at a meeting that the project 

would meet the Mayor1s housing 

guidelines. Before approvals the public 

should know how those guidelines are 

going to be met. 

The Project will provide a variety of new high-quality 

housing opportunities in compliance with the 

applicable Inclusionary Development Policy of the City 

of Boston. 
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Letter 28 Elliot Guerrero 

28.1 

Weak Design Concept for Office Tower 

Massing. Was expecting to hear more 

significant reasoning for tower massing but 

Rafael basically said it was shaped by wind 

study, is that how we should design 

buildings. Given the importance and 

prominence of the site and location, the 

public expects an architectural design that 

is equally important/ prominent for the 

location. Personally, I do not find the 

massing and materiality of office tower 

very interesting but if the design ‘concept’ 

was significant I might have been more 

open but as I’ve mentioned the design 

concept did not seem to have much depth 

beyond just offset glass.  

Please refer to Section 3.4 for a description of each Project 

component's building design concept and development, 

height and massing, character and exterior materials and 

signage. 

28.2 Too much glass on glass tower 

Please refer to Section 3.4 for a description of each Project 

component's building design concept and development, 

height and massing, character and exterior materials and 

signage. 

28.3 
Street panoramic view seems weak in 

comparison to existing garage massing.  

Please refer to Section 3.4 for a detailed description of each 

Project Component's building design including, height and 

massing, character and exterior materials and signage. 

Please also see Figures 3.2a-m. 

28.4 

Do not think it’s a good idea to exit 

vehicles from garage onto Dartmouth 

Street 

As described in Section 3.4.1, a new Garage exit on 

Dartmouth Street is necessary under the Base Scheme, 

where the On-Ramp remains open. The Proponent has 

provided pedestrian and vehicle mitigation measures at the 

proposed exit 

28.5 
Existing ramp to I-90 should remain 

although I would guess it is underutilized 

As described in Section 1.2.3, independent of the Project 

proposed by the Proponent, MassDOT is studying the 

safety and utility of the On-Ramp at Clarendon Street and 

is considering its potential closure. The Proponent notes 

that MassDOT will be submitting an Interchange 

Modification Report (IMR) to the Federal Highway 

Authority (FHWA) in early 2017. Please refer to Sections 4.3 

- 4.6 for a detailed traffic study which includes analysis of 

Existing, Future No-Build, and Future Build conditions both 

with and without the On-Ramp closure.  
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28.6 

Considering that the existing structure over 

train station can only carry 1 or 2 

additional stories it does not seem feasible 

to sacrifice original design features of 

station for retail space that is not ground 

floor. 

As described in Section 1.4.2, the Proponent has 

abandoned the Station West Alternate Scheme which 

contemplated the addition of two floors of retail. The 

proposed one-story addition is designed to preserve the 

primary architectural intent of the Kallman, McKinnel and 

Wood Structure.  

28.7 

There was a good graphic plan that shows 

amount of existing site dedicated to 

vehicles and I thought it would be followed 

up with graphic plan of proposed site areas 

dedicated to public spaces. Would like to 

see before and after of site areas 

illustrating area available for public at 

various and all times. 

Please refer to Section 3.5 for a detailed description of the 

Project's public realm improvements and to Figures 3.8a-f 

for public realm improvement plans. 

28.8 

Would have liked to hear more of the 

breakdown of market-rate housing, 

affordable housing, linkage payment and 

total budget. 

Please refer to Section 1.5 for a description of linkage 

payments and the other substantial public benefits to be 

delivered with the Project. The Project will provide a variety 

of new high-quality housing opportunities in compliance 

with the applicable Inclusionary Development Policy of the 

City of Boston. 

Letter 29 Elliott Laffer 

29.1 

This is a project that, I believe, has the 

potential to have an important positive 

impact on a key site at the junction of the 

Back Bay and the South End. However, the 

planned site has many physical drawbacks 

that can make it difficult to construct 

without causing unacceptable negative 

impacts. Below I list a series of issues that I 

hope can be answered in the MEPA and 

concurrent BRA processes in ways that can 

mitigate these impacts. 

The Proponent thanks you for your support. Please see 

responses to your following comments below. 

29.2 

While it is likely that the users of the new 

towers will be accommodated, what 

happens to vehicles that are now parking 

at the 100 Clarendon St and Copley Place 

garages? 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a summary of existing and 

proposed parking conditions and Project parking demand. 
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29.3 

How are conflicts between the exiting 

traffic and pedestrians to be handled? In 

this transit oriented development, will the 

edge go to those on foot? 

Please refer to Section 3.5 for a detailed description of the 

Project's site design and to Figures 3.8a-f for pedestrian 

realm improvement plans, including techniques that will be 

employed to ensure pedestrian priority. 

29.4 

What is the shadow impact, if any, on the 

courtyard of the nearby Boston Public 

Library? 

Please refer to Section 6.3 for the Project's shadow impacts. 

There is no impact to the courtyard of the BPL. 

29.5 

Because there is a high likelihood that not 

all phases will be built simultaneously, and 

there may in fact be extended period when 

only part of the project is completed, what 

is the impact of the project at each interim 

phase? This is also important to study since 

the proponent is unsure of the order in 

which the phases will be constructed. 

The Proponent has designed each Project Component to 

be independent of the others, and therefore phaseable. 

Please refer to Section 1.4.8 for a description of the Project 

phases and an evaluation of phasing scenarios.  

29.6 

Will there be transit capacity to handle this 

project along with the other approved 

projects in the area? 

Yes, please refer to Section 4.10 for a complete Transit 

analysis.  

29.7 

How will the Bus 39 operations be handled 

both during and after construction? It is 

unlikely that holding the buses on 

Clarendon Street will be an acceptable 

solution. 

Please refer to section 4.10.2 for a description of the Route 

39 Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 for a plan. 

Letter 30 Gerry Ives (Ives Architects) 

30.1 

The public and civic streetscape is either 

ignored, or there is even a private taking of 

public space and benefits. 

The Proponent has made considerable efforts to include 

the creation of a new 11,000 square foot public plaza with 

the delivery of the Station East Parcel and the upgrading of 

the existing open space on Dartmouth Street with the 

delivery of the Station West Parcel. Please refer to Section 

1.5 for a summary of the Project's benefits to the public 

realm, as well as to Section 3.5 for a detailed discussion on 

site design. Please see also Figures 3.2a-m and Figures 

3.8a-f for renderings and public realm/landscaping plans. 
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30.2 

Let’s look at this project from three 

aspects: 

 

A. Problems in urban design. Lost 

opportunities. 

B. Assets of the existing context. 

C. Real solutions for a prosperous future… 

for the public, for the developers, and for 

our city. 

Please refer to Chapter 3 for a full discussion of the 

Project's urban design and to Section 1.5 for a summary of 

the Project's public benefits. 

30.3 

The BRA’s Copley Place tower project (now 

underway) will take away the horse 

sculptures and the open space. It will also 

cast a long shadow over the surrounding 

area and even Copley Square (as seen in 

the recent presentations for the Gateway 

Project). 

Please note the Proponent is not involved in that project. 

30.4 

The intersection of Stewart and Dartmouth 

is the intersection from hell. Pedestrian 

injuries are just waiting to happen…. cars 

barrel out of the turnpike ramp and roar 

past this pedestrian crossing. 

Please refer to Section 4.3.7 for an analysis of vehicle crash 

data. 

30.5 

The ultimate irony… the plan proposes to 

tear down the West Hancock garage to 

build the new tower, and then rebuild a 

new West Hancock Garage for cars again… 

this is outdated zoning. Even DOT should 

know by now: more parking = more cars 

on the street, more air pollution, a 

degraded pedestrian environment. 

Please refer to Section 1.4.6. The Project will require the 

partial demolition and reconstruction of the westernmost 

portion of the Garage in order to accommodate the 

development of the Garage West Parcel and minor 

modifications will be made to accommodate structural 

components of the Garage East Parcel. In its reconstructed 

state, there will be no net increase in the amount of 

parking provided, as the Project-related parking needs can 

be accommodated within the Garage’s existing capacity. 

30.6 

And what is with the crazy angles of the 

West Hancock Garage Tower? Across 

Stewart Street is the Copley Plaza block… a 

traditional four square dignified and 

tradition urban form. 

The urban context, including relationship with adjacent 

buildings, is a well-respected and integral part of the 

proposed design. At the same time, the Project proposes to 

create iconic, world-class architecture and to add to the 

varied skyline of Boston. Please refer to Section 3.3 for 

details regarding the Project's design intent. 

30.7 

The tests show no wind problems for a 40 

story tower! Sensors everywhere on the 

model divert attention from the critical 

intersection of Dartmouth and Stewart. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the Project's 

pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I for a copy of 

the full pedestrian wind report. Please note the Project 

improves pedestrian-level wind conditions in many 

locations. 
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30.8 

The Copley Plaza block is a dignified 

neighbor whose context should not be 

ignored. 

Please refer to Section 3.2 for a discussion of 

neighborhood context and to Section 3.3 for a discussion 

on the Projects Planning and Design Goals. Please also 

refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of the 

Project's pedestrian realm improvements, and to Figures 

3.8a-f for pedestrian realm improvement plans.  

30.9 

Preserve the SOUTHWEST CORRIDOR 

LOWLINE… and extend it across to the 

Back Bay Station. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's pedestrian realm improvements, and to 

Figures 3.8a-f for pedestrian realm improvement plans. 

With the delivery of the Station West Parcel, the existing 

open space on Dartmouth Street in front of the Station will 

be upgraded to create an inviting public plaza at the 

terminus of the Southwest Corridor Park. The existing 

Dartmouth Street crosswalk will be relocated to align with 

the Station’s central hall and enlarged to 60 feet wide in 

order to better serve pedestrian between the Park and the 

Station.  

30.10 

Preserve the station porch and the THREE 

PENNY OPERA representing all walks of life 

in Boston. 

Comment noted. 

30.11 

Preserve sidewalks…make these wider. 

Preserve cover and expand cover… two 

story arcades provide cover with adequate 

daylight. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's pedestrian realm improvements, to Section 

3.5.2 for an analysis of sidewalk widths and to Figures 3.8a-

f for pedestrian realm improvement plans. In lieu of dark 

and dreary arcades, the Project offers new weather-

protected through block connectors from both Stuart and 

Clarendon Streets into the Station. Please refer to Section 

3.4 for a detailed description of these public goods and 

their phasing.  

30.12 

Bring life back to Dartmouth Street…place 

the developer’s mall (now buried inside the 

parcel) on the street edge in a restored 

arcade and above the arcade. Recess the 

West Hancock Garage inside the parcel to 

allow for retail and/or office space on the 

edge opening to the sidewalk arcade. Even 

better don't restore this outdated garage 

function. 

Please refer to Section 3.3 through 3.5 for a detailed 

description of the Project's design, including street 

frontage. See also Figures 3.2a-m. The Proponent has made 

every effort to create a high-quality continuous street 

frontage activated by vibrant and engaging ground floor 

uses, such as retail and restaurant spaces, and residential 

and commercial building lobbies, despite the substantial 

constraints of the Project Site. Through the use of glass 

facades wherever possible, the Project will provide 

transparency and create an inviting, safe and accessible 

ground-level experience for pedestrians. Section 3.4.1 

describes the Garage West building design and includes 

details related to the ground floor space along Stuart 

Street. 
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30.13 

Add value, create a prosperous 

environment…attract visitors, tourists, 

shoppers, lunch time office workers, 

residents, and yes pan-handlers. Add real 

value to adjacent developments. 

Please refer to Section 1.5 for a summary of the Project's 

public benefits. 

30.14 

Extend the Dartmouth Mall/Greenway to 

Copley Square and even to the Esplanade 

(at least long term). Instead of zero vision, 

apply Vision Zero to the intersection from 

hell at Dartmouth and Stewart Streets. 

Slow traffic. Divert traffic. Study depressing 

Stewart Street below the new Dartmouth 

Mall/ Greenway to allow for a pedestrian 

mall overpass. 

Please refer to Sections 4.7 and 4.13 for proposed roadway 

improvements to mitigate Project-related impacts. Please 

see also Section 3.5 and Figures 3.8a-f and 3.9a-b for site 

design, pedestrian realm improvements and site circulation 

and access plans. 

30.15 

Imagine the unfolding view as you walk 

north on the Dartmouth Mall. This would 

preserve and enhance those civic values 

inherent in Boston’s development history. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's pedestrian realm improvements, and to 

Figures 3.8a-f for pedestrian realm improvement plans.  

30.16 

Use this Dartmouth Mall to more elegantly 

integrate the eight modes of transit 

present. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's pedestrian realm improvements, and to 

Figures 3.8a-f for pedestrian realm improvement plans.  

30.17 

Save the Copley Place horses…… bring 

them out to the Dartmouth Mall open 

space. 

The Proponent does not control this artwork or the open 

space within which it sits. 

30.18 

And of course do not mindlessly dump 

vehicles onto dart with a new ramp from a 

(needlessly) restored West Hancock 

Garage.! 

As described in Section 3.4.1, a new Garage exit on 

Dartmouth Street is necessary under the Base Scheme, 

where the On-Ramp remains open. The Proponent has 

provided pedestrian and vehicle mitigation measures at the 

proposed exit 

30.19 

Do a valid wind tunnel test… especially of 

the pedestrian zone at Dartmouth and 

Stewart Streets…and scale up the model to 

say 1 to 40 for a meaningful result. Test for 

northwest winds which are the most brutal 

in the winter. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the Project's 

pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I for a copy of 

the full pedestrian wind report.  

30.20 

Build a turnpike deck to the east of 

Clarendon onto which some of the 

proposed retail can be relocated. 

The Columbus Center air rights parcels are not part of the 

Project. 
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30.21 

Keep the Back Bay Station “basilica” form 

with its side aisles - at least at the entrance 

area. Preserve the clerestory daylighting at 

the second and third floors. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements, which 

is designed to preserve the original architectural intent. 

30.22 

Find more retail area east of the old station 

core. Renegotiate with the developers to 

encourage retail further east and perhaps 

over a new deck east of Clarendon Street 

(it is wasted now). 

The Columbus Center air rights parcels are not part of the 

Project. 

30.23 

And keep a curved arch over the Clarendon 

Street station entrance to reflect the West 

end of the station (at a smaller scale). 

As described in Section 3.4 with the development of the 

Station East Parcel, a new Station entrance with a public 

plaza will be delivered, ensuring the civic presence of the 

Station on Clarendon Street. 

30.24 

Ventilation of the station is welcome. Of 

course the ultimate answer is 

Electrification. Note how everything in 

interconnected. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements, 

including the MBTA track-level ventilation improvement 

project. 

Letter 31 Heyward Parker James 

31.1 

The Back Bay Station should be designed 

to function as a transit hub, not converted 

to a retail concourse. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements, which 

increase capacity in ingress/egress, platform access, waiting 

area and seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5. A public 

meeting was held on September 26, 2016 to present the 

Station Concourse Improvements and MBTA track-level 

ventilation project and to receive community feedback. 

This same information was also presented to the CAC on 

October 6, 2016. 

31.2 

The Station needs to be redesigned in a 

manner that can accommodate much 

larger numbers of future. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements, which 

increase capacity in ingress/egress, platform access, waiting 

area and seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5 and 

Figures E.7-E.10. 

31.3 

The public service area of the Back Bay 

Station should be expanded and improved 

both in terms of functionality and 

appearance. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements, which 

increase capacity in ingress/egress, platform access, waiting 

area and seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5 and 

Figures E.7-E.10. 
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31.4 

Boston Properties plans to privatize some 

10,000 square feet of public service area 

should not be allowed to happen. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements, which 

increase capacity in ingress/egress, platform access, waiting 

area and seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5 and 

Figures E.7-E.10. 

31.5 

Much attention should be paid to improve 

the station’s breathing environment. The 

diesel particulates in the air there are both 

unpleasant unhealthful. Improved 

ventilation is essential. 

Please refer to Appendix E for information on the MBTA's 

track-level ventilation improvement project at the Station.  

31.6 
No garage entrance or exit ramps should 

be allowed on Dartmouth St. 

As described in Section 3.4.1, a new Garage exit on 

Dartmouth Street is necessary under the Base Scheme, 

where the On-Ramp remains open. The Proponent has 

provided pedestrian and vehicle mitigation measures at the 

proposed exit 

31.7 

The Clarendon St. side of the development 

should be redesigned in a more thoughtful 

manner. 

-The Clarendon St. entrance to the Mass. 

Turnpike should be eliminated. 

- The Clarendon St. façade of the parking 

garage should have some sort of 

architectural screening. 

As described in Section 1.2.3, independent of the Project 

proposed by the Proponent, MassDOT is studying the 

safety and utility of the On-Ramp at Clarendon Street and 

is considering its potential closure. The Proponent notes 

that MassDOT will be submitting an Interchange 

Modification Report (IMR) to the Federal Highway 

Authority (FHWA) in early 2017. The Proponent has made 

considerable efforts to include the creation of a new 11,000 

square foot public plaza with the delivery of the Station 

East Parcel, creating a forecourt to the new Station 

entrance and reinforcing its civic nature. Please refer to 

Figures 3.2j-m for images of the Clarendon Street side. The 

Project does not include the screening of the Clarendon 

Street Garage facade. 

Letter 32 Jacquelin Yessian 

32.1 

Coordination among the multiple agencies 

controlling aspects of the site and 

operations on the site is imperative. To 

date, we have had little or no contact with 

the MBTA, MassDOT, BTD, Mass Pike, 

Amtrak, Federal Highways, for example. 

Such coordination is important for the 

station design, as well as the analysis of the 

traffic around and through the site. 

Please refer to Section 1.7 for details on Agency 

Coordination/Community Outreach to date. The Proponent 

is in regular coordination with MassDOT, the MBTA, BPDA, 

and BTD, among other agencies. 
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32.2 

Detailed environmental studies should be 

required and thoroughly examined with 

the CAC. 

Comment noted. Please see Section 1.5 for a summary of 

public benefits the Project will deliver, Chapter 3 for a 

detailed discussion of the public realm improvements, 

Chapter 4 for Transportation and Parking impacts, Chapter 

5 for Sustainability and GHG assessment, Chapter 6 for 

Environmental impacts, Chapter 7 for Infrastructure impacts 

and Chapter 8 for impacts to Historic Resources. 

32.3 

Wind impacts should be studied along 

Dartmouth and Clarendon Streets to the 

river, and to the north side of Boylston 

Street. How does the wind data relate to 

our perception of the conditions around 

the site? 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the Project's 

pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I for a copy of 

the full pedestrian wind report.  

32.4 

Traffic impacts should be studied to the 

river to the north, east to Arlington and 

west to Mass Ave, and into the South End 

as appropriate. 

Please refer to Section 4.3.1 and Figure 4.1, for a 

description of the intersections included in the Project 

study area, per BTD and MassDOT requests. 

32.5 

Illustrate any shadow on nationally 

recognized historic buildings and public 

spaces, including shadows on the building 

facades, including the BPL Courtyard 

facade. 

Please refer to Section 6.3 for the Project's shadow impacts. 

There is no impact to the courtyard of the BPL. Please refer 

to Section 8.3.2 for a summary of shadow impacts on the 

façades of area historic resources. 

32.6 

Alternative studies to relieve the crowding 

should be discussed with the CAC. A 

garage outlet or inlet onto Dartmouth 

Street should be abandoned at this point 

and a base scheme proposed without it. 

As described in Section 3.4.1, a new Garage exit on 

Dartmouth Street is necessary under the Base Scheme, 

where the On-Ramp remains open. The Proponent has 

provided pedestrian and vehicle mitigation measures at the 

proposed exit. Please refer to Section 3.4.1 for a discussion 

of an alternative internal exit ramp and to Figures 3.3s-u for 

plans. Please note this alternative is not being pursued as it 

eliminates the possibility for a through-block connector 

from Stuart Street, the retail space at the corner of Stuart 

Street and Trinity Place and compromises the Garage West 

building's loading dock. 

32.7 

Air quality, particularly at intersections and 

between streetlights should be studied and 

reviewed with the Board of Health. 

Please refer to Section 6.6.2 for the results of the 

microscale air quality analysis and Sections 5.4.5 and 6.6.3 

for the results of the mesoscale air quality analysis. 

Appendix H also provides additional supporting 

documentation related to air quality. The Project will not 

cause or contribute to an exceedance of the National 

Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
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32.8 

During Article 80 reviews, we consistently 

ask for data on the capacity of public 

transportation and have been disappointed 

in the responses. Since so much 

constriction has been approved in this 

small area of the Back Bay, the State 

should provide this information to the 

developer and the public. 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis of 

existing, Future No-Build and Future Build transit capacity. 

32.9 

Likewise, the capacity of public utilities, 

water, sewer, and power, as well as cable 

for TV and Wi-Fi, should be made public 

and analyzed in the next submission with 

respect to the proposed building uses. If 

additional capacity will be required, this 

should be identified in the next phase of 

the project and planned. 

Please refer to Sections 7.2 through 7.5 for descriptions of 

existing utilities and proposed future connections. No 

capacity issues are anticipated. 

32.10 

Improvements to the public realm, such as 

comfortable sidewalks and adequate 

outdoor spaces, will be essential to the 

success of this block. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's public realm improvements, to Section 3.5.2 

for an analysis of sidewalk widths and to Figures 3.8a-f for 

public realm improvement plans. 

32.11 

[…since the No. 39 bus already has a home 

on Clarendon,] it is appropriate to study 

design alternatives to use the space 

between the residential towers and 

Clarendon Street. 

The Project includes the creation of a new 11,000 square 

foot public plaza with the delivery of the Station East 

Parcel. Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed 

description of the Project's pedestrian realm 

improvements, and to Figures 3.8a-f for pedestrian realm 

improvement plans.  

32.12 

The suggested bridges above the adjacent 

streets were discussed at BCDC, whose 

guidelines discourage them. High quality, 

safe on-grade crossings should be 

developed instead to engage life on the 

street, which is most appropriate for this 

urban center. 

Please refer to Section 3.4.1 for a discussion of the Trinity 

Place and Stuart Street bridges and to Figures 3.2h-i. The 

Proponent notes that there are three such bridges in the 

immediate vicinity of the Project, each providing an 

important weather-protected and accessible connection 

across the busy thoroughfare of Stuart Street.  

32.13 

The architecture of the proposed 

residential buildings is very sketchy. 

Suggest proposing elevation designs that 

are clearly residential, providing operable 

windows and individual outdoor balconies. 

Please refer to Figures 3.2a-m and Figures 3.6a-p for 

Project Views, and Figures 3.5a-c for Project Elevations.  



Back Bay/South End Gateway Project DEIR/DPIR 

PNF Response to Comments 

11-82 

 

Comment No. Comment Response to Comment 

32.14 

Recommend providing additional drawings 

to show the whole buildings from the Back 

Bay, Dartmouth, and Clarendon Streets. 

The drawing for the corner of Stuart and 

Dartmouth misses the top half of the 

building. 

Please refer to Figures 3.2a-m and Figures 3.6a-p for 

Project Views, and Figures 3.5a-c for Project Elevations.  

32.15 

A proposal to include all of the affordable 

housing on site, and including the required 

funds from 40 Trinity’s payment to the 

Housing Trust, should be developed and 

presented. 

The Project will provide a variety of new high-quality 

housing opportunities in compliance with the applicable 

Inclusionary Development Policy of the City of Boston. 

32.16 

Excellent publically accessible open space 

would a welcome public benefit, as would 

desirable improvements to Back Bay 

Station. To determine what would be 

desirable, please engage the CAC and the 

public very early in the decision-making, as 

soon as possible. This has been discussed 

although not scheduled. 

The Project includes the creation of a new 11,000 square 

foot public plaza with the delivery of the Station East Parcel 

and the upgrading of the existing open space on 

Dartmouth Street with the delivery of the Station West 

Parcel. Please refer to Section 1.5 for a summary of the 

Project benefits to the public realm, as well as Section 3.5.1 

for the specific description of the pedestrian realm 

improvements to be delivered with the Project. See also 

Section 1.7 for details regarding the Proponent's outreach 

efforts with various stakeholders including the CAC, state 

and city officials, community representatives and abutters. 

32.17 

Please prepare a detailed list comparing 

the project with the Stuart Street Zoning 

and Guidelines and detailed explanation of 

all requested zoning relief, i.e. amend the 

PDA. A PDA amendment should not be 

used for relief from Stuart Street Zoning 

requirements. 

Although the Project will achieve zoning compliance 

through a PDA amendment, as described in the BPDA 

Scoping Determination, the Project is, in fact, "exemplary in 

its strong adherence to the Stuart Street Design 

Guidelines.” Please refer to Sections 3.3 and 3.4 for more 

detail about the Project's responsiveness to the vision and 

planning goals established in the Stuart Street District, 

particularly the height and density guidelines. Please also 

see Section 2.2.1 for an analysis of an alternative that is 

strictly compliant with the dimensional guidelines of the 

Stuart Street District. 

32.18 
Please provide a list of any potential tax 

relief for the project. 

The Proponent intends to develop the four Project 

Components using private funds, but will explore the 

possibility of local, state and/or federal public financing 

sources, where appropriate. Please refer to Section 1.9.4 for 

a discussion of possible public funding sources. 
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32.19 

How can we be assured that adequate 

coordination will take place between the 

different agencies involved with the 

project? In particular, when will the public 

get an opportunity to review MassDOT 

plans for the MBTA station and the Mass 

Pike plans for the Clarendon Street exit? 

A public meeting was held on September 26, 2016 to 

present the Station Concourse Improvements and MBTA 

track-level ventilation project and to receive community 

feedback. This same information was also presented to the 

CAC on October 6, 2016. Additionally, the Proponent notes 

that MassDOT has coordinated with BTD and will be 

submitting an Interchange Modification Report (IMR) to 

the Federal Highway Authority (FHWA) in early 2017. 

32.20 

Will detailed, state-of-the art studies be 

conducted on wind, traffic, and shadow 

impacts in and around Copley Square that 

include all of the requested points? 

Yes, please refer to Chapter 6 for details on Project-related 

environmental impacts and steps that will be taken through 

design and management to avoid, minimize, and/or 

mitigate adverse effects.  

Please refer to Chapter 4 for a summary of the 

transportation and parking aspects of the Project, including 

proposed mitigation and improvements the Project will 

make to help reduce the impacts to the surrounding 

neighborhoods. 

32.21 

Will wind impacts be studied along 

Dartmouth and Clarendon Streets to the 

river and on the north side of Boylston 

Street? Will wind impacts on Copley 

Square Park be studied, particularly where 

the Farmer’s Markets place tents and 

around the fountain? 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the Project's 

pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I for a copy of 

the full pedestrian wind report.  

32.22 

Will traffic impacts be studied to the river 

to the north, east to Arlington and west to 

Mass Ave, and into the South End as 

appropriate? 

Please refer to Section 4.3.1 and Figure 4.1, for a 

description of the intersections included in the Project 

study area, per BTD and MassDOT requests. 

32.23 

Will any shadow impacts on nationally 

recognized historic buildings and public 

spaces be presented, including shadows on 

building facades, including the BPL 

Courtyard facade? 

Please refer to Section 6.3 for the Project's shadow impacts. 

There is no impact to the courtyard of the BPL. Please refer 

to Section 8.3.2 for a summary of shadow impacts on the 

façades of area historic resources. 

32.24 

Will the developer study shaping the 

buildings to completely eliminate new 

shadow on Copley Square? 

As discussed in Section 6.3, shadow impacts have been 

minimized to the extent practicable to avoid noticeable 

pedestrian impacts, and are in compliance with the specific 

requirements of the Stuart Street Zoning District, including 

the 2-hour shadow limitation on Copley Square. 
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32.25 

Will quantitative and qualitative analyses of 

pedestrian circulation to and from, in and 

around the project be provided? 

Please refer to Section 4.12 for details of the pedestrian 

analysis and to Section 3.5 for a detailed description of site 

design, including strategies that will be implemented to 

ensure pedestrian priority. See also figures 3.8a-f. 

32.26 
Will the pedestrian analysis be correlated 

with the traffic analyses? 

Please refer to Section 4.12 for details of the pedestrian 

analysis and to Section 3.5 for a detailed description of site 

design, including strategies that will be implemented to 

ensure pedestrian priority. See also figures 3.8a-f. 

32.27 
Will air quality, particularly at intersections 

and between streetlights be studied? 

Please refer to Section 6.6.2 for the results of the 

microscale air quality analysis and Sections 5.4.5 and 6.6.3 

for the results of the mesoscale air quality analysis. 

Appendix H also provides additional supporting 

documentation related to air quality. The Project will not 

cause or contribute to an exceedance of the National 

Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

32.28 

Will we be provided with data on the 

capacity of public transportation to handle 

all the additional usage expected in the 

area? 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis of 

existing, Future No-Build and Future Build transit capacity. 

32.29 

Similarly, how about the capacity of public 

utilities, water, sewer, and power as well as 

for cable for tv and Wi-Fi? 

Please refer to Sections 7.2 through 7.5 for descriptions of 

existing utilities and proposed future connections. No 

capacity issues are anticipated. 

32.30 

Will the CAC be invited to evaluate 

proposed improvements for the public 

realm, such as comfortable sidewalks and 

adequate outdoor spaces to serve the uses 

on the site? 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's public realm improvements, to Section 3.5.2 

for an analysis of sidewalk widths and to Figures 3.8a-f for 

public realm improvement plans. These elements will be 

discussed at a CAC meeting following the DEIR/DPIR filing. 

32.31 

Will design alternatives be discussed with 

the public and the CAC for the 39 bus? 

Could one of these include the use of the 

space between the residential towers and 

Clarendon Street? 

Please refer to section 4.10.2 for a description of the Route 

39 Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 for a plan. 

32.32 

Will information be provided on producing 

safe, on-grade street crossings to engage 

life on the street, as appropriate in a 

vibrant urban environment? 

Please refer to Section 3.5 for a discussion of site design 

and pedestrian access. Please also see Figures 3.8a-f and 

3.9a-b for proposed public realm improvements and site 

circulation and access plans. 
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32.33 

Will additional information be provided to 

show all elevations for residential 

buildings? 

See Figures 3.5a-c for Project elevations. 

32.34 

Can additional drawings be provided that 

show the whole buildings from the Back 

Bay, Dartmouth, and Clarendon Streets? 

The current drawing for the corner of 

Stuart and Dartmouth misses the top half 

of the building. 

Please refer to Figures 3.2a-m, Figures 3.6a-p, and Figures 

8.2a-j. 

32.35 

Can additional drawings be provided that 

show the view corridor both ways on 

Dartmouth Street, where the Stuart Street 

Zoning requires a setback. 

Please refer to Figures 3.2a-m, Figures 3.6a-p, and Figures 

8.2a-j. 

32.36 

Can a proposal be offered that includes all 

of the affordable housing on site and that 

includes the funds required from the 40 

Trinity, as well? 

The Project will provide a variety of new high-quality 

housing opportunities in compliance with the applicable 

Inclusionary Development Policy of the City of Boston. 

32.37 

Will the public be engaged early in the 

process on plans concerning the publically 

accessible open space and the 

improvements to the Back Bay station? 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's public realm improvements, to Section 3.5.2 

for an analysis of sidewalk widths and to Figures 3.8a-f for 

public realm improvement plans. See Section 1.7 for details 

regarding the Proponent's outreach efforts with various 

stakeholders including state and city officials, community 

representatives and abutters. Please refer to Section 1.1.1 

and Appendix E for a detailed description of the Station 

renovations. A public meeting was held on September 26, 

2016 to present the Station Concourse Improvements and 

MBTA track-level ventilation project and to receive 

community feedback. This same information was also 

presented to the CAC on October 6, 2016. 

32.38 

Can you prepare a detailed list comparing 

the project with Stuart Street zoning and 

Stuart Street guidelines and offering a 

detailed explanation of all requested 

zoning relief? 

Although the Project will achieve zoning compliance 

through a PDA amendment, as described in the BPDA 

Scoping Determination, the Project is, in fact, "exemplary in 

its strong adherence to the Stuart Street Design 

Guidelines.” Please refer to Sections 3.3 and 3.4 for more 

detail about the Project's responsiveness to the vision and 

planning goals established in the Stuart Street District, 

particularly the height and density guidelines. Please also 

see Section 2.2.1 for an analysis of an alternative that is 

strictly compliant with the dimensional guidelines of the 

Stuart Street District. 
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32.39 
Can you list any potential tax relief that 

might be requested for the project? 

The Proponent intends to develop the four Project 

Components using private funds, but will explore the 

possibility of local, state and/or federal public financing 

sources, where appropriate. Please refer to Section 1.9.4 for 

a discussion of possible public funding sources. 

Letter 33 John Corey 

33.1 

285 was constructed in 1924, and has had 

a rich history. Although the building has 

been renovated and modernized over the 

years, we are extremely concerned that our 

building, and its 92-year-old foundation, 

may be irreparably damaged by the close 

proximity to the specific challenges of the 

Station East site. We feel the BRA should 

require Boston Properties to undertake 

further study that would alleviate our 

concern for the structural integrity of our 

beautiful and historic building. 

Please refer to Section 8.4 for an analysis of the potential 

impacts on neighboring historical resources. The 

Proponent intends to implement best management 

practices to protect neighboring properties during the 

construction period. Please see Sections 6.10 and 8.3.4 for 

a summary. 

33.2 

Furthermore, if approved, we are 

concerned that the substantial 

construction will have great impact on our 

quality of life. We would like to know what 

procedures Boston Properties will put in 

place to mitigate noise, dirt, dust, and 

debris that this project will create for our 

residential community. In addition, we 

want to be assured that Boston Properties 

minimizes disruptions to our community 

and does its' utmost to insure our safety. 

Refer to Section 6.10 for a description of construction 

mitigation measures and to Section 4.13.4 for a description 

of the Construction Management Plans that will be 

implemented by the Project. 

33.3 

As abutters, and neighbors, we are 

enthusiastic about potential updates and 

modernization, but we have concerns that 

the scope and scale may be excessive 

when considered in context of the other 

approved projects in our immediate 

neighborhood. 

The Proponent has designed the Project to be respectful of 

the height and density guidelines in the recently enacted 

Stuart Street District.  
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33.4 

We are concerned that the population 

density will increase to levels that will 

become unbalanced in relation to the 

amount of public, and green space 

available to the area. 

Please refer to Section 3.3 and 3.4 for the massing and 

heights of the proposed buildings, and a description of the 

design concept. Please also see Section 3.5 for description 

of the Project's public realm improvements, including open 

space creation. The data presented in Chapter 4 discusses 

the impact on cars, pedestrians, and transit due to 

additional density on the Site. 

33.5 

As a major transportation hub we strongly 

urge the BRA to heavily weigh both green 

space, and public space into the Back Bay 

Station Proposal. 

The Proponent has made considerable efforts to include 

the creation of a new 11,000 square foot public plaza with 

the delivery of the Station East Parcel and the upgrading of 

the existing open space on Dartmouth Street with the 

delivery of the Station West Parcel. Please refer to Section 

1.5 for a summary of the Project's benefits to the public 

realm, as well as to Section 3.5 for a detailed discussion on 

site design. Please see also Figures 3.2a-m and Figures 

3.8a-f for renderings and public realm/landscaping plans. 

33.6 

We think the remaining space in the rear of 

Back Bay station should be dedicated to 

green space for the public to use in various 

capacities. This would also help reduce 

noise and pollution. An additional added 

benefit would be the arched roof 

architecture being visible from the street, 

which is a hallmark of the station. 

The Proponent has made considerable efforts to include 

the creation of a new 11,000 square foot public plaza with 

the delivery of the Station East Parcel. Please refer to 

Section 1.5 for a summary of the Project's benefits to the 

public realm, as well as to Section 3.5 for a detailed 

discussion on site design. Please see also Figures 3.2a-m 

and Figures 3.8a-f for renderings and public 

realm/landscaping plans. 

33.7 

Property lines need to be closely examined 

regarding the shared alley/driveway 

enabling loading dock access to 285, and 

the rules and regulations that would 

govern this alley/driveway. The current 

proposal eliminates a safe pedestrian path 

to and from one side of our building. 

Please refer to Figure 1.5 for an existing conditions plan 

with property line information. 

33.8 

Building a residential tower directly behind 

285 in such close proximity will also cause 

significant loss of light. We have 

tremendous privacy concerns with the 

windows of the new tower directly facing 

our residential windows. Views from the 

upper floors will also be negatively 

impacted, if not lost all together. Light 

trespass from the Station East Tower into 

the residential windows of our building is 

also a concern. 

As the Project Site is located to the north of the 285 

Columbus building, it should not experience any loss of 

direct sunlight. Please refer to Section 3.4 for a description 

of view corridors through the Site, as well as Section 6.3 

and Figures 6.2a-e for shadow analysis. See also Section 6.4 

and Figures 6.3a-c for daylight analysis.  
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33.9 

We understand that Boston Properties is 

seeking Blight Status for the Back Bay 

South End Gateway Project. While we 

agree that the station is experiencing 

normal issues associated with aging and 

evolving user needs, it is not structurally 

unsound; therefore, it does not qualify the 

project for blight status. 

Please refer to Section 1.2.2 for an explanation of the 

application of the term "blighted open area" and why it is 

appropriate in the redevelopment of the Project Site.  

Letter 34 John Forbes-deWinter 

34.1 

I read with interest the proposal for the 

Back Bay/ South End Gateway Project. 

Great idea! Great Proposal!  

The Proponent appreciates your support. 

34.2 

I’m 100% for the project, except for one 

flaw, that overwhelming orange “T” logo. 

The buildings are crisp and clean; that T 

sign detracts from the façade and the 

entire project. When you look at the 

buildings, your attention is not drawn to 

the building, but your attention is 

immediately drawn to that T sign. 

The Proponent appreciates your support. Please note that 

the orange "T" logo is only an artist's interpretation and 

meant to be evocative of future signage. Actual Station 

signage will be integrated with the building's façade and 

designed to MBTA standards. 
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Letter 35 Joseph Gertner 

35.1 

My question is: for how long does Boston 

Properties intend to keep running the 

station if no residential or commercial 

development work is started by the target 

date. 

Under the conditions of the existing lease with MassDOT, 

the Proponent assumed management responsibilities for 

the Station Concourse for the term of the lease, which is 99 

years. 

Letter 36 Kenneth Kruckemeyer 

36.1 

The success of this project, additional 

development in the Stuart Street Corridor, 

and ultimately the prosperity of the City of 

Boston will rely heavily upon the ability of 

Back Bay Station to serve the growing 

transportation needs of the district. But, 

the modifications to the station currently 

proposed by Boston Properties appear to 

reduce its functionality and to inhibit its 

ability to serve anticipated demand. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements, which 

increase capacity in ingress/egress, platform access, waiting 

area and seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5 and 

Section 4.10 for a detailed transit capacity analysis. 

36.2 

Neither the BRA, nor the Commonwealth 

should grant approval of the Back Bay 

/South End Gateway project until the 

public is assured that Back Bay Station will 

serve the growth of public transportation 

to this district. Segmentation of these two 

interlinked projects should not be allowed. 

If the Gateway project were to be built first, 

the public function of the station could be 

severely limited. Similarly, if the station 

modifications were to proceed as currently 

drawn, development of the Gateway and 

the district will be highly constrained. 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis of 

Existing, Future No-Build, and Future Build transit capacity. 

Please also refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a 

detailed description of the Station Concourse 

Improvements, which increase capacity in ingress/egress, 

platform access, waiting area and seating. Please see also 

Figures E.1-E.5. 

36.3 

Some additional floor area is gained in the 

central space by filling in the openings 

around the stairs and escalators which, in 

turn, diminishes security, wayfinding, light 

and air to the platform. The net result 

would be a highly constrained station with 

reduced flexibility and redundancy, and 

less ability to adapt to increased ridership, 

new ticketing, or improved security. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements, which 

increase capacity in ingress/egress, platform access, waiting 

area and seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5. 
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36.4 

The Boston Properties lease with MassDOT 

for control and maintenance of the station 

and for air rights above and adjacent is for 

99 years. The modifications to the station 

and the Gateway buildings must not only 

be privately successful, but must serve the 

public's transportation needs as they grow 

and change for all of those 99 years. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements, which 

increase capacity in ingress/egress, platform access, waiting 

area and seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5 and 

Section 4.10 for a detailed transit capacity analysis. The 

Station Concourse Improvements have been designed with 

future flexibility and capacity growth in mind, working 

directly with the MBTA. 

36.5 

The developer has already provided two 

schemes for the entire site, dependent 

upon whether the Clarendon Street 

entrance to the MassPike is eliminated. The 

BRA and MEPA Scopes should also require 

the developer to provide additional 

schemes, developed via a public process, 

to achieve the developer's air-rights 

objectives while fully preserving and 

improving the functionality of Back Bay 

Station. 

Please refer to Section 2.2 for a description of the 

alternatives requested by MEPA. 

Letter 37 Lisa Newell 

37.1 

I am interested in knowing about 

upcoming Lotteries (residential) so that I 

may apply for any in the near future. I am 

handicapped with a spinal cord injury and I 

am having difficulties finding an apartment 

that attends to a disable persons needs ex: 

Elevator and disability apparatuses that I 

require in order to be safe in my 

apartment. 

Please contact the BPDA for information on housing 

lotteries. It is anticipated that 5% of the units in the Garage 

East Parcel and Station East Parcel residential buildings will 

be designed to be accessible, in compliance with 521 CMR. 

Letter 38 Lynn Foster 

38.1 

The project plans to eliminate the current 

entrances to the station as well as the 

waiting room and pathways to the subway, 

all of which create serious questions about 

the efficient functioning of the station from 

the riders’ perspective and its accessibility 

from surrounding streets. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements, which 

increase capacity in ingress/egress, platform access, waiting 

area and seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5 and 

Figures E.7-E.10. 
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38.2 

The Gateway plan also indicates that piers 

will be driven along parts of the train 

platforms, squeezing passengers into less 

space. 

Please refer Section 4.10.4 for discussion of the impact of 

the Station East building's structure to the Station 

platforms. 

38.3 

And finally, the bus turn-around is 

eliminated with no provision for the 

popular # 39 bus. 

Please refer to Section 4.10.2 for a description of the Route 

39 Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 for a plan. 

38.4 

I urge you to carefully review the Back 

Bay/South End Gateway Project to 

guarantee that the Back Bay Station with 

continue to serve the needs of the public. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements, which 

increase capacity in ingress/egress, platform access, waiting 

area and seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5 and 

Figures E.7-E.10. 

Letter 39 Martyn Roetter 

39.1 

I hope it will be possible to develop and 

implement some useful and practical ideas 

in appreciation of the potential for 

improvements that can be implemented in 

the short term to enhance the external and 

internal environment of the Back Bay 

Station and visitors', regular travelers' and 

others' experiences within and while 

entering and leaving it. Improvements 

might be directed at waiting, such as 

places to sit and even work or find 

amusement (Internet access), as well as the 

availability and clarity of the information 

travelers need, the ease of their passage to 

and from the trains, ticketing, "ambiance" 

etc. I note in particular that the future of 

the 39 bus, i.e. where it will stop to deliver 

passengers to and pick them up from the 

station is an important, and still to my 

knowledge open question. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements, which 

increase capacity in ingress/egress, platform access, waiting 

area and seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5. Please 

refer to Section 4.10.2 for a description of the Route 39 Bus 

terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 for a plan.  

39.2 

MassDOT (MBTA and MTA) as well as BTD 

should participate actively throughout the 

process. 

Refer to Section 1.7 for a summary of agency coordination 

and public outreach. The Proponent coordinates regularly 

with MassDOT and the MBTA. 
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39.3 

A public process for the improvements to 

the station, including the ventilation, 

should be undertaken by the State. 

Successful examples of train stations with 

housing, retail, and office uses, such as St. 

Pancras in London, should be explored for 

lessons learned. For example, the 

importance of cultural experiences to 

enhance the travel experience should not 

be under-appreciated. While the train 

station is not formally part of the project it 

would be reprehensible for the impact of 

this project on passengers and the 

transport experience not to be given 

serious consideration. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station renovations. A public meeting 

was held on September 26, 2016 to present the Station 

Concourse Improvements and MBTA track-level ventilation 

project and to receive community feedback. This same 

information was also presented to the CAC on October 6, 

2016. 

39.4 

One specific concern is the residential 

housing about which there is little visibility 

at the moment regarding its configuration 

(e.g. types and numbers of units, 

affordable housing etc.). 

The Project will provide a variety of new high-quality 

housing opportunities in compliance with the applicable 

Inclusionary Development Policy of the City of Boston. The 

mix of unit types and locations is still under development 

at this time.  

39.5 

Parking is always an issue in Boston, which 

raises the question of the advisability of 

planning no additional parking, given the 

great increase in residents and workers on 

this site. Granting neighborhood parking 

permits to residents would be undesirable 

since it would exacerbate an already 

heavily oversubscribed situation. Also a 

new exit from the parking garage onto 

Dartmouth Street could exacerbate already 

difficult interactions between vehicles and 

pedestrians. 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a summary of existing and 

proposed parking conditions and Project parking demand.  

39.6 

The multiple potential bridges envisaged in 

the project should be vetted early in the 

process, since urban bridges harm street 

life. In particular there should be no new 

bridge cross Stuart Street. The existing 

bridge is one too many. 

Please refer to Section 3.4.1 for a discussion of the Trinity 

Place and Stuart Street bridges and to Figures 3.2h-i. The 

Proponent notes that there are three such bridges in the 

immediate vicinity of the Project, each providing an 

important weather-protected and accessible connection 

across the busy thoroughfare of Stuart Street.  

39.7 

There should be further detailed study of 

the shadow impacts, not only on Copley 

Square Park and the Commonwealth 

Avenue Mall, but also on the façade of our 

historic buildings, such as the Boston 

Public Library on Dartmouth Street and the 

Courtyard, Trinity Church, etc. 

Please refer to Section 6.3 for a detailed shadow analysis 

and to Section 8.3.2 and Figures 8.3a-f for a shadow 

analysis on area historic resources. 
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39.8 

The eventual mix of retail and office is 

market-dependent, and market conditions 

change. Nevertheless it is important to 

shed as much light as possible on this issue 

at the outset to avoid changes to the PDA 

in the near future. One point in particular is 

that the Harvard Vanguard facility on this 

site should be retained given its very 

convenient location. 

 The Proponent is discussing opportunities for both short- 

and long-term relocation with all existing Garage tenants 

and will continue to explore options as the Project 

advances. 

39.9 

The criteria for affordable housing for this 

site, the goal for which is greater for a 

Stuart Street site than the Mayor's 

initiative, should be a subject for early 

discussion. Since this is public land there is 

precedence for increasing the number of 

affordable units. One question is whether 

the offsite affordable housing units from 

40 Trinity could be located within one of 

the two new residential buildings proposed 

for this site. 

The Project will provide a variety of new high-quality 

housing opportunities in compliance with the applicable 

Inclusionary Development Policy of the City of Boston. 

39.10 

A question I have heard raised by others is 

whether a school could be included on this 

site, in order to establish an elementary 

school in the Back Bay. Constructing 

purpose-built space for the Snowden 

School on the site might allow the existing 

Snowden High School to be repurposed 

for an elementary school. 

The Proponent regrets that no large interior space is 

available for public educational purposes. The Site 

constraints include minimal terra firma for landing 

foundation elements for each building, and the density of 

each building is needed to ensure the Project is 

economically viable. Please refer to Section 1.5 for an 

overall summary of public benefits. 

39.11 

The consequences of the potential loss of 

the Stuart Street access to the Mass Pike 

should be carefully considered. Traffic 

along Berkeley Street going to Storrow 

Drive and eventually Route 93 and the 

Mass Pike is already problematic for long 

periods during the day, e.g. especially at 

the intersections with Beacon Street and 

Back Street. These problems might be 

exacerbated further if vehicles that now 

use the Stuart Street access to the Mass 

Pike westbound are directed towards 

Storrow Drive (see also 4 above in which a 

path to the Mass Pike via Dartmouth Street 

is envisaged). 

As described in Section 1.2.3, independent of the Project 

proposed by the Proponent, MassDOT is studying the 

safety and utility of the On-Ramp at Clarendon Street and 

is considering its potential closure. The Proponent notes 

that MassDOT will be submitting an Interchange 

Modification Report (IMR) to FHWA in early 2017. Sections 

4.4 through 4.6 present the traffic analysis of Future No-

Build and Future Build conditions both with and without 

the On-Ramp closure. 
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39.12 

Wind impacts are a perennial concern in 

this area. Wind monitoring throughout the 

district should be implemented to inform 

assessment of the realism or level of 

accuracy of the findings of the wind study 

modeling that has been undertaken and to 

design mitigation solutions, if relevant. 

Clarendon Street is already impassible for 

some people under certain conditions. This 

project should be designed to improve the 

situation. Wind studies need to show how 

project phasing would affect the wind 

impacts, taking account of the other large 

projects that will be undertaken in the area. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the Project's 

pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I for a copy of 

the full pedestrian wind report. Please note the Project 

improves pedestrian-level wind conditions in many 

locations. Please note all the environmental impact 

analyses, including the wind analysis include all other 

approved area projects. 

39.13 

It would also be helpful if information 

regarding all financial considerations, 

including requests for tax abatements and 

public expenditures, were made public in a 

timely way so that it is possible to 

understand the cost benefit tradeoffs of 

this ambitious and complicated project. 

The Proponent intends to develop the four Project 

Components using private funds, but will explore the 

possibility of local, state and/or federal public financing 

sources, where appropriate. Please refer to Section 1.9.4 for 

a discussion of possible public funding sources. 

Letter 40 Ned Flaherty 

40.1 

Despite staffer promises that TPC had been 

added to the scope, all of the enormous 

public costs—tax breaks, tax waivers, 

grants, loans, bail-outs, etc. –are still totally 

missing. 

The Proponent intends to develop the four Project 

Components using private funds, but will explore the 

possibility of local, state and/or federal public financing 

sources, where appropriate. Please refer to Section 1.9.4 for 

a discussion of possible public funding sources. 

40.2 

This proposal would be built upon public 

property, and built in public air space, and 

paid for with public dollars, so for 

taxpayers, enormous—and secret—public 

costs are inexcusable—and intolerable. 

The Proponent intends to develop the four Project 

Components using private funds, but will explore the 

possibility of local, state and/or federal public financing 

sources, where appropriate. Please refer to Section 1.9.4 for 

a discussion of possible public funding sources. 

40.3 

I urge Governor Baker and Mayor Walsh to: 

 

1.  Immediately add financial disclosure 

(expenses, revenue, profit, Total Public 

Cost) to the scope, as promised. 

2.  Immediately explain how much these 6 

skyscrapers will cost taxpayers after the 99 

year lease ends. 

The Proponent intends to develop the four Project 

Components using private funds, but will explore the 

possibility of local, state and/or federal public financing 

sources, where appropriate. Please refer to Section 1.9.4 for 

a discussion of possible public funding sources. 
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Letter 41 Nina Garfinkle 

41.1 

I'm happy management of the station will 

improve. Based on the current plans, I'm 

very concerned there is not enough room 

for circulation and waiting-for the current 

number of users and nor for the projected 

numbers. I understand the desire to make 

retail support it, but if there isn't enough 

room for people, the retail will fail as well. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements, which 

increase capacity in ingress/egress, platform access, waiting 

area and seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5. 

41.2 

There were some very smart things built 

into the original design [heated seats since 

you can't close off the cold weather, 

protective areas to guard against rain and 

wind for people, beautiful sculpture that 

was a beacon/landmark to help direct 

people to and delight others. I suggest you 

reach out to Ken Kruckemeyer who could 

share some of the thinking that many may 

not know of. It could make the difference 

between a great space and debacle. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements. Please 

see also Figures E.6-12 for planned thermal comfort 

features and renderings. 

41.3 

Station signage and usage: 

 

-    Bring back old light sculpture-great 

landmark and easy to direct people to. 

Helped create a "great public space" 

-    Use icons for "tickets" and "$" so 

foreigners can understand 

-    Need a T sign perpendicular to station 

that sticks out so people can see it from 

Stuart and Dartmouth 

-    Clearly visible track numbers/signage 

-    Waiting area vs Circulation area [these 

cannot be shared areas] 

-    Easier doors to open [properly 

balanced] not two to go through making it 

hard for people [cold and birds will come 

in through the tracks regardless] 

-    Intermodal connections/ease of 

transfers 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements, 

including Wayfinding and Signage. Please also refer to 

Figures E.8 and E.9. 
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41.4 

Crossings 

 

-    How does it align with SWCP 

-    Curb cuts and cuts in medians should 

be WAY wider [put a bollard if worried 

about U-turns]. Walkers are always having 

to line up to cross the street. Need room 

for bikes to come through from SWCP, will 

help get peds across faster leaving more 

time for cars. Also a great place for people 

to perch if needed while waiting for the 

light [elderly, handicapped, etc.] 

-    Narrow Stuart Street so traffic flows 

better [equal to block in from of John 

Hancock] the block below and crossing 

distance is shorter. 

-    Car exit on Stuart Street -OK to 

inconvenience 550 drivers in a TOD/ ped 

environment 

-    When there is a driveway, not only 

should the sidewalk be level across it, but 

the paving should continue the sidewalk so 

the drivers realize they are crossing a 

pedestrian area. Great visual cue. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's public realm improvements and to Figures 

3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans. 

41.5 

Where will the following be: 

 

-    Newsstand guy 

-    free news boxes 

-    taxis 

-    buses 

-    Hubway 

-    trash cans 

-    food trucks 

and how/where will people be able to 

interact and gather to use all these services 

without disturbing circulation 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's public realm improvements and to Figures 

3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans. 
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Letter 42 Pamela Humphrey 

42.1 

Pedestrian traffic: critical times of the day 

the foot traffic in the area (and with the 

added traffic of the other new buildings in 

the block) is, and will be more so and 

significant. Dartmouth Street and 

Clarendon Streets are narrow. Particularly 

on Clarendon Street, individuals walk in the 

street to get around the crowds on the way 

to the BB station during rush hours. The 

residential buildings are being built in a 

way that, given this issue (Dartmouth has 

wider sidewalks-will they stay that way?) 

will become an even bigger problem. How 

do you plan to handle that? 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's pedestrian realm improvements, and to 

Figures 3.8a-f for pedestrian realm improvement plans. 

Please also see Section 4.12 for a pedestrian analysis. 

42.2 

Drop off capability at both the Back Bay 

Station and the residential buildings: The 

way that the drawings are currently drawn 

for this project - there is no, or extremely 

limited, drop off space for both the station 

and residential building l locations. Current 

plans suggest limited curb indent to 

accommodate some. It is extremely tight 

on that street and what little might be 

provided currently won’t be nearly enough 

given the increased traffic and gridlock on 

Clarendon and Dartmouth-particularly 

during rush hour. What is being done? Will 

you consider internal drop off/turn around 

at the residential buildings rather than 

street curb drop off? Same at the Station 

along with bus entry/turnaround? 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's pedestrian realm improvements, and to 

Figures 3.8a-f for pedestrian realm improvement plans. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.3 and Figures 4.18a-b for details 

on proposed drop-off locations and curbside uses. 
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42.3 

Bus 39 entry and drop off at Back Bay 

Station: as currently designed there is no 

drop off/waiting space for this double 

length bus. Currently there is NO turn off 

or turn around space the way it is currently 

designed. Will there never be the need for 

additional busses using the Back Bay 

station for pick up/drop off in the future? 

Should we plan for that given limited bus 

stop capability in the area (current bus 

stops add to gridlock) and need to 

increase/encourage public transportation 

use? 

Please refer to Section 4.10.2 for a description of the Route 

39 Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 for a plan. 

42.4 

Entry and Exit into/out of garage: Current 

exit onto Clarendon stays? or does that 

become an entrance only? - We now have 

heavily increased foot traffic. Exit onto 

Dartmouth would be - I don’t want to even 

think about it. The least objectionable 

would be to exit onto Stuart Street, which 

provides several directional egresses to 

Mass Pike and Storrow Drive and is a wider 

street. What is the thinking about this and 

does anything work effectively that is 

currently not considered? 

The full-service entry/exit on Clarendon Street will remain. 

As described in Section 3.4.1, a new Garage exit on 

Dartmouth Street is necessary under the Base Scheme, 

where the On-Ramp remains open. The Proponent has 

provided pedestrian and vehicle mitigation measures at the 

proposed exit. Please refer to Section 3.4.1 for a discussion 

of an alternative internal exit ramp and to Figures 3.3s-u for 

plans. Please note this alternative is not being pursued as it 

eliminates the possibility for a through-block connector 

from Stuart Street, the retail space at the corner of Stuart 

Street and Trinity Place and compromises the Garage West 

building's loading dock. 

42.5 

There was public art in the Back Bay 

station. It was, apparently in poor repair 

and is now stored. The city paid for this art 

for the Station. Whether one likes it or not 

it is by a well-known artist whose work is in 

Moma and many other museums. What are 

we going to do about it? We are a city of 

the arts. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements, 

including a discussion of public art. 

42.6 

It is generally accepted by most 

knowledgeable urban planning and 

environmental professionals, as well as 

most rational people that, by and large, the 

reduction of fossil fuel based vehicles is 

urgently required for the good of 

humankind and planet earth. We are 

curious to know if your firm agrees with 

this near universal conclusion? 

The Proponent has made considerable efforts to include 

the creation of a new 11,000 square foot public plaza with 

the delivery of the Station East Parcel and the upgrading of 

the existing open space on Dartmouth Street with the 

delivery of the Station West Parcel. Please refer to Section 

1.5 for a summary of the Project's benefits to the public 

realm, as well as to Section 3.5 for a detailed discussion on 

site design. Please see also Figures 3.2a-m and Figures 

3.8a-f for renderings and public realm/landscaping plans. 
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42.7 

Shadows - Copley Place is a wonderful 

place of sunshine and open air. Already, 

although, apparently within allowable 

limits, the Neiman Building is already 

creating shadows. Now what with these 

other two immense projects adding to it? 

As discussed in Section 6.3, shadow impacts have been 

minimized to the extent practicable to avoid noticeable 

pedestrian impacts, and are in compliance with the specific 

requirements of the Stuart Street Zoning District, including 

the 2-hour shadow limitation on Copley Square. 

42.8 

Flexibility in the renovation of the Back Bay 

Station: what is being planned for future 

improvements and expansion of public 

transportation needs in the future? Will it 

be designed in a way that accommodates 

future expansion/upgrade so desperately 

needed and for sure will be needed in the 

future with the massive increase of 

population in this compact space. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements, which 

increase capacity in ingress/egress, platform access, waiting 

area and seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5 and 

Section 4.10 for a detailed transit capacity analysis. 

42.9 

Density created by these large buildings: 

Clarity on the impact of the addition of 

huge numbers of people in this small area 

and future increased traffic that they will 

bring. It seems naive to believe that this 

won’t be a huge problem. 

Please refer to Chapter 4 for a detailed analysis of potential 

transportation impacts and proposed mitigation. 

42.10 

Public transportation infrastructure: It is 

short sighted to believe that any attempt 

to limit parking without proper public 

transportation infrastructure and increased 

capability will mitigate the impact of these 

dense building will have. Boston has a 

desperate need for upgrading of its 

infrastructure and has limited or no current 

funds to expand it to accommodate this 

influx of traffic and people. Do taxes from 

these projects cover what is needed in 

addition to other services? What is the 

thinking to mitigate - which at the moment 

seems quite impossible. (The Orange Line, 

during rush hour has a hard time handling 

what currently exists). 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis of 

Existing, Future No-Build and Future Build transit capacity. 
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42.11 

If the exit to this new development turns 

out to be onto Stuart, and partially onto 

this side street to get to the Mass Pike, that 

will increase traffic on this side street and 

Stuart multiple fold. How, during rush 

hour, and moving onto St. James is this 

possibly going to be handled? 

Please refer to the traffic analysis presented in Chapter 4 

for a detailed analysis of traffic impacts in the study area, 

including Trinity Place, Stuart Street and St. James Avenue. 

42.12 

With this additional density how do you 

see handling the gridlock with this 

increased traffic caused by the density 

created by this and other buildings? 

Please refer to Chapter 4 for a detailed analysis of potential 

transportation impacts and proposed mitigation. 

42.13 

The current process for approvals, 

community input, coordination of 

departments appears to be extremely 

disorganized and cumbersome. To what 

extent does the BRA, DOT, MBTA, Zoning 

and other agencies which 

review/approve/negotiate/decide set 

asides, uphold and create zoning laws on 

these projects coordinate? 

Please refer to Section 1.6, Regulatory Context, for a 

summary of anticipated permits and approvals as well as 

the local planning and regulatory controls applicable to the 

Project.  

42.14 

Would very much like to be informed 

about your processes as a collective when 

dealing with development. 

Please contact the BPDA Project Manager to be added to 

the distribution list for this Project.  

42.15 

So, given all this, where are we on the 

vision for development and growth for the 

City which does not create large future 

issues and problems? On the issues related 

to this particular development? AND, just 

for consideration, does anyone have the 

courage to reboot the thinking on 

development before the very fabric of this 

special City - known for its size, livability, 

and character -is turned upside down? 

Please refer to Section 3.3 for a summary of the Project's 

planning principles and design goals. The Project will 

reinforce Boston’s “high spine” planning strategy, which 

was developed to preserve the character of the City’s 

historic neighborhoods by concentrating growth between 

them and using new development to stitch disconnected 

neighborhoods together into a continuous urban fabric.  
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Letter 43 Pamela Petri-Humphrey 

43.1 

The set asides that the BRA and zoning 

allow to increase space and heights of 

buildings in Boston to get away from 

restrictions (the Seaport a great example) 

are beyond disturbing for a city such as 

ours. There is so little outdoor space, much 

of the “public benefit” space is indoors! 

The Proponent has made considerable efforts to include 

the creation of a new 11,000 square foot public plaza with 

the delivery of the Station East Parcel and the upgrading of 

the existing open space on Dartmouth Street with the 

delivery of the Station West Parcel. Please refer to Section 

1.5 for a summary of the Project's benefits to the public 

realm, as well as to Section 3.5 for a detailed discussion on 

site design. Please see also Figures 3.2a-m and Figures 

3.8a-f for renderings and public realm/landscaping plans. 

43.2 

The lack of any kind of landscaped area as 

a buffer and benefit to the public for these 

buildings is another example of 

overreaching in my book. Indoor space, no 

matter how anyone wants to justify it at 

“benefit to the public” is hardly that… this 

is a city known for its outdoor spaces and 

the feeling of being walkable and livable. 

Indoor space does not answer to that and 

surrounds us further with concrete, steel 

and glass, squeezing our neighborhoods 

with walls and towers. 

The Proponent has made considerable efforts to include 

the creation of a new 11,000 square foot public plaza with 

the delivery of the Station East Parcel and the upgrading of 

the existing open space on Dartmouth Street with the 

delivery of the Station West Parcel. Please refer to Section 

1.5 for a summary of the Project's benefits to the public 

realm, as well as to Section 3.5 for a detailed discussion on 

site design. Please see also Figures 3.2a-m and Figures 

3.8a-f for renderings and public realm/landscaping plans. 

43.3 

I get development. What I can’t accept is 

the lack of planning. This city is growing 

like topsy and will look like it, with all its 

accompany traffic and destruction of 

neighborhood character with no 

overarching plan. AND what restrictions 

that there are for height and mass are 

being set aside and maneuvered around, if 

not plain being ignored. It leaves reaction 

time of neighbors and citizens to a very 

narrow window to plans that have been in 

the works for months/years. We are most 

often left with a “done deal” and then 

scramble to mitigate impact. 

Please refer to Section 3.3 for a summary of the Project's 

planning principles and design goals. The Proponent has 

designed the Project to be respectful of the height and 

density guidelines in the recently enacted Stuart Street 

District, which was the product of a lengthy City-led public 

planning process. 
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43.4 

What is going on here in the City? Does 

anyone have the where-with-all to have 

some kind of coherent process, between 

and among agencies, that leaves us 

protecting what we have while planning for 

the future? What am I missing? Or is this 

just government, tunnel vision (my tuf) 

bureaucracies as usual? 

See refer to Section 1.7 for a summary of the Project's 

agency coordination and public outreach.  

Letter 44 Paul Johnson 

44.1 

We are requesting and expecting your firm 

to produce, within the near future, the 

following: 

 

A) ONE, full scope, comprehensive 

Transportation Impact Study: 

This study should include an analysis of the 

transportation impact from ALL proposed 

and approved new structures to potentially 

be built proximate to Back Bay Station. In 

other words, the study should include your 

proposal, of (3) new structures and any 

approved additional new structures yet to 

be built by other firms. 

Please refer to Chapter 4 and all Figures therein for a 

detailed analysis of potential transportation impacts and 

mitigation. It includes other approved projects in the Stuart 

Street corridor. 

44.2 

[This study] should include a realistic; 

empirical data driven analysis regarding 

the increased influx of people and vehicles, 

into and out of the Back Bay Station Transit 

Hub. (We consider the relative information 

provided thus far by your firm to be greatly 

uninformed and or disingenuous). 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis of 

Existing, Future No-Build and Future Build transit capacity. 



Back Bay/South End Gateway Project DEIR/DPIR 

PNF Response to Comments 

11-103 

 

Comment No. Comment Response to Comment 

44.3 

[This study] should include meaningful, 

applicable data which will outline the 

following impacts: 

Vehicles: 

 

-    Pedestrian safety 

-    Cyclist safety 

-    Carbon emissions 

-    Passenger vehicle traffic congestion 

-    Passenger vehicle parking 

-    Construction worker vehicle traffic 

congestion 

-    Construction worker vehicle parking 

-    Heavy equipment vehicle traffic 

congestion 

-    Heavy equipment vehicle parking 

-    Delivery Vehicle traffic congestion 

-    Delivery vehicle parking 

-    Livery vehicle traffic congestion 

-    Livery vehicle parking 

-    Overall increased vehicle traffic impact, 

over the potential decade of disruptive 

construction, on the people who currently 

live and work in the surrounding 

neighborhoods from an environmental, 

congestion and quality of life perspective 

-    Permanent increased vehicle traffic and 

environmental implications. 

Please refer to Chapter 4 and all Figures therein for a 

detailed analysis of potential transportation impacts and 

mitigation. 

44.4 

It is generally accepted by most 

knowledgeable urban planning and 

environmental professionals, as well as 

most rational people that, by and large, the 

reduction of fossil fuel based vehicles is 

urgently required for the good of 

humankind and planet earth. We are 

curious to know if your firm agrees with 

this near universal conclusion? 

The Proponent is a strong supporter of Transportation 

Demand Management strategies and continues to make 

concerted efforts across its real estate portfolio to take 

measures to reduce GHG emissions generally. According to 

Boston's Climate Action Plan, transportation accounts for 

26.9% of the City's GHG emissions. Accordingly, the Project 

has proposed a reduced parking ratio of 0.4 spaces per 

1,000 SF and .4 spaces per residential unit. In addition, 

preferred parking will be provided for fuel efficient vehicles 

as well as electric vehicle charging Stations. The Project is 

also optimally located to multiple means of public 

transportation, ten (10) bus lines, Orange Line, commuter 

rail and Amtrak. 
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44.5 

Subway Usage: 

 

-    Realistic, competently informed metrics 

relative to additional subway passengers 

during the hours of 7 am - 9:30 am and 

4:30 pm - 6:00 pm, Monday through 

Friday, 52 weeks per year. 

-    Usage impacts on MBTA capital 

equipment based on large scale, ongoing 

increases in passenger trips, growing 

exponentially during the construction and 

completion of each new structure. 

-    Increase in usage of power to operate 

MBTA equipment. 

-    Increase in costs to MBTA, absorbed by 

fare paying passengers and tax payers who 

do not live or work in the area proximate 

to Back Bay Station. 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis of 

Existing, Future No-Build and Future Build transit capacity. 

44.6 

Amtrak and MBTA Commuter Rail Impact 

studies : 

 

( see " Subway Usage " ) 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis of 

Existing, Future No-Build and Future Build transit capacity. 

44.7 

Environmental Impact : 

 

-    Massive potential increase in Carbon 

Emissions to the Back Bay and South End … 

-    Increased refuse due to increase in 

transit users and customers for fast food 

and drink, such as, but not limited to 

Styrofoam cups which take over 500 years 

to decompose. 

Please refer to Section 5.4 for a summary of the 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment and proposed 

mitigation strategies. Please refer to Section 5.3.2 for 

details on proposed waste reduction and recycling 

strategies.  

44.8 

B) Detailed Affordable Housing Disclosure: 

A clear accounting of the number of 

housing units affordable to Boston 

Citizens, based on their income levels, the 

location of said units and proximity to a 

subway stop for the following House Hold 

Sizes: 

-    Individual: That earns 0 - 30% of the 

Boston AMI, 30 - 60% of Boston AMI, 60 - 

100% of Boston AMI. 

-    Household of four: That earns 0 - 30% 

of the Boston AMI, 30 - 60% of Boston 

AMI, 60 - 100% of Boston AMI. 

-    Household of six: That earns 0 - 30% of 

the Boston AMI, 30 - 60% of Boston AMI, 

60 - 100% of Boston AMI. 

The Project will provide a variety of new high-quality 

housing opportunities in compliance with the applicable 

Inclusionary Development Policy of the City of Boston.  
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Letter 45 Paula Griswold 

45.1 

How will the planned design and uses 

enhance the use of public transit for the 

residents, and employees and customers of 

businesses/offices that are part of the 

proposed project, as well as residents of 

the surrounding neighborhoods, and 

employees and customers of other 

businesses/offices that are in the area? 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed evaluation of 

potential transit impacts and to Section 4.2 for a 

description of transit improvements that are being 

delivered with the Project. 

45.2 

How will the project coordinate with 

MassDOT and the MBTA regarding the 

Back Bay Station design, especially given 

the schedules of the planning, design, and 

approvals of each 

Please see Section 3.4.4 and Figures 3.7c-f for a discussion 

and images of the Project's integration with the Station 

Concourse Improvements. Please also see Appendix E for a 

detailed presentation of the Station Concourse 

Improvements project. 

45.3 

How will the project affect traffic through 

the Back Bay neighborhood ( Newbury to 

Beacon, Arlington to Charlesgate) - both in 

the short term with construction and long 

term with ongoing use - as residents, 

employees, visitors/customers try to reach 

other major routes in and out of the city? 

Please refer to Sections 4.5 and 4.6 for a summary of the 

Project-generated traffic and to Section 4.7 the for a 

summary of the Project-generated traffic with mitigation. 

Please also refer to Section 4.13.3 for a discussion of short 

term traffic impacts during construction. Detailed 

Construction Management Plans (CMP) will be developed 

at the appropriate time for each Project Component as the 

Project advances. 

45.4 

What will be the total amount and flow of 

traffic including the currently approved 

projects along Stuart Street? 

Please refer to Sections 4.5 and 4.6 for a summary of the 

Project-generated traffic and to Section 4.7 the for a 

summary of the Project-generated traffic with mitigation. 

Please note the analysis includes other approved projects 

in the Stuart Street corridor.  

45.5 

How can traffic be managed/modified to 

avoid impact on the residential streets of 

the Back Bay if the actual volume and flow 

does not match the assumptions during 

the planning process? 

Please refer to Sections 4.5 and 4.6 for a summary of the 

Project-generated traffic and to Section 4.7 the for a 

summary of the Project-generated traffic with mitigation. 

The underlying assumptions during the planning process 

have been thoroughly reviewed and approved by both 

MassDOT and the Boston Transportation Department 

based on widely recognized analysis methodologies. Please 

refer to Section 4.13.3 for information on the 

Transportation Monitoring Program to be implemented 

with the Project. 

45.6 

How can public transit use be enhanced if 

the actual use does not match the 

assumptions during the planning process? 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis on the 

future capacity of transit services serving the Project Site. 
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45.7 

What zoning relief has been requested or 

is being considered, including 

amendments to the PDA, and variances 

from the Stuart Street Zoning 

Requirements? 

The Project will achieve zoning compliance through a PDA 

amendment. Please refer to Section 1.6.1. 

45.8 

Thank you for including the community in 

the planning process for this project, given 

the significant and potentially permanent 

impact on our city and our neighborhood. 

Comment noted. The Proponent thanks you for your 

support. 

Letter 46 Shirley Kressel 

46.1 

The proponent states that the project will 

seek tax and zoning relief under MGL Ch. 

121A and 121B, as well as I-Cubed funding. 

These tax and regulatory waivers have very 

significant and long-lasting impacts on the 

city and the state. They are mentioned in 

the MEPA filing (screenshots attached) only 

by name, without any explanation of how 

the project would qualify for them, how 

they would be structured, and what would 

be the financial cost to the city and the 

state taxpayers. Without such full 

explanations of these waivers and their 

impacts, the BRA, state, City of Boston, 

CAC and public reviews of this project 

cannot be diligent and complete. I ask that 

MEPA mandate these disclosures at the 

outset, for public consideration as an 

integral part of the project review. 

The Proponent intends to develop the four Project 

Components using private funds, but will explore the 

possibility of local, state and/or federal public financing 

sources, where appropriate. Please refer to Section 1.9.4 for 

a discussion of possible public funding sources. 

46.2 

I request that the proponent be mandated 

to provide: 

 

-- detailed calculations demonstrating the 

need for, and amount of, each granted and 

contemplated city and state tax subsidy 

(including MassDOT lease and other 

financial terms) 

The Proponent intends to develop the four Project 

Components using private funds, but will explore the 

possibility of local, state and/or federal public financing 

sources, where appropriate. Please refer to Section 1.9.4 for 

a discussion of possible public funding sources. 
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46.3 

I request that the proponent be mandated 

to provide (cont.) 

 

— information detailing the specific 

regulatory changes to be sought via 

Chapter 121B Urban Renewal Plan 

modifications, 

Please refer to Section 1.2.2 for information regarding 

challenges to redevelopment of the site and a discussion of 

the potential use of Chapter 121B for title clearing 

purposes.  

46.4 

I request that the proponent be mandated 

to provide (cont.) 

 

— details of the contemplated Ch. 121B 

Section 46(f) Demonstration Project, which 

would evidently involve eminent domain 

takings for what the proponent calls “title 

clearance.” 

Please refer to Section 1.2.2 for information regarding 

challenges to redevelopment of the site and a discussion of 

the potential use of Chapter 121B for title clearing 

purposes.  

46.5 

I also note that, although the MEPA ENF 

was filed on April 14, the CAC members 

did not receive it from the BRA until May 

27, mid-day Friday of the long Memorial 

Day weekend, the day after their most 

recent BRA-scheduled meeting; and 

today's May 31 deadline comes long 

before the next CAC meeting, scheduled 

for June 15. Thus, the CAC has had virtually 

no time to review the ENF before today’s 

comment deadline. This timing, no doubt 

inadvertently, precluded the opportunity 

for a public CAC discussion of the ENF. 

The initial PNF and ENF public comment periods were 

extended twice by the Proponent and did not close until 

June 17, 2016. The DEIR/DPIR will be circulated to members 

of the CAC after the document is filed and during the 

comment period.  

Letter 47 Susan Gilmore 

47.1 

This project is yet another step in 

improving the area around the train station 

and creating a sense of arrival for daily 

commuters and travelers to the city. 

The Proponent appreciates your support. 

47.2 

As we think about the project and its 

impact, we need to incorporate the impact 

of the other projects including Copley 

Place, 380 Stuart and 40 Trinity. We also 

need to understand not only the end state 

impact but the impacts during the long-

term construction period. 

The Project has included all other approved Stuart Street 

corridor projects in its traffic, transportation and other 

environmental impact studies, in an effort to provide the 

public a holistic view of development in the corridor. Please 

refer to Chapters 4 and 6 for a complete analysis. Refer to 

Section 6.10 for a description of construction mitigation 

measures and to Section 4.13.4 for a description of the 

Construction Management Plans that will be implemented 

by the Project. 
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47.3 

I am interested in understanding fully the 

parking and traffic impacts. There are some 

critical decisions that need to be made to 

include the handling of the ramp, parking, 

the future of the drums and the traffic flow 

and the impacts to the neighborhoods. The 

city currently has quite a bit of traffic and I 

think we need to understand how changes 

from this project will impact the future 

traffic, parking and safety. 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a summary of existing and 

proposed parking conditions and to Sections 4.5 through 

4,7 for a summary of the Project-generated traffic and 

proposed mitigation to minimize impacts. 

47.4 

We need to understand the wind impacts. 

It was very encouraging to hear that the 

construction of these buildings can have a 

positive impact - I think we would benefit 

from further discussion and insight on this 

topic. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the Project's 

pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I for a copy of 

the full pedestrian wind report. Please note the Project 

improves pedestrian-level wind conditions in many 

locations. 

47.5 

The discussion of parking is also important 

- with all the projects planned, it seems we 

should expect more people in the area 

with a possible need for more parking, at 

least in the short term - I think we need to 

be mindful of the neighborhood impact. 

We need to understand the current and 

future supply and demand. 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a summary of existing and 

proposed parking conditions. 

47.6 

I think we need to understand what public 

transportation enhancements will be made 

and if they are sufficient to accommodate 

increased demand. 

Please refer to Section 4.2 and Figure 4.23 for a summary 

of transit improvements proposed by the Project and to 

Section 4.10 for a detailed transit capacity analysis. Please 

see also Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements, which 

increase capacity in ingress/egress, platform access, waiting 

area and seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5. 

47.7 

I am interested in knowing more about the 

office building on the corner of Stuart and 

Dartmouth and its relationship to the train 

station and the other development parcels. 

Please refer to Sections 1.4 and 3.4.1 for a detailed 

description of the Garage West Parcel office building. 

Please also see Figures 3.2a-c, 3.2f-i for renderings, Figures 

3.3a-r for plans and Figures 3.5a-c for elevations. 
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Letter 48 Susan Prindle 

48.1 

While I appreciate the fact that Boston 

Properties is respecting the Stuart Street 

Guidelines regarding Copley shadow, I 

hope that they will be asked to consider 

whether the loss of sunshine could be 

ameliorated by changes in the massing of 

the proposed structures. Once the 

sunshine is gone, the loss cannot be 

mitigated. Reduction in shadows on the 

Public Library Courtyard should also be 

carefully considered. 

As discussed in Section 6.3, shadow impacts have been 

minimized to the extent practicable to avoid noticeable 

pedestrian impacts, and are in compliance with the specific 

requirements of the Stuart Street Zoning District, including 

the 2-hour shadow limitation on Copley Square. The 

shadow impact analysis included all other approved Stuart 

Street corridor projects in place. There is no impact to the 

courtyard of the BPL. 

48.2 

Any wind study should include 

intersections on Clarendon at Boylston and 

Newbury Streets, as well as intersections 

into the South End. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the Project's 

pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I for a copy of 

the full pedestrian wind report. Please note the Project 

improves pedestrian-level wind conditions in many 

locations. 

48.3 

It is unclear how the wind studies will be 

managed if the project is built piecemeal. 

Will additional wind studies be required if 

the residential buildings are built before 

the office building or vice versa? 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the Project's 

pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I for a copy of 

the full pedestrian wind report. Please note the Project 

improves pedestrian-level wind conditions in many 

locations. 

48.4 

Copley Square is especially sensitive to 

high winds. Multiple points should be 

studied in the park. Areas that are 

comfortable for sitting should be 

maximized. Existing conditions should be 

verified here and in the Stuart Street area 

by real-world testing. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the Project's 

pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I for a copy of 

the full pedestrian wind report. Please note the Project 

improves pedestrian-level wind conditions in many 

locations. 

48.5 

I believe that overhead pedestrian 

walkways are not the answer to moving 

people and cars simultaneously. Rather, 

the proponent could help Simon Properties 

improve the lighting and signage in the 

existing tunnel under Dartmouth. 

Widening the Dartmouth Street sidewalk 

and improving pedestrian safety and 

access should also be considered. 

Please refer to Section 3.4.1 for a discussion of the Trinity 

Place and Stuart Street bridges and to Figures 3.2h-i. The 

Proponent notes that there are three such bridges in the 

immediate vicinity of the Project, each providing an 

important weather-protected and accessible connection 

across the busy thoroughfare of Stuart Street. Please note 

that the Dartmouth tunnel is being renovated by Simon 

Properties as part of their previously approved project. 

48.6 
I applaud the proponent’s efforts to create 

permeability at the site. 
The Proponent appreciates your support.  
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48.7 

The Stuart Street Zoning requires the 

creation of 2.5% more affordable units 

than is required by the applicable Mayor’s 

Executive Order on Inclusionary 

Development. Given the crying need for 

low and moderate income housing in the 

city, Will Boston Properties be asked to 

comply with this requirement? 

The Project will provide a variety of new high-quality 

housing opportunities in compliance with the applicable 

Inclusionary Development Policy of the City of Boston. 

48.8 

Given the amount of new construction in 

the Stuart Street area, it would seem 

prudent to require more detailed proposals 

from the gas, electric, and water and sewer 

providers as to how they plan to upgrade 

their systems to accommodate the new 

demand. I believe this should be done 

before approving the project. 

Please refer to Sections 7.2 through 7.5 for descriptions of 

existing utilities and proposed future connections. No 

capacity issues are anticipated. 

48.9 

The Stuart Street Guidelines ask that traffic 

be studied along Clarendon and Berkeley 

Streets all the way to the Storrow Drive 

intersection. Since 1/3 of the automobiles 

coming to the Gateway site are projected 

to come from this direction, it is important 

that this commitment be fulfilled. 

Please refer to Section 4.3.1 and Figure 4.1, for a 

description of the intersections included in the Project 

study area, per BTD and MassDOT requests. 

48.10 

Use changes in the proposed buildings 

(from residential to office, for example) 

would impact traffic counts; should such a 

change be proposed, amended traffic 

studies will be critical. 

The Proponent does not intend to change the proposed 

uses for the Project. If a change were proposed in the 

future, a Notice of Project Change would have to be filed 

and new impact analyses performed. 

48.11 

It is important to have real data on the 

existing garage use and its capacity, as well 

as those of surrounding garages. If 

adjacent garages are already full, how will 

existing parkers be accommodated? 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a summary of existing and 

proposed parking conditions and Project parking demand.  

48.12 

Will the T be required to develop a plan to 

cope with the increased ridership? It is 

critical that the proposed station 

renovations be designed so that they do 

not impede vital improvements to mass 

transit. 

Please refer to Section 4.2 and Figure 4.23 for a summary 

of transit improvements proposed by the Project and to 

Section 4.10 for a detailed transit capacity analysis. Please 

see also Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements, which 

increase capacity in ingress/egress, platform access, waiting 

area and seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5. 
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Letter 49 Tracy Pesanelli 

49.1 

I understand the present garage will be 

redeveloped but I did not hear anything 

about adding any additional spots? This 

does not seem practical, where are all the 

additional cars that will be created by 

these new buildings going to park? 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for a summary of existing and 

proposed parking conditions and Project parking demand.  

49.2 

Also, along these lines, today both 

Clarendon and Dartmouth are saturated 

with traffic, is it reasonable to assume that 

either of these streets will be able to 

handle the additional volume of traffic that 

will surely be generated by these new 

towers…never mind the already approved 

projects at Copley Place and Trinity Place? 

Please refer to Chapter 4 for a detailed traffic analysis 

including impacts to volumes on Clarendon and Dartmouth 

Streets. The analysis includes neighboring approved 

projects. 

Letter 50 William Clendaniel 

50.1 

Many of us were upset to learn that there 

appears to be no public process for 

commenting on the proposed changes to 

the station. I find many of them attractive, 

but clearly what happens there greatly 

impacts the Boston Properties (BP) 

gateway project next door to say nothing 

of the neighborhood. The two projects 

need to be reviewed by the public 

together. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station renovations. A public meeting 

was held on September 26, 2016 to present the Station 

Concourse Improvements and MBTA track-level ventilation 

project and to receive community feedback. This same 

information was also presented to the CAC on October 6, 

2016. 

50.2 

The station’s streetscape/ landscaping 

needs to relate to the gateway project. The 

users of the BP buildings, either office or 

residential, are going to use the station 

and thus impact its design. The two 

projects really can’t be separated from an 

urban design point of view. 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis of 

existing, Future No-Build and Future Build transit capacity. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements, which 

increase capacity in ingress/egress, platform access, waiting 

area and seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5. 

50.3 

MassDOT should provide the BRA and the 

CAC with information about how the MBTA 

will handle this influx of customers. 

Please refer to Section 4.10 for a detailed analysis on the 

future capacity of transit services serving the Project Site. 

The Proponent has consulted with the MBTA and CTPS in 

developing this analysis. 
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Letter 51 Yan Medice 

51.1 

I’m writing to ask about Community 

Benefits associated with the Back Bay/ 

South End Gateway project and whether 

Women’s Lunch Place may be considered 

for funding, and if there is an application 

process. 

Please refer to Section 1.5 for a detailed summary of the 

Project benefits to the public realm. 

Letter 52 Yuri Ostrovsky 

52.1 

As a resident of the building immediately 

adjacent and looking upon the planned 

tower construction in the current bus turn-

around behind Back Bay station (285 

Columbus Ave), I and my fellow residents 

have grave concerns about the impact of 

several aspects of the construction project: 

1. The impact on natural lighting for units 

facing the construction. 2. The privacy 

implications, with windows facing our 

windows in very close proximity. 3. The 

impact of loud construction literally a few 

dozen feet or less from our units, 

potentially lasting for years. 4. The impact 

of construction pounding on the structural 

integrity of our building, a somewhat 

historical building with an old foundation, 

which already shakes from train 

movement. 5. The impact on our access to 

our rear loading dock, which currently has 

an easement with the MBTA property. 

Having attended the public comment 

meeting recently, these concerns did not 

seem to have been considered. 

Refer to Section 6.10 for a description of construction 

mitigation measures and to Section 4.13.4 for a description 

of the Construction Management Plans that will be 

implemented by the Project. 

52.2 

At the very least, there should be talk of 

mitigation alternatives. The lack of this 

acknowledgment brings up grave 

concerns, and I can speak for at least 

several of my co-residents. 

Refer to Section 6.10 for a description of construction 

mitigation measures and to Section 4.13.4 for a description 

of the Construction Management Plans that will be 

implemented by the Project. 
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Letter 53 Robert Tillerman 

53.1 

Philosophical: how much continued 

development is desirable: development is 

driving out the middle class, leaving the 

rich, who can afford the rents; and the 

poor, who cannot afford to move. The 

middle class has to live in less expensive 

housing outside Boston, adding to 

passengers on the MBTA. Does Boston 

need the development over Back Bay 

Station? 

Comment noted. 

53.2 

Communication: The BRA's communication 

with the public is poor. This author was not 

able to get the time and place for the first 

public meeting on this project from the 

BRA office. All the person answering the 

phone could suggest was to go on the 

Web. Whatever happened to being able to 

call up an agency and get an answer? 

CAC and public meetings for the Project are regularly 

communicated by the BPDA to members of the public who 

have provided their email addresses for notification. 

53.3 

Is this area really a blighted area, with a 

bank and a medical office building on the 

site, and Copley Place across Dartmouth 

Street? 

Please refer to Section 1.2.2 for an explanation of the 

application of the term "blighted open area" and why it is 

appropriate in the redevelopment of the Project Site.  

53.4 
When are they going to fix sidewall in front 

of station? It is a hazard to walk on now. 

The rehabilitation of the sidewalk in front of the Station's 

Dartmouth Street entrance will be delivered with the 

development of the Station West Parcel. 

53.5 

Traffic and parking: The front of Back Bay 

Station is congested now. What will 

happen when more offices, residential and 

commercial development is added? The 

area is very hazardous for bicycles-what 

will be done to make it safer for bicycles? 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's public realm improvements, to Section 3.5.2 

for an analysis of sidewalk widths and to Figures 3.8a-f for 

public realm improvement plans. Please refer to Section 

4.11 for a complete discussion of the Project's proposed 

bicycle accommodations and to Figure 4.22 for the 

proposed bicycle parking plan.  
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53.6 

What will happen to Harvard Vanguard 

offices? This office moved from New 

England Power Building to its present 

location when the New England Power 

Building was redeveloped. Moving the 

office any distance from its present 

location will inconvenience a lot of patients 

and staff. Harvard Vanguard should not 

have to pick up the tab for the move. It 

should be scheduled so as not to 

inconvenience staff or patients. 

The Proponent is discussing opportunities for both short- 

and long-term relocation with all existing Garage tenants 

and will continue to explore options as the Project 

advances. 

53.7 

Water and Sewer: are present water and 

sewer lines adequate for additional 

loading? This area is at the top of a rise, 

sewage might flow out of the building 

adequately, but additional loading may 

create flooding downstream at changes in 

grade. If sewers are not adequate, what will 

developer do about them? Are present 

water mains adequate, both for normal 

water supply, and for fire protection? If not, 

what will developer do about them? 

Please refer to Sections 7.2 through 7.5 for descriptions of 

existing utilities and proposed future connections. No 

capacity issues are anticipated. 

53.8 

Gas: is the present gas supply adequate to 

provide heat, or fuel for a potential co-

generation plant. If not, what will 

developer do about it? 

Please refer to Sections 7.2 through 7.5 for descriptions of 

existing utilities and proposed future connections. No 

capacity issues are anticipated. 

53.9 
Is the electric power supply adequate? If 

not, what will the developer do about it? 

Please refer to Sections 7.2 through 7.5 for descriptions of 

existing utilities and proposed future connections. No 

capacity issues are anticipated. 

53.10 

This project will be energy-intensive. What 

steps will the developer take, over and 

above what is shown on their website, to 

reduce energy use. 

Please refer to Section 5.4.1.2 for preliminary energy model 

results and to Section 5.4.4 for a summary of proposed 

building energy efficiency measures. Please see also 

Appendix H for a preliminary energy model report for each 

Project Component. 

53.11 

What steps will the developer take to 

reduce electric power use, especially utility 

power used for electric heating? 

Please refer to Section 5.4.1.2 for preliminary energy model 

results and to Section 5.4.4 for a summary of proposed 

building energy efficiency measures. Please see also 

Appendix H for a preliminary energy model report for each 

Project Component. The Project does not anticipate using 

electricity for heating.  

53.12 

What additional innovations in energy 

technology does Boston Properties 

propose to employ in this development? 

Please refer to Section 5.4.4 for a summary of proposed 

building energy efficiency measures.  
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Letter 54 Arts Boston 

54.1 

On behalf of ArtsBoston's 175 arts member 

groups, tens of thousands of audience 

members, and community partners who 

realize that a vibrant cultural life is 

essential to Boston's position as a world-

class city, we are honored to ask for an 

investment of $75,000 from the SRA's 

community benefit funds relating to the 

Back Bay/South End Gateway Project. 

The Proponent will consider your request in consultation 

with the BPDA. 

54.2 

This support will enable ArtsBoston to 

complete and launch a facilities 

improvement and programming plan for 

ArtsBoston's iconic Copley Square cultural 

information and ticketing booth. It would 

leverage a planning investment from the 

Massachusetts cultural Facilities und, a s 

well as $50,000 in community benefit funds 

from the BRA'sJ ohn Hancock building 

project at 380 Stuart Street. As a 

longstanding neighbor of Back Bay Station, 

ArtsBoston and its Copley Square booth 

represent an important resource 

for residents, workers, and visitors, and a 

high profile partner in efforts to transform 

this critical welcoming point for two of 

Boston's most dynamic areas. 

The Proponent will consider your request in consultation 

with the BPDA. 

Letter 55 BPDA Urban Design – David Carleson 

55.1 

The Proponent's intent to renovate and 

restore the Station is laudable and 

represents a significant public benefit 

resulting from this project. 

The Proponent appreciates your support. 

55.2 

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. 

Please refer to Chapter 2 for a description of the no build 

and as-of-right alternatives. Please also refer to Chapters 4-

8 which provide details on the Project-related impacts and 

discuss steps that will be taken to avoid, minimize, and/or 

mitigate adverse effects.  
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55.3 

That is to say, 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. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the Project's 

pedestrian level wind impacts, to Section 6.3 for a summary 

of the shadow analysis, and to Section 6.4 for a summary of 

the Project's daylight analysis. See Appendix I for a copy of 

the full pedestrian wind report. 

55.4 

We will expect in fact that mitigations or 

positive urban benefits will result from this 

Project and in balance far outweigh any 

negative impact. 

Please refer to Section 1.5 for a summary of Project 

Benefits. Please also refer to Chapters 4-8 which provide 

details on the Project-related impacts and discuss steps 

that will be taken to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate 

adverse effects.  

55.5 

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. 

Please refer to Chapters 4-8 which provide details on the 

Project-related impacts and discuss steps that will be taken 

to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate adverse effects.  

55.6 

DPIR design alternatives or development 

should bring a high degree of innovation 

and achieve LEED Gold at a minimum, 

preferably Platinum. This Project should set 

the bar very high for projects in the Stuart 

Street Study Area, and incorporate bold 

energy, recycling, daylight/quality of 

environment, green roofs and plantings, 

innovative connections to the water, and 

transportation initiatives. 

Please refer to Chapter 5 for a complete discussion on 

sustainable and resiliency strategies for the Project. See 

also Section 5.3.3 for LEED checklists and detailed 

narratives for each parcel. While currently at a conceptual 

design level, the Project expects the Garage West Parcel to 

achieve Gold certification and the remaining parcels to 

achieve Silver certification at a minimum. The Proponent is 

committed to improving those certification levels wherever 

possible. The Project will comply with Article 37 

requirements by committing to certifying each parcel with 

the USGBC.   

55.7 

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, CAC, and BRA staff 

comments, BCDC Design Committee 

meetings should be scheduled by 

contacting David Carlson, Executive 

Director of the BCDC. 

Comment noted. 

55.8 

It should be noted that we will expect a 

design, rather than a conceptual diagram, 

however well conceived, which will allow 

more in-depth comment at the DPIR stage. 

Please refer to Chapter 3 and associated Figures therein. 
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55.9 

In general, we will ask for studies related to 

any and all requested alternatives, with 

certain modifications, as well as 

comparisons to both existing conditions 

and an 'as-of-right' alternative. 

Please refer to Chapter 2 for a qualitative and quantitative 

comparison of Project Alternatives. 

55.10 

The project is exemplary in its strong 

adherence to the Stuart Street Design 

Guidelines, which includes "Creating a 

vibrant street level pedestrian experience" 

as a core objective. To that end, the BRA 

recommends that resources be focused on 

the design of at-grade crossings for 

pedestrians around the entire perimeter of 

the project and for enhancement to the 

existing underground tunnel connecting 

Back Bay Station to Copley Place. 

The Proponent appreciates your recognition and has made 

concerted efforts to ensure the Project will have a lively 

streetscape. Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed 

description of the Project's public realm improvements and 

to Figures 3.8a-f for public realm improvement plans. 

Please note the Station tunnel is being renovated by Simon 

Properties as part of their previously approved project. 

55.11 

Similarly, a key urban design objective for 

the project as defined in the PNF is the 

following: "Design multiple ground level 

pedestrian through-block connections to 

create permeability through the Site, and 

connectivity to surrounding Back Bay and 

South End and Bay Village 

neighborhoods." This should be 

accomplished through exterior 

enhancements and through ground level 

interior building porosity, where possible. 

Please refer to Section 3.4 for a discussion of the proposed 

through block connectors to be delivered with the Garage 

West and Station East Parcels. Please see Figures 3.2h-iand 

3.7d for renderings of the connectors and Figures 3.9a-b 

for circulation and access plans. Please refer to Section 3.5 

and Figures 3.8a-f for a detailed description of the Project's 

pedestrian realm improvements. 

55.12 

While Dartmouth Street is the recognized 

"front door," there should still be a 

celebrated civic entrance to the Station 

from Clarendon Street. A recessed "door" 

must still have a perceptual presence 

directly on Clarendon Street, using 

innovative design strategies, public art, 

landscaping, and/or other public realm 

improvements. 

The Proponent has made considerable efforts to include a 

public plaza with the Station East Parcel to serve as a 

forecourt to the new Station Entrance off Clarendon Street. 

In addition, the building's architecture is designed to create 

a civic presence for the new Station Entrance. Please see 

Figures 3.2l-m and 3.8e. 
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55.13 

Greater consideration to the Clarendon 

Street entrance must be made going 

forward, in combination with an improved 

streetscape design for Clarendon Street. 

Opportunities for additional open space 

and the relationship to the immediate 

context should inform design strategies on 

the Clarendon side. 

The Proponent has made considerable efforts to include a 

public plaza with the Station East Parcel to serve as a 

forecourt to the new Station Entrance off Clarendon Street. 

In addition, the building's architecture is designed to create 

a civic presence for the new Station Entrance. Please see 

Figures 3.2l-m and 3.8e. 

55.14 

...the drop-off zone in front of the new 

Station entrance should only supply the 

amount of space needed for the 

residences. The proposed additional drop-

off lane for the Station would be better 

repurposed as either landscaped space or 

a shared space, in line with the other goals 

of the project. 

The drop-off lane serves as both Station and residential 

lobby drop-off but also as a necessary service access for 

the Station East Parcel. The Proponent has made great 

efforts to include the creation of a new 11,000 square foot 

public plaza with the delivery of the Station East Parcel and 

to create a pedestrian friendly environment. Please refer to 

Section 3.5 and Figures 3.8a-3.9b for a specific description 

of the pedestrian realm and pedestrian circulation and 

access plans.  

55.15 

While the Dartmouth Street Entrance is 

being respectfully refurbished, additional 

enhancements to the surrounding 

streetscape are warranted. As a terminus to 

the Southwest Corridor Park, the project is 

to carry the spirit of well-designed open 

space and pedestrian primacy across the 

street and into the Station. 

Please refer to Sections 3.1 and 3.5 and Figures 3.8a-f for a 

detailed description of the Project's pedestrian realm 

improvements. The Project proposes to upgrade the open 

space, creating a plaza, and to substantially increase the 

width and relocate the Dartmouth Street crosswalk at the 

Station entrance with delivery of the Station West Parcel, 

creating a fitting terminus for the Southwest Corridor Park. 

55.16 

The Proposed Project repeatedly 

champions building porosity and 

neighborhood connectivity. This is already 

demonstrated with two crossings in place 

at street level and below grade to assist 

with station traffic across Dartmouth Street 

into Copley Place and the Southwest 

Corridor. For this reason, we are concerned 

that an additional connection that is 

elevated would take away from the street 

life on Dartmouth Street. We do not see 

this as a necessary connection, as it would 

diminish the goal of activating the corridor. 

If an elevated pedestrian bridge across 

Dartmouth Street is to be pursued, further 

evidence needs to be presented showing 

how this would have a positive impact on 

the public realm. 

The Proponent has eliminated the Dartmouth Street 

pedestrian bridge. Please refer to Section 3.4.1 for a 

discussion of the Trinity Place and Stuart Street bridges and 

to Figures 3.2h-i. The Proponent notes that there are three 

such bridges in the immediate vicinity of the Project, each 

providing an important weather-protected and accessible 

connection across the busy thoroughfare of Stuart Street.  
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55.17 

The safety and security of pedestrians are 

better served by improved crosswalk 

design, which may include tabled 

intersections and other enhanced crossings 

(see Boston's Complete Street Guidelines). 

Please refer to Sections 3.1 and 3.5 and Figures 3.8a-f for a 

detailed description of the Project's pedestrian realm 

improvements, including crosswalks. Please refer to Figure 

3.9a-b for circulation and access plans. Please also see 

Section 4.12 for a detailed pedestrian facilities analysis. 

55.18 

The existing underground connection is a 

latent design opportunity that should be 

enhanced in tandem with the 

refurbishment of the Station. This tunnel is 

rightfully designed to privilege transit 

riders whose volumes far exceed users of 

the garage and whose numbers are 

projected to grow. As Boston's recent 

planning efforts (Go Boston 2030 and 

Imagine Boston 2030) plan for growth, it is 

increasingly important that the space of 

the street be multimodal to accommodate 

various users. 

Please note the Station tunnel is being renovated by Simon 

Properties as part of their previously approved project. The 

tunnel is surrounded by rail lines on either side and cannot 

be enlarged. 

55.19 

To facilitate improved at-grade crossings 

and pedestrian mobility generally, BRA 

Urban Design supports the closure of the 

1-90 ramp should the Commonwealth 

deem it acceptable, as it will allow for 

vehicles to exit from Trinity Place rather 

than Dartmouth Street. 

The Proponent notes your support of MassDOT's potential 

On-Ramp closure. 

55.20 

Though an engineering challenge, 

structure must be threaded with minimal 

impacts to the already constrained rail 

platform below. We recommend that any 

impacts to the platform should be 

counterbalanced by improvements to the 

platform seating and design configuration, 

as well as improvements to the 

underground tunnel connecting the 

platform across Dartmouth Street to 

Copley Place. 

Structure locations are being carefully coordinated with the 

MBTA. Please refer to Section 4.10.4 for an analysis on 

platform impacts. Please note that the tunnel connecting 

the platform to Dartmouth street is being improved by a 

different previously approved Project.  
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55.21 

The corner of the Garage West parcel (at 

the intersection of Stuart and Dartmouth 

Streets) is the dominant and most visible 

corner of the project and will need further 

design refinement. The impacts of the 

garage plinth can and should be 

ameliorated through facade strategies, but 

the design of the retail and streetscape is 

most important. Large pedestrian volumes 

make the design of ample sidewalk widths 

and high quality public realm 

improvements paramount. Moreover, it is 

crucial that the design works with the 

proposed reconfigured intersection design. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a detailed description of 

the Project's public realm improvements, to Section 3.5.2 

for an analysis of sidewalk widths and to Figures 3.8a-f for 

public realm improvement plans. 

55.22 

Tremendous work has been done to 

remove some major elements/interfaces of 

the existing garage. The amount of 

parking, in general, should 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. 

Please refer to Section 4.9 for an in-depth parking analysis. 

55.23 

The BRA expects that all revised 

transportation elements will be designed in 

harmony with the architectural treatments 

and integrated into the design. 

Noted. 

55.24 

Since retention of the above-grade garage 

floors cannot be avoided, garage uses are 

ideally completely covered, with active 

program uses, if possible, on all sides 

fronting primary streets. Treatment of any 

remaining directly visible portions of the 

garage will be presumed to be 

transformative, and should be of a high 

architectural character with robustly 

convincing detail. 

Please refer to Figures 3.2b-c for renderings showing 

treatment of the garage façade on Dartmouth and Stuart 

Streets, which is captured within the Garage West office 

building's footprint. Figures 3.2j-k show the proposed 

condition of the garage façade on Clarendon Street. The 

Proponent is not proposing to alter the Clarendon Street 

side. 
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55.25 

The architectural expression of the tower 

elements should be clarified. They should 

be sufficiently differentiated, and shaped 

as part of the skyline, but not necessarily 

read as one 'complex'. 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 area. This effect will be 

most noticeable from the intermediate 

range of direct views, including views from 

nearby neighborhoods, the Southwest 

Corridor, Columbus Avenue, and 

Clarendon and Dartmouth Streets. The 

grouping of towers will act as a signifier of 

Back Bay Station in the Boston cityscape. 

Please refer to Section 3.4 for a detailed description of each 

Project Component's building design including, height and 

massing, character and exterior materials and signage. 

Please also see Figures 3.2a-m and Figures 3.6a-p. 

55.26 

Special attention should be paid to public 

art, both indoor and outdoor. The 

Proposed Project presents an opportunity 

to connect interior and exterior space, and 

we encourage the Proponent to consult 

with local artists during the design period 

to allow for an integrated aesthetic effect. 

Please refer to Section 3.5.1 for a summary of pedestrian 

realm improvements, including areas with public art 

opportunities. 

55.27 

To reiterate comments from the Boston 

Transportation Department, the relocation 

and accordant redesign of the MBTA Bus 

No. 39 stop must be clarified. The design 

of this stop must include adequate space 

for passenger queuing and general 

pedestrian circulation. 

Please refer to section 4.10.2 for a description of the Route 

39 Bus terminus relocation, and to Figure 4.21 for a plan.  
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55.28 

It is critical that wind impacts to public 

spaces be minimized using trees and other 

windbreak strategies, including the formal 

shaping of the building(s) and public 

spaces themselves. Regarding potential 

future studies, 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 

property(ies) in question; where 

contiguous or proximate to open space, 

analysis may extend to likely bounds of no 

impact. Depending upon results of the 

wind tunnel testing, the BRA reserves the 

right to request further study, including 

further tunnel work, or a delta analysis if 

results are unclear. 

Please refer to Section 6.2 for a summary of the Project's 

pedestrian level wind impacts. See Appendix I for a copy of 

the full pedestrian wind report. The number and location of 

study points was reviewed and approved by the BPDA. 

55.29 

Project shadows appear to be in 

compliance with the Stuart Street Design 

Guidelines, but will continue to be studied 

as part of standard design review 

processes. All shadow analysis should be 

provided in electronic rather than paper 

form, except as conclusion discussions, 

using continuous dawn-to-dusk 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). All net 

new shadows, in general, shall be defined 

as outlined elsewhere either by a 

contrasting tone or different color and 

shall be clearly shown to their full plan 

extent, whether on street, park, or rooftop. 

A specific shadow analysis should assess 

the time range of any new impacts on the 

Southwest Corridor Park, defining rough 

extent and duration in terms of hours and 

time of year. Particular attention should be 

given to the period from March 21st to 

October 21st. If overall duration is greater 

than one hour, provide an overlap study, 

which defines any area impacted by 

shadows for a period greater than one 

hour. 

Please refer to Section 6.3 for an analysis of the Project's 

shadow impacts, including to adjacent public spaces. 

Please refer to Section 8.3.2 for a summary of shadow 

impacts on the façades of area historic resources.  
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55.30 

Certain project elements deviate from the 

zoning, primarily at the Garage West 

parcel: 

- Service and parking areas must be set 

back a minimum of 20' from the building 

face; because of the garage dimensions, 

this will only be between 1 and 4'. Our 

recommendation to abate this will be to 

continue to explore creative options for 

screening the garage. 

The Project will achieve zoning compliance through a PDA 

amendment. Please refer to Figures 3.2b-c for renderings 

of the Garage façade on Dartmouth and Stuart Streets. 

Figures 3.2j-k show the Clarendon Street side, which the 

Proponent is not proposing to alter. 

55.31 

(Certain project elements deviate from the 

zoning, primarily at the Garage West 

parcel) 

- The maximum floor plate for commercial 

uses is 30,000-SF; the project proposes two 

floors above the garage that are 

approximately 36,000-SF and 38,000-SF, 

respectively. The remaining commercial 

floors are in compliance, with an average 

square footage ranging from 

approximately 22,000-SF to 26,000-SF. 

The Project will achieve zoning compliance through a PDA 

amendment. 

55.32 

(Certain project elements deviate from the 

zoning, primarily at the Garage West 

parcel) 

- The project exceeds the recommended 

25' setback on Dartmouth Street; the 

massing of the building varies from 15-27'. 

We urge the proponent to prioritize the 

pedestrian experience in the design of the 

streetscape, as noted elsewhere in this 

comment letter. 

The Project will achieve zoning compliance through a PDA 

amendment. The Proponent is committed to creating an 

active and pedestrian friendly streetscape. Please refer to 

Section 3.5 for a discussion of the Project's site design. 

55.33 

(Certain project elements deviate from the 

zoning, primarily at the Garage West 

parcel) 

- The LEED target of Gold is instead 

projected to be Silver for the Garage East, 

Station East, and Station West parcels. The 

commercial tower (Garage West) is 

projected to achieve LEED Gold 

equivalence. 

The Project will achieve zoning compliance through a PDA 

amendment. Please refer to Chapter 5 for a complete 

discussion on sustainable and resiliency strategies for the 

Project. See also Section 5.3.3 for LEED checklists and 

detailed narratives for each parcel. While currently at a 

conceptual design level, the Project expects the Garage 

West Parcel to achieve Gold certification and the remaining 

parcels to achieve Silver certification at a minimum. The 

Proponent is committed to improving those certification 

levels wherever possible. The Project will comply with 

Article 37 requirements by committing to certifying each 

parcel with the USGBC.   
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55.34 

The BRA recognizes that the zoning for this 

project will be pursued through an 

amendment to the existing PDA for the 

garage, as envisioned during the Stuart 

Street Planning Study. 

Comment noted. 

55.35 

Though Back Bay Station proper is not 

under the express purview of BRA Planning 

and Urban Design staff, we nevertheless 

include the following comments: 

• Improved connectivity and porosity 

to/from the Station is desirable. In 

particular, the new station entrance on the 

Stuart Street side should be designed with 

visibility and accessibility in mind. 

Please refer to Section 3.4.1 for a summary of the proposed 

public through-block connector to the Station at the corner 

of Stuart Street and Trinity Place. See also Figures 3.7a-b. 

55.36 

• The strong pedestrian connection and 

axial procession through the Station 

should be continued strongly through to 

the Clarendon Street side. 

A strong connection is proposed, through use of floor 

materials and entrance designs that emphasize the axial 

relationship of the Clarendon and Dartmouth street 

entrances. Please refer to Section 3.4 for a discussion of the 

proposed through block connectors to be delivered with 

the Garage West and Station East Parcels. Please see 

Figures 3.2h-i and 3.7a-b for renderings of the connectors 

and Figures 3.9a-b for circulation and access plans. Please 

refer to Section 3.5 and Figures 3.8a-f for a detailed 

description of the Project's pedestrian realm 

improvements. 

55.37 

• Minimizing clutter (ticketing machines, 

signage, retail kiosks) in the Station should 

be a primary design driver, particularly in 

the central hall. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements. 

Removing clutter, clarifying wayfinding and revealing the 

civic nature of the Central Hall are major goals of the 

Station Concourse Improvements project. 

55.38 

• Any proposed additional retail should not 

interrupt the sense of space from a 

connective standpoint. Additionally, the 

proposed retail should not reduce the 

effective daylighting produced by the 

upper hall and clerestory areas. Neither 

should the simplicity and purity of the 

restored station's space be compromised 

by upper encroachments or penetrations. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements. See 

also Section 3.4.4 for a discussion of the Project's 

integration with the Station. The additional level of retail 

will have skylights so as to preserve the clerestory windows' 

access to natural light. 
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55.39 

Embracing new technology to facilitate 

expedited ticketing and gating is desirable 

insofar as the resultant space should allow 

for improved circulation and well-placed 

and numerous accommodations for 

seating. 

Please refer to Section 1.1.1 and Appendix E for a detailed 

description of the Station Concourse Improvements, which 

increase capacity in ingress/egress, platform access, waiting 

area and seating. Please see also Figures E.1-E.5. 

55.40 

The following urban design materials for 

the Proposed Project's schematic design 

must be submitted 

for the DPIR: 

 

1. Written description of program elements 

and space allocation (in square feet) for 

each element, as well as Project totals. 

Please refer to Table 1-1 in Section 1.4.1 for a detailed 

description of the program and dimensional information of 

each Project Component. 

55.41 

2. 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: 

 

a. Massing 

b. Building height 

c. Scaling elements 

d. Open space 

e. Major topographic features 

f. Pedestrian and vehicular circulation 

g. Land use 

Please refer to Chapter 3, Urban Design and all associated 

figures.  

55.42 

3. Color, or black and white 8"x1 O" 

photographs of the site and 

neighborhood. 

Please refer to Figures 1.4a-d for existing conditions 

photographs. 

55.43 
4. Sketches and diagrams to clarify design 

issues and massing options. 

Please refer to Section 3.4 for massing and height 

descriptions of each Project Component, as well as to 

Figures 3.6a-p. 
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55.44 

5. 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. Some of these 

viewpoints have already been suggested 

and used in presentations to the public. 

Long-ranged (distanced) views of the 

proposed project must also be studied to 

assess the impact on the skyline or other 

view lines. 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. 

Please refer to Figures 3.2a-m for eye level perspectives, to 

Figures 3.6a-j for long range views, and Figures 3.6k-p for 

additional birds-eye perspectives.  Please see also Figures 

8.2a-j for views from area historic resources. 

55.45 
6. Additional aerial or skyline views of the 

project, if and as requested. 

Please see Figures 3.6a-j for skyline views and Figures 3.6k-

p for aerial views. 

55.46 

7. Site sections at 1"=20' or larger (or other 

scale approved by the BRA) showing 

relationships to adjacent buildings and 

spaces. 

Please refer to Figures 3.4a-f for Site sections.  
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55.47 

8. Site plan(s) at an appropriate scale (1 

"=20' or larger, or as approved by the BRA) 

showing: 

a. General relationships of proposed and 

existing adjacent buildings and open 

spaces 

b. 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 

Please refer to Figures 1.5 and 1.6a-b for existing 

conditions survey and Projct Site plans, respectively. Please 

also see Figures 3.8a-f for public realm plans and 3.9a-b for 

site circulation and access plans. 

55.48 

9. Massing model (ultimately in basswood) 

at 1 ":40'0" for use in the Authority's 

Downtown Model. 

The Proponent understands this is not part of the DPIR 

submission, and will be happy to provide it at a later date. 

55.49 

10. Study model(s) at 1" = 16' or 1" = 20' 

showing preliminary concept of setbacks, 

cornice lines, fenestration, facade 

composition, etc. are recommended. 

The Proponent understands this is not part of the DPIR 

submission, and will be happy to provide it at a later date. 

55.50 

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 

c. Development in the context of the 

surrounding area 

d. Sections showing organization of 

functions and spaces, and relationships to 

adjacent spaces and structures 

e. Preliminary building plans showing 

ground floor and typical upper floor(s). 

f. Phasing, if any, of the Proposed Project 

Please refer to Chapter 3, Urban Design and all associated 

figures.  
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55.51 

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. 

Please refer to Section 3.4 for a summary of building 

character and exterior materials and to Figures 3.2a-m. The 

Proponent notes that more detailed information will be 

made available for review by the BPDA as the Project 

design develops. 

55.52 
13. Electronic files describing the site and 

Proposed Project. 

An electronic copy of this submission will be provided by 

the Proponent as requested. 

55.53 

14. Full responses, which may be in the 

formats listed above (and more), 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. 

Please refer to Chapter 3 for a full discussion of the 

Project's urban design. All urban design related issues will 

be addressed through appropriate documentation during 

the Article 80 process.  

55.54 
15. Proposed schedule for submission of all 

design or development-related materials. 

The Proponent notes that design-related materials will be 

submitted to the BPDA for review as the Project design 

develops and there is more visibility on the execution 

schedule. 

55.55 

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. 

Please refer to Figures 3.4a-f for Site Section diagrams.  

55.56 

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. 

Please refer to Figures 3.2a-m for Project renderings and 

3.6k-p for Ariel perspective views. 
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55.57 

If not defined elsewhere, a daylight 

analysis for both build and no-build 

conditions shall be conducted by 

measuring the percentage of sky dome 

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' (defined in this 

case as the recent Stuart Street zoning), 

and context examples. The areas of interest 

include Dartmouth, Stuart, and Clarendon 

Street, and Trinity Place. 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. 

Please refer to Section 6.4 for a summary of the Daylight 

analysis.  

55.58 

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. 

Please refer to Section 6.4 for a summary of the Daylight 

analysis.  

55.59 

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. 

Noted. Please refer to Chapter 7 for a complete 

infrastructure analysis. 
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55.60 

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. 

40 Trinity, 380 Stuart, Copley Expansion, et 

al.) build-out figures in the analysis. 

The Proponent confirms that all Stuart Street corridor 

approved projects were included in the environmental 

analyses of the Project. Please refer to Chapters 4-8 which 

provide details on the Project-related impacts and discuss 

steps that will be taken to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate 

adverse effects.  

55.61 

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 

Please refer to Sections 7.5 and 7.6. 

55.62 

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 

Please refer to Sections 7.2-7.5 for descriptions of the 

existing utilities, proposed future connections, and 

mitigation measures as applicable. The Proponent will 

comply with sewer and storm drain regulations as 

mandated by BWSC, and will be subject to the Site Plan 

review and approval process. 

55.63 

c. Identification of measures to conserve 

resources, including any provisions for 

recycling or 'green' strategies, including 

green roofs 

Please refer to Section 5.3.2 for a summary of proposed 

resource conservation measures.  

55.64 

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 

No impacts are anticipated. 

55.65 

e. Description of mitigation measures to 

reduce or eliminate impacts on water 

quality 

Please refer to Sections 7.2 and 7.4 for information on the 

Project's efforts to reduce or eliminate water quality 

impacts. 

55.66 
f. Description of impact of on-site storm 

drainage on water quality 

Please refer to Section 7.4 for a summary of existing and 

proposed storm water management infrastructure systems 

for the Project 
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55.67 

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 

Please refer to Section 7.4.3 for a detailed description of 

the Project's intended compliance with the City's 

Groundwater Conservation Overlay District. 

55.68 

h. Detail methods of protection proposed 

for infrastructure conduits and other 

artifacts, including the MBT A tunnels and 

station structures, and BSWC sewer lines 

and water mains, during construction 

Please refer to Sections 7.2-7.5 for descriptions of the 

existing utilities, proposed future connections, and 

mitigation measures as applicable. The Proponent is and 

will be coordinating extensively with MassDOT and the 

MBTA on temporary impacts and protection of 

transportation infrastructure during construction.  

55.69 

i. Detail the energy source of the interior 

space heating; how obtained, and, if 

applicable, plans for reuse of condensate. 

Please refer to Section 5.4.1.2 for preliminary energy model 

results and to Section 5.4.4 for a summary of proposed 

building energy efficiency measures. Please see also 

Appendix H for a preliminary energy model report for each 

Project Component. 

55.70 

Thorough consultation with the planners 

and engineers of the utilities will be 

required, and should be referenced in the 

Infrastructure Component section. 

Please refer to Sections 7.2-7.5 for descriptions of the 

existing utilities, proposed future connections, and 

mitigation measures as applicable. The Proponent will 

comply with sewer and storm drain regulations as 

mandated by BWSC, and will be subject to the Site Plan 

review and approval process. The Proponent has 

continuously consulted with the various utilities and related 

agencies throughout the permitting and conceptual design 

process, and will continue to do so to ensure a proper 

design is delivered for approval. 

55.71 

Energy Systems: 

a. Description of energy requirements of 

the project and evaluation of project 

impacts on resources and supply 

Please refer to Section 5.4.1.2 for preliminary energy model 

results, Section 5.4.4 for a summary of proposed building 

energy efficiency measures and Section 5.4.3 for the On-

Site Clean and Renewable Energy Analysis. Please see also 

Appendix H for a preliminary energy model report for each 

Project Component. 

55.72 

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. 

Please refer to Section 5.4.1.2 for preliminary energy model 

results, Section 5.4.4 for a summary of proposed building 

energy efficiency measures and Section 5.4.3 for the On-

Site Clean and Renewable Energy Analysis. Please see also 

Appendix H for a preliminary energy model report for each 

Project Component. 
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55.73 

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. 

Please refer to Sections 7.2 through 7.5 for descriptions of 

existing utilities and proposed future connections. No 

capacity issues are anticipated. 

55.74 

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. If necessary, storm 

drain and sewage systems should be 

separated or separations provided for in 

the design of connections. 

Utility company network transformer vaults will be located 

within building footprints. See Sections 7.4 and 7.5 for 

discussion on stormwater management and sanitary 

sewage. 

55.75 

This proposal calls for the radical 

modification of older air rights Projects 

that were basically the reconstruction and 

repair of railroad and highway 

infrastructure. The balance of the notion of 

'embedded energy' as balanced with the 

long-term energy savings proposed by this 

Project should be discussed. The 

Proponent should investigate energy 

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 

strategies, wind, solar, and geothermal 

systems, and cogeneration. 

Please refer to Section 5.3 for a summary of the Project's 

multiple sustainability strategies. 

Letter 56 Interagency Green Building Committee 

56.1 

The IGBC accepts the rating system 

selections and encourages the project 

team to continue to pursue additional 

LEED credits, including but not limited to 

the feasibility of implementing features of 

the WELL Building Standard. 

The Proponent is committed to pursuing additional LEED 

credits related to a variety of sustainability goals.  
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56.2 

In support of the City of Boston's 

Greenhouse (GHG) emissions reduction 

goals, the IGBC requests that the project 

make full use of utility and state-funded 

energy efficiency and clean/renewable 

energy programs designed to minimize 

energy use, GHG emissions and adverse 

environmental impacts. 

Noted, please refer to Section 5.4.4 for a discussion of the 

Project's approach to incorporating utility and energy 

efficiency incentives. 

56.3 

Please note that prior to the Inspectional 

Services Department’s (ISD) issuance of a 

building permit, all projects must 

demonstrate compliance with Article 37 

and have obtained approval of the 

requisite submissions from the IGBC. In 

order to demonstrate compliance, the 

IGBC requires that you provide an updated 

submission including a Design Green 

Building Report (Design Report). The 

Design Report shall provide a 

comprehensive narrative describing in 

detail proposed strategies and paths that 

will be used to meet LEED prerequisites 

and achieve the selected credits. 

Noted, the Project will comply with Article 37 and file the 

required submissions in advance of obtaining a building 

permit.  Please refer to Section 5.3 for discussion of the 

Project's sustainability measures and Figures 5.1a-d for 

preliminary LEED checklists. See also Appendix J for the 

Climate Change Preparedness and Resiliency Checklist. 
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Appendix A: DEIR Distribution List  
 

In accordance with the MEPA regulations at 301 CMR 11.16, the Proponent is circulating this Draft 

Environmental Notification Form (DEIR) for the mixed-use redevelopment of four Air Rights 

Development Parcels above and adjacent to Back Bay Station to the public agencies and 

interested stakeholders listed below. 

It is anticipated that notice of availability of this DEIR will be published in the February 8th edition 

of the Environmental Monitor, initiating a 30-day public comment period that will end on March 

10, 2017. The Secretary is scheduled to issue a determination on March 17, 2017. 

 

Federal  

US Environmental Protection Agency 

New England, Region 1 

Attention: NPDES Permit Division 

5 Post Office Square, Suite 100 

Boston, MA 02109 

 

Federal Aviation Administration 

Attn: Richard Doucette 

New England Region 

1200 District Avenue 

Burlington, MA 01803-5299 

 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts  

Executive Office of Energy and 

Environmental Affairs (EEA) 

Attn: Matthew A. Beaton 

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114 

 

Department of Environmental Protection 

Bureau of Air and Waste 

Air and Climate Program 

Attn: Christine Kirby 

One Winter Street  

Boston, MA 02108 

 

 

 

 

DEP/Northeast Regional Office 

Attn: John D. Viola 

205B Lowell Street 

Wilmington, MA 01887 

 

Massachusetts Department of Environmental 

Protection  

Waterways/Chapter 91 Program 

Attn: Ben Lynch 

One Winter Street  

Boston, MA 02108 
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Massachusetts Department of 

Transportation  

Public/Private Development Unit 

Attn: J. Lionel Lucien 

10 Park Plaza, Suite 4160 

Boston, MA 02116 

 

MassDOT - District #6 

Attn: Linda Smith 

185 Kneeland Street 

Boston, MA 02111 

 

Massachusetts Department of Energy 

Resources 

Attn: Paul Ormond 

100 Cambridge St. Suite 1020 

Boston, MA 02114 

  

The Massachusetts Historical Commission 

Attn: Brona Simon 

The MA Archives Building  

220 Morrissey Boulevard  

Boston, MA 02125 

 

Metropolitan Area Planning Council  

Attn: MEPA Coordinator 

60 Temple Place, 6th floor  

Boston, MA 02111 

 

Massachusetts Bay Transit Authority 

Attn: MEPA Coordinator 

10 Park Plaza, Suite 3910 

Boston, MA 02116 

 

Massachusetts Water Resource Authority 

Attn: Marianne Connolly 

100 First Avenue 

Charlestown Navy Yard 

Boston, MA 02129 

 

 

 

Executive Office for Administration & 

Finance 

State House, Room 373 

Boston MA, 02133 

MassDevelopment  

Attn: David Bancroft 

99 High Street 

Boston, MA 02110 

 

Massachusetts Architectural  

Access Board 

Attn: MEPA Coordinator 

One Ashburton Place, Room 1310 

Boston, MA 02108 

 

Massachusetts House of Representatives 

Representative Byron Rushing 

Massachusetts State House, Room 481 

Boston, MA 02133 

 

Massachusetts House of Representatives 

Representative Aaron Michlewitz 

Massachusetts State House, Room 254 

Boston, MA 02133 

 

Massachusetts House of Representatives 

Representative Jay Livingstone 

Massachusetts State House, Room 186 

Boston, MA 02133 

 

Massachusetts Senate 

Senator William Brownsberger 

Massachusetts State House, Room 504 

Boston, MA 02133 
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City of Boston

Boston Planning and Development 

Agency 

Attn: Brian P. Golden, Director  

One City Hall Square, 9th Floor  

Boston, MA 02201  

  

Office of Environment, Energy & Open 

Space (City of Boston)  

Attn: Austin Blackmon, Chief  

One City Hall Square, Room 709  

Boston, MA 02201  

 

Boston Transportation Department  

One City Hall Square, Room 721 

Boston, MA 02201  

 

Boston Conservation Commission  

One City Hall Square, Room 709  

Boston, MA 02201  

 

Boston Landmarks Commission  

One City Hall Square, Room 709  

Boston, MA 02201  

 

Boston Commission for Persons with 

Disabilities 

One City Hall Square, Room 967 

Boston, MA 02201 

 

Boston Public Works Department 

One City Hall Square, Room 710 

Boston, MA 02201 

 

 

 

 

Boston Parks and Recreation 

Commissioner Chris Cook 

1010 Massachusetts Avenue, 3rd Floor 

Boston, MA 02118 

 

Boston Water and Sewer Commission  

Attn: John P. Sullivan, P.E. 

980 Harrison Avenue  

Boston, MA 02119  

 

Boston Groundwater Trust 

Attn: Christian S. Simonelli 

229 Berkeley St. 

Boston, MA 02116 

 

Boston City Council 

Josh Zakim 

1 City Hall Square, 5th Floor 

Boston, MA 02201-2043 

 

Boston City Council 

Bill Linehan 

1 City Hall Square,5thFloor 

Boston, MA 02201-2043 

 

Boston Public Library 

Central Library 

700 Boylston St. 

Boston, MA 02116 

 

Boston Public Library 

South End Branch 

685 Tremont St,  

Boston, MA 02118 

 

Other Interested Parties  

Charles River Watershed Association 

Attn: Margaret Van Deusen 

190 Park Road 

Weston, MA 02493 

 

 

 

Ellis South End Neighborhood 

Association 

Betsy Hall 

P.O Box 170731 

Boston, MA 02116 
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Neighborhood Association of  

The Back Bay 

Vicki Smith/Barry Solar 

160 Commonwealth Avenue, #L-8, 

Boston, MA  02116-2749 

 

Bay Village Neighborhood Association 

Dr. P. MacKenzie Bok and Sarah Herlihy 

Planning Co-Chair 

35 Melrose St.,  

Boston, MA 02116 

 

St. Botolphe Neighborhood Association 

Attn: Scott Mustard 

10 Durham Street 

Boston, MA 02115 

 

WalkBoston 

Wendy Landman 

Old City Hall 

45 School Street 

Boston, MA 02108 

  

Residents: 

Tracy Pesanelli 

Pamela Humphrey 

Kenneth E. Kruckemeyer 

Shirley Kressel 

Paula Griswold 

Pamela Lassiter 

Ann Hershfang 

Susan Prindle 

Gerry Ives  

Anne Swanson 

Lynn Foster 

Heyward Parker James 

Jacquelin S. Yessian 

 

Community Advisory Committee 

Members: 

Brendan Ahern 

Ann Beha 

Kenzie Bok 

Damien Chaviano 

Jim Cochener 

Jackie Cox Crite 

Cathy Doran 

Jack Fitzgerald 

Susan Gilmore 

Elliot Laffer 

Meg Mainzer Cohen 

Mayra Negron Rivera 

Ted Pietras 

Russ Preston 

Patrick Sarkis 

Jackie Yessian 

Scott Mustard 
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The Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02114 

 
Charles D. Baker 

GOVERNOR 
 

Karyn E. Polito 
LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR 

 
Matthew A. Beaton 

SECRETARY 

 

         Tel: (617) 626-1000 
Fax: (617) 626-1081 

http://www.mass.gov/eea 
 
 

June 24, 2016 
 

 
CERTIFICATE OF THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS 

ON THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL NOTIFICATION FORM 

 
 
PROJECT NAME : The Back Bay/South End Gateway Project 
PROJECT MUNICIPALITY  : Boston 
PROJECT WATERSHED  : Boston Harbor/Charles River 
EEA NUMBER   : 15502 
PROJECT PROPONENT : BP Hancock LLC 
DATE NOTICED IN MONITOR : April 20, 2016 
 
 

Pursuant to the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (M.G.L. c. 30, ss. 61-62I) and 
Section 11.03 of the MEPA Regulations (301 CMR 11.00), I hereby determine that this project 
requires the preparation of a mandatory Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  

 
The project proposes a major air rights development in the Back Bay and South End of 

Boston. It will include up to 1.2 million square feet (msf) of commercial, residential and retail 
space built over and around the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority’s (MBTA) Back 
Bay/South End Station, Interstate-90/Massachusetts Turnpike (I-90) and the 100 Clarendon 
Street Parking Garage (Garage).  

 
This transit-oriented development provides an opportunity to enhance the public realm 

and vital transportation resources while providing economic development and new housing 
consistent with the Commonwealth’s economic, environmental and transportation goals. It will 
develop high-density office, residential uses and retail adjacent to the MBTA Station. It is 
intended to revitalize the area and create a better connection between the Back Bay and South 
End neighborhoods by integrating the site and its uses with the neighborhood and street-level 
activity. Underutilized ground level areas along Stuart Street and the bus turn-around on 
Clarendon Street will be replaced with more active uses. 

 
A common theme of comment letters is ensuring that the project provides a balanced 

development that places an appropriate emphasis on preserving and improving the public realm. 
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Comment letters express concern with the impact of the project on the urban environment and 
historic resources, including the effects of wind and shadow. A particular concern is the potential 
impact of the project and proposed vehicular access on transit operations and pedestrian access. 
To conform with the Commonwealth’s and the City’s urban design and development goals, the 
project must strive not only to preserve and improve operations and access but to increase 
capacity to the extent possible to support increased ridership that will be generated by this 
project. These concerns are similar to those that have been identified and addressed on other 
major redevelopment projects around transit hubs, including the Boston Garden project (EEA# 
15052) at North Station and the South Station Air Rights project (EEA# 9131) at South Station. 
  

As described in the Environmental Notification Form (ENF), the project consists of the 
construction of approximately 1.2 msf of mixed use development, including 575,000 sf of 
commercial office space, 100,000 sf of retail/restaurant space, and 600 residential units. It will 
include parking, loading and service areas. It includes the demolition of an existing parking 
garage and construction over ground and air rights covering the MBTA station. The project is 
comprised of four severable components that may be undertaken in phases by individual owners 
or developers: 
  

1. Garage West Parcel: The existing western garage drum and a portion of the garage 
will be demolished. A new 26-story building with 575,000 sf of commercial office 
space, up to 27,000 sf ground floor retail/restaurant uses, and approximately 200,000 
sf of parking (up to 2,013 spaces) will be constructed.  Most of this project 
component will be constructed over I-90. The Proponent has developed design 
alternatives for the development of this parcel with and without closure of the 
existing on-ramp that connects Clarendon Street and I-90 westbound.  The garage exit 
will be located either on Dartmouth Street or on Trinity Place depending on whether 
the I-90 ramp is eliminated or not. 
 

2. Garage East Parcel: The existing eastern garage drum will be demolished.  A 28-
story, approximately 215,000 sf residential building with 240 units will be 
constructed. Most of this project component will be constructed over I-90. A parking 
garage entrance/exit will be located on Clarendon Street. 

 
3.    Station East Parcel: The existing MBTA bus drop-off will be relocated and an existing 

ventilation tower demolished.  A 34-story, 377,000-sf building will be constructed 
with 360 residential units, 8,500-sf of retail space, and a new entrance to the MBTA 
station. This component of the project may also include reactivation of the Commuter 
Rail head house on the south side of Columbus Ave. Most of this project component 
will be constructed over the MBTA station and/or subway and railroad tracks. 

 
4.    Station West Parcel: The project includes a one- or two-story vertical expansion of the 

MBTA station to provide 30,000 to 65,000 sf of retail.  
  
 Portions of the site are owned by the Massachusetts Department of Transportation 
(MassDOT), the MBTA, and the Proponent. Pursuant to the Proponent’s ground and air rights 
development agreement with the Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT), and 
its property management responsibilities, the Proponent will renovate Back Bay Station. The 

2 
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station improvements include the following elements to improve customer experience and 
access: 
 

• Restore the station architecture to its original condition; 
• Create new and expanded waiting areas; 
• Add lighting and temperature controls; 
• Clarify signage and wayfinding components; 
• Improve access and egress into the station;  
• Renovate the public restrooms;  
• Add retail opportunities to serve MBTA riders and the community; and 
• Provide a monetary contribution that may be used to improve the track-level 

ventilation system.   
 
 The location of this project with direct access to transit offers the most important 
opportunity to minimize the long-term traffic and air quality impacts of the project. I received 
considerable public comment concerning the Proponent’s proposed design for the station 
renovation.  Commenters expressed concern about the lack of public input into the design, about 
vehicular and pedestrian access within and around the station, and whether the design would be 
able to support existing operations in addition to enhancing capacity of the station to 
accommodate increased ridership. I note that MassDOT is initiating a public process regarding 
station improvements which should afford opportunities to learn more about the project and 
goals and to provide input. The Scope for the DEIR requires more information regarding the 
station improvements, including identification of project goals, a detailed description of changes, 
and discussion of how changes address project goals.  
  
Project Site 
 
 The 5.2-acre project site is bounded by Dartmouth Street to the west, Stuart Street and 
Trinity Place to the north, Clarendon Street to the east, and abutting properties along Columbus 
Avenue to the south.  The site is located between the dense commercial development in Copley 
Square and Back Bay and the residential neighborhood of the South End.   
 
 Approximately three-quarters of the site is located on and over the MBTA station and I-
90.  A small portion of the site is located at ground level along Stuart Street between Trinity 
Place and Dartmouth Street.  The MBTA station and tracks occupy the southern half of the site. 
The station serves the MBTA’s Orange Line subway and Commuter Rail, and Amtrak passenger 
rail which provides service between Boston and New York. The station concourse occupies the 
southwest quadrant of the site and its main entrance is located at the street level on Dartmouth 
Street.  The southeast quadrant consists of a second entrance to the station from Clarendon 
Street.  The parcel includes a surface driveway with a bus turnaround and drop-off/pick-up area, 
sidewalks, and a plaza.  Two ventilation stacks are also located on this parcel. A 2,013-space 
parking garage occupies the northern half of the site, most of which spans I-90 between 
Dartmouth and Clarendon Streets. A ramp from Clarendon Street to the westbound lanes of I-90 
is located on the northeast quadrant of the site along the northern edge of the parcel below the 
parking garage.   
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 The portions of the site over I-90 and the subway and railroad tracks are constructed on a 
structural deck supported by pilings.  The pilings are installed on either side of I-90 and in the 
subway and rail platform.  The elevation of the deck along the northeast corner of the site is 
higher than the surrounding streets.  The approximately six-foot difference in elevation between 
Dartmouth Street and the first floor of the garage building requires stairs and ramps to provide 
pedestrian access to the site. Along Stuart Street, the deck elevation is up to 13 feet higher than 
the street.  This side of the site is dominated by a concrete wall at the rear of the sidewalk that 
makes up the difference in elevation and separates the site from pedestrian and street-level 
activity.  Redevelopment of the site is constrained by the deck, existing pilings, cost and 
complexity of constructing the foundation systems, and the need to maintain operations of the 
transportation infrastructure and vehicular and pedestrian corridors. 
 
 The site is located in several zoning areas designated by the Boston Redevelopment 
Authority (BRA).  The majority of the site is located within Area 4 of the Stuart Street District 
established by Article 48 of the Boston Zoning Code in an area designated as Planned 
Development Area (PDA) No. 2. A small part of the site near the intersection of Clarendon 
Street and Columbus Avenue is located in the Community Commercial Zoning Subdistrict 
established in accordance with Article 64 of the Boston Zoning Code.  The site is also located in 
the Groundwater Conservation Overlay District (GCOD) and Restricted Parking Overlay District 
(RPOD).   
 
 The site contains one property, the parking garage at 100 Clarendon Street, that is listed 
in the Massachusetts Historical Commission’s (MHC) Inventory of Historic and Archaeological 
Assets of the Commonwealth.  The site is within one-quarter mile of five historic districts listed 
or eligible to be listed on the State and National Registers, including the Back Bay Historic 
District (BOS.BT)/Back Bay Architectural District (BOS.BW), South End District 
(BOS.AB)/South End Landmark District (BOS.AC), Saint Botolph Architectural Conservation 
District (BOS.BV), Bay Village Historic District (BOS.BQ), and Park Square-Stuart Street 
Historic District.  Sixteen individually designated or inventoried properties are located within 
these districts.  Among the significant buildings in proximity to the site are the YWCA Building 
(BOS.2368) adjacent to the site on Stuart Street, the Boston Public Library- McKim Building 
(BOS.2624), Trinity Church (BOS.2623), New Old South Church (BOS.2653), Trinity Rectory 
(BOS.2371), Youth’s Companion Building, and the Armory of the First Corp of Cadets 
(BOS.2371).  The site is also within landlocked tidelands approximately one-half mile from the 
Charles River.  The site does not include any wetland resource areas.   
 
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation 
 
 The new office, retail, and residential uses will generate 12,980 new average daily trips 
(adt), but the Proponent expects the actual number of new vehicular trips to be considerably 
lower when adjusted to reflect the use of alternate modes of transportation, such as transit and 
walking, to access the site.  No new parking spaces will be added to the existing 2,013 spaces.  
The project will consume 176,574 gallons per day (gpd) of water and generate 160,522 gpd of 
wastewater.  The project will not significantly alter the site’s impervious area.  Emissions of 
Greenhouse Gasses (GHG) and other air pollutants are associated with the burning of fossil fuels 
for on-site energy use and automobile travel by residents and visitors to the site.  The height of 
the proposed buildings may cast shadows and caused changes to wind patterns that affect 
adjacent historic resources. 
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 The project will minimize and mitigate transportation-related impacts through the use of 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures such as encouraging use of public transit 
and other alternate modes of travel.  The project will employ measures to conserve water and 
contribute to Infiltration/Inflow (I/I) reduction to preserve sewer capacity.  The project will 
employ stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs) to improve the water quality and flow 
rate of stormwater discharged from the site, including infiltrating stormwater to the ground.  As 
indicated in the PNF, the project will mitigate GHG emissions by incorporating energy 
efficiency measures into the building design and potentially generating renewable energy on-site.   
 
Permitting and Jurisdiction 
 

The project is undergoing MEPA review and subject to preparation of a mandatory 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) pursuant to Section 11.03 (6)(a)(6) because it requires State 
Agency Permits and will generate 3,000 or more new average daily trips (adt) on roadways 
providing access to a single location.  The project requires approvals for construction in the 
ground and air rights on and above the MBTA station, subway and rail tracks, and I-90 and it 
requires a Vehicular Access Permit from MassDOT. The project may require a Construction Site 
Dewatering Discharge Permit from the Massachusetts Water Resource Authority (MWRA).  It 
will require review by the Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) in connection with the 
project’s potential impacts on historic properties.  The project includes modification to an urban 
renewal plan in accordance with M.G.L. c.121A.  It is also subject to the MEPA GHG Emissions 
Policy and Protocol and will require a Public Benefit Determination.   

 
The project requires a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 

construction permit from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and a Determination 
of No Hazard to Air Navigation from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).   

 
The project will require multiple permits and approvals from the City of Boston, 

including Large Project Review pursuant to Article 80B of the Boston Zoning Code, PDA 
approval, a Construction Management Plan (CMP) and approval of a Transportation Access Plan 
Agreement (TAPA). The Proponent filed a Letter of Intent to the BRA on December 30, 2015. A 
Project Notification Form (PNF) was filed in March and is undergoing review. The Proponent is 
seeking a Planned Development Area from the BRA. PDA3 Review, as required pursuant to 
Article 80C of the Zoning Code. 
 

Because the Proponent is seeking a land transfer in the form of air-rights and ground 
leases from MassDOT, MEPA jurisdiction extends to those aspects of the project within the area 
subject to the land transfer that are likely, directly or indirectly, to cause Damage to the 
Environment. In addition, I note that the project may pursue State Financial Assistance in the 
form of Infrastructure, Investment and I (I-cubed) funding. Pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(2)(a)(3), 
MEPA subject matter jurisdiction is functionally equivalent to full scope jurisdiction. 
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SCOPE 
 
 
General 
 

The DEIR should follow Section 11.07 of the MEPA regulations for outline and content, 
as modified by this scope.  The DEIR should clearly demonstrate that the Proponent has sought 
to avoid, minimize and mitigate Damage to the Environment to the maximum extent feasible. 
 
Project Description and Permitting 
 

The ENF described the existing site conditions and provided a basic project description 
and conceptual plans.  It identified the project’s impacts on transportation, water and sewer use, 
stormwater management, and historic properties and the short-term impacts anticipated during 
the constriction period, and acknowledged the need to mitigate these impacts. A brief list of 
alternatives was provided.  The ENF included a copy of the PNF submitted to the BRA that 
contained a significantly more detailed project description and analysis of the project and its 
impacts and mitigation measures. The PNF provided important context for the project, including 
a discussion of relevant zoning, urban design and planning goals and site constraints, which are 
critical to evaluation of the Preferred Alternative in comparison to other alternatives.  Much of 
the review of the project reflected in this Certificate, including its impacts, and potential 
mitigation measures, is based on information provided in the PNF.  To provide a full and self-
contained description and analysis of the project for the MEPA record, the DEIR should include 
the information contained in the PNF, updated as relevant, in addition to the additional analyses 
and information required in this Scope. 
 
 The DEIR should include a detailed description of existing conditions.  It should clearly 
identify ownership of the site and quantify areas that are on solid ground and areas over the I-90, 
subway, commuter rail, and Amtrak rights-of-way.  The DEIR should describe the project and 
identify any changes to the project since the filing of the ENF.  The DEIR should include 
updated site plans, if applicable, for existing and post-development conditions at a legible scale.  
Conceptual plans should be provided at a legible scale and clearly identify buildings, public 
areas, impervious areas, pedestrian and bicycle accommodations, transportation facilities 
managed by MassDOT, MBTA, and the City of Boston, and stormwater and utility 
infrastructure. 
 
 The DEIR should identify and describe State, federal and local permitting and review 
requirements associated with the project including requests for Financial Assistance and provide 
an update on the status of each of these pending actions. The DEIR should include a description 
and analysis of applicable statutory and regulatory standards and requirements, and a discussion 
of the project’s consistency with those standards. It should describe the project’s consistency 
with the existing Urban Renewal Plan and what modifications to the plan are proposed in 
accordance with M.G.L. c.121A to accommodate the proposed development program. It should 
identify permits and approvals required by the City of Boston and describe the status of these 
reviews and approvals, in particular, in regards to any implications to the project uses or design.   
 
 The DEIR should provide more information about the Proponent’s obligations to manage 
and upgrade the station as part of the Ground and Air Rights Lease. The DEIR should provide a 
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description of the proposed changes to the MBTA station, describe the design review process for 
the changes, including any public review, and respond to the issues and concerns identified in 
comment letters.  It should assess the project’s potential impact on capacity and describe how the 
changes will accommodate existing and future ridership at the station.  
 
 The DEIR should identify and describe projects in the immediate project area which may 
be constructed concurrent with or prior to the proposed development (e.g. Copley Place, EEA# 
14790) and describe related roadway, transit and pedestrian improvements and construction 
phasing.  
 
Project Phasing 
 
 According to the PNF, the development of each of the four parcels is severable from the 
others and therefore the project may be constructed in phases by the Proponent or successor(s) in 
interest based on future market conditions.  The DEIR should describe likely phasing scenarios 
based on site and structural constraints, interdependence of uses such as parking supply, 
mitigation commitments, and any other relevant factors.  The DEIR should discuss how 
mitigation measures will be implemented in the phasing scenarios to ensure that project impacts 
are appropriately mitigated as development proceeds. It should also address how the need for 
subsequent review by MEPA and/or the City of Boston will be addressed.  
 
Alternatives Analysis 
 
 The ENF included a brief description of alternative designs and relatively minor changes 
in programming. The alternatives include the following designs: 
 

• No-Build; 
• Reduced Build; and 
• Increased Build.  

 
 The No-Build Alternative would maintain the existing configuration of the garage and 
station property and continue routine maintenance of the station.  The Reduced Build Alternative 
would involve the construction of a significantly smaller building on one or more of the parcels 
compared to the towers proposed in the Preferred Alternative.  According to the ENF, this 
alternative is not feasible because the high costs related to the foundation and structural systems 
required for construction over the transportation infrastructure present at the site would render a 
smaller development infeasible based on cost.  The Increased Build Alternative would include a 
taller building on the Station West parcel in place of the one- or two-story vertical addition 
proposed in the Preferred Alternative. The Proponent indicates that this alternative would require 
additional foundation and support systems that are costly and not technically feasible because of 
the existing configuration of the station and the need to maintain access to it during construction.  
The Garage West Parcel Bridge Alternative would involve the reorientation of the office 
building proposed for this parcel from an east-west orientation to a north-south orientation.  The 
Proponent has determined this alternative is infeasible and cost-prohibitive because of the 
impacts to space and circulation within the station associated with additional foundation 
elements. These elements would be required through the station concourse and track level to 
bridge I-90 with a structural deck.   
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 MassDOT’s comments indicate that it has considered closure of the I-90 westbound on-
ramp from Clarendon Street independent of the proposed project and that it intends to prepare an 
Interchange Modification Report (IMR) to evaluate the effects of the closure and make a final 
determination. As requested by MassDOT, the ENF described an alternate design for the Garage 
West Preferred Alternative that could be implemented if the I-90 westbound on-ramp were to be 
closed. The proposed development program is essentially the same in both alternatives, but the 
closure of the ramp (Garage West Alternate Scheme) would allow traffic to exit the garage onto 
Trinity Place rather than onto Dartmouth Street, as proposed in the Garage West Base Scheme.  
According to the ENF, the Garage West Alternate Scheme is advantageous because it will avoid 
conflicts with the high level of pedestrian activity on Dartmouth Street, allow a through-block 
pedestrian connection from Stuart Street and Trinity Place to the station, and will make a retail 
space at the corner of Trinity Place and Stuart Street viable.   
 

Should MassDOT determine that the closure would be beneficial, it will consult with the 
City of Boston and submit the IMR to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) for 
approval.  Many commenters noted the conflict between pedestrians and vehicles that would be 
created by a garage exit onto Dartmouth Street.  The DEIR should include a modified version of 
the Garage West Base Scheme that eliminates the Dartmouth Street garage exit and either relies 
solely on the Clarendon Street entrance/exit and/or identifies a second exit into Trinity Place. 
The DEIR must include at least one alternative that provides access to Trinity Place or provide a 
clear analysis of why that is infeasible if the I-90 ramp remains open.  
 
 MassDOT’s and FHWA’s determination regarding the I-90 ramp may have a significant 
impact on traffic flow and operations in the project area. Closure of the ramp would benefit the 
development, primarily, by facilitating an alternate exit on Trinity Street and, secondarily, 
through a relatively small increase in development potential. MassDOT did not provide a 
schedule for completion of the IMR. The DEIR should discuss how schedule and phasing may be 
affected by MassDOT’s determination regarding the ramp and how timing of that decision 
relates to the development project. 
 
 According to the PNF, the project conforms closely to the Stuart Street District zoning 
requirements, but the Proponent will seek PDA approval from the BRA because of the 
complexity of the project and the underlying zoning. The DEIR should include an analysis of at 
least two alternatives, including but not limited to: 
  

• A third residential tower in place of the proposed office tower; and 
• A development that strictly conforms to Stuart Street District and Community 

Commercial Zoning Subdistrict zoning requirements. 
 
 The DEIR should provide a detailed comparison of the alternatives, including detailed 
descriptions and plans of each alternative.  The DEIR should compare the environmental impacts 
of each alternative, quantitatively to the extent practicable, with respect to trip generation, traffic 
operations, pedestrian and bicycle access, water use, wastewater generation, impervious area, 
shadow, wind, GHG emissions, and potential for renewable energy generation. The DEIR should 
describe any impacts or opportunities for improved access to the MBTA station associated with 
the alternatives. 
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In recognition of the likely possibility that the phasing and development will change due 
to market conditions, I encourage the Proponent to think strategically about alternative 
development scenarios and structure them to facilitate subsequent MEPA review (e.g. Notice of 
Project Change (NPC)).  
 
Land 
 
 The project site has complex patterns of ownerships and easements.  Portions of the site 
are owned by MassDOT, the MBTA, and the Proponent. When the Proponent purchased its 
property in 1990, 54 years remained on the lease of the Garage and its air rights from the 
Massachusetts Turnpike Authority (MTA) (which has been incorporated into MassDOT). On 
January 5, 2015, the Proponent entered into a Ground and Air Rights Lease with MassDOT 
which extended the timeframe of the lease to 99 years and expanded the air rights to include 
Back Bay Station. The lease includes provisions (Section 15.8 and 15.9 of the Ground and Air 
Rights Lease) that may authorize air rights development of up to four parcels; these provisions 
are referred to by MassDOT as the Development Agreement. The Ground and Air Rights Lease 
includes a requirement that air rights development undergo MEPA review and other 
“Governmental Approvals.” A Form of Air Rights Development Project Lease was entered into 
on August 1, 2015.  
 
 On February 2, 2016, the Proponent filed a Proposed Air Rights Development Project 
Development Plan (Development Plan) with MassDOT. It describes new development of up to 
1.7 million gross sf (equivalent to approximately 1.3 million Floor to Area Ratio (FAR) sf) in the 
aggregate on the four development parcels described in the Ground and Air Rights Lease, and 
includes conceptual plans, massing diagrams, and other materials that describe and illustrate the 
project. Full execution of the lease will not occur until completion of MEPA review and other 
required reviews, approvals and conditions. 
 

The Proponent occupies the majority of the site pursuant to the Ground and Air Rights 
Lease with MassDOT, which authorizes the ground and air rights development on the four 
parcels.  As noted above, the Proponent has property management responsibilities for the MBTA 
Station concourse and has commenced a series of station upgrades. The site is also subject to 
easements for rail service, utilities, and other private parties that must be maintained as part of 
the site redevelopment.   
 

The DEIR should include one or more graphics that clearly identifies the areas subject to 
the MassDOT lease. It should identify and quantify current ownership, proposed ownership/ 
development rights, and temporary and permanent easement areas, including any easements 
required by the project from the City of Boston. It should include, in an appendix, the Ground 
and Air Rights Lease and the Development Plan. The DEIR should describe any additional 
ownership or lease arrangements that would be required to implement project alternatives related 
to the closure of the I-90 ramp. 
 
Traffic and Transportation 
 
 The PNF provided a description of existing traffic patterns, on-site parking capacity, and 
public transportation service to the site. It included trip generation estimates and likely travel 
routes for vehicles arriving to and departing from the site.  The DEIR should include a Traffic 
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Impact Assessment (TIA) as described below and provide additional analysis regarding the 
project’s impact and proposed mitigation measures related to vehicular traffic, pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities, and public transportation.  MassDOT comments stress that the TIA should 
include a comprehensive multimodal assessment of transportation impacts including vehicular, 
transit and pedestrian capacity analysis.  A major focus of this section of the DEIR should be a 
detailed analysis of existing conditions and measures the project could implement to encourage 
and facilitate transit, bicycle and pedestrian access to the buildings and MBTA station and the 
surrounding area. 
 
 Existing Conditions 

 
 Vehicles currently enter the parking garage through the entrance on Clarendon Street or, 
for pass-holders only, the entrance drum on the Garage West Parcel accessible from Stuart Street 
via Trinity Place.  Vehicles may exit the garage on either Clarendon Street or pass-holders may 
use the exit drum on the Garage East parcel.  Vehicles leaving through the exit drum have access 
to the I-90 westbound ramp and Trinity Place/Stuart Street via a MassDOT service road.  
Because Clarendon Street is a one way street with traffic flowing south, vehicles using this 
entrance must come from the direction of Stuart Street or Stanhope Street and make a right turn 
into the garage; exiting vehicles must turn right toward Columbus Avenue.  A police officer or 
garage employee typically controls traffic entering or exiting the garage during peak periods 
because of the high volume of pedestrians crossing the garage driveway to access or leave the 
nearby MBTA station entrance.  
 
 The site is served by multiple transit options.  The Back Bay Station provides access to 
the MBTA’s Orange Line subway; the Franklin, Needham, Providence/Stoughton, and 
Framingham/Worcester commuter rail lines; and Amtrak service to points south.  The Copley 
Square Station provides access to four branches on the Green Line. The MBTA operates nine bus 
routes in the vicinity of the project site, including Routes 10, 39, and 170 that stop or terminate at 
the station.  The Route 39 bus terminates in the drop-off area on the Station East parcel.  
According to the PNF, the Proponent is working with the MBTA to determine a suitable new 
terminus for the Route 39 bus prior to construction of the proposed residential building on the 
Station East parcel.   
  
 Proposed Parking Garage Ingress and Egress 
  
 The project will not increase the number of parking spaces at the site.  Parking will be 
provided on the Garage West and Garage East parcels but the entry and exit drums will be 
demolished.  Under the Garage West Base Scheme, the connections between Stuart Street/Trinity 
Place and the garage would be eliminated. Direct access from the garage to the I-90 westbound 
on-ramp would also be eliminated, but the ramp would remain accessible from Clarendon Street.  
A new exit would be provided onto Dartmouth Street and the Clarendon Street driveway would 
be maintained.  Under the Garage West Alternate Scheme, the I-90 westbound on-ramp would be 
removed, allowing for an exit from the garage to Stuart Street.  The only entrance to the garage 
would be through the Clarendon Street driveway, which would continue to serve as an exit from 
the driveway. 
 
 As noted above, the Garage West Base Scheme could create a significant conflict 
between pedestrians and vehicles.  The sidewalk along Dartmouth Street is heavily used and 
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provides direct access to the MBTA station from Copley Square. Many comment letters 
expressed concern with this exit. I expect that the DEIR will include an assessment of this 
potential conflict and identify alternatives to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts to pedestrian 
flow along Dartmouth Street.  The DEIR requires analysis of an alternative Garage West Base 
Scheme that does not include a garage exit in this location.  As described below, the DEIR will 
also provide a detailed pedestrian impact analysis that will include an evaluation of the Garage 
West Base and Alternate Scheme. 
 
 Traffic Operations 
 
 According to the PNF, the project will generate 12,980 adt based on the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Land Use Codes (LUC) 220 (Apartment), 710 (Office) and 820 
(Shopping Center).  The project will generate 1,261 trips during the AM peak period and 1,458 
during the PM peak period.  The Garage West Alternate Scheme would result in higher trip 
generation, with a total of 14,620 adt, 1,302 trips during the AM peak, and 1,602 trips during the 
PM peak. Most of the site’s visitors and residents are expected to use alternate modes of 
transportation such as transit, walking, biking, or ridesharing.  Adjusting for the anticipated high 
level of non-single occupant vehicle (SOV) trips, the project is expected to generate 4,180 adt 
under the base scheme and 4,974 adt under full build conditions with the Garage West Alternate 
Scheme. 
 

The DEIR should include a Transportation Impact Assessment (TIA) consistent with the 
EEA/MassDOT Transportation Impact Assessment (TIA) Guidelines issued in March 2014 and 
the analyses and data requested in MassDOT’s comment letter. The traffic study should provide 
a comprehensive multimodal evaluation of transportation impacts and identify appropriate 
mitigation.  The TIA should provide transit and capacity analyses and evaluate bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities for the existing conditions, future No-Build conditions, and future Build 
conditions.  The Proponent should provide a clear commitment to implement integrated 
multimodal mitigation measures to improve vehicular traffic operations and accommodate 
walking, bicycling and transit use by employees, residents, and visitors to the site. The TIA 
should describe the timing of impacts and mitigation measures, particularly with respect to any 
phasing of the project build-out. The TIA should include an analysis of any intersections in the 
study area that have crash rates higher than the State and/or MassDOT District 6 average, and 
discuss causality and potential mitigation measures to be implemented by the Proponent. 

 
In addition to the trip generation estimates included in the PNF, the DEIR should provide 

estimates for the average Saturday daily trips and Saturday peak period trips based on the ITE 
Trip Generation Manual (9th Edition).  Adjustments of the trip generation estimates should be 
calculated using applicable methodologies for pass-by and/or internal capture trips from the most 
recent editions of the ITE Trip Generation Manual and Trip Generation Handbook.  The DEIR 
should include a trip distribution for the project using a gravity model based on factors such as 
census data, origin-destination, travel time, and distance to determine trip characteristics for 
employees and residents of the project site. The model should also consider the impact of the 
potential closure of the I-90 on ramp to the transportation network and trip distribution. The 
Proponent should consult with MassDOT, the City of Boston, and the MBTA to develop travel 
demand and trip generation characteristics in light of the difficulty in adequately modeling the 
transit trip generation and trip assignments for the project.  The City of Boston’s mode split data 
for this section of the city should be compared to the ITE values to better estimate the share of 
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trips accomplished by walking, bicycling, and transit use. The DEIR should fully document how 
the trip generation estimates and trip assignments were derived. If appropriate, the study area 
defined below should be modified on the basis of these results. 

 
MassDOT has requested that additional locations be added to the study area proposed in 

the PNF. The TIA study area should include the following 32 intersections and roadways: 
 
• Boylston Street at Clarendon Street; 
• Boylston Street at Berkeley Street; 
• St. James Avenue at Dartmouth Street; 
• St. James Avenue at Trinity Place; 
• St. James Avenue at Clarendon Street; 
• St. James Avenue at Berkeley Street; 
• St. James Avenue at Arlington Street; 
• Huntington Avenue at Exeter Street and Stuart Street; 
• Stuart Street at Dartmouth Street; 
• Stuart Street at Trinity Place; 
• Stuart Street at Clarendon Street; 
• Stuart Street at Berkeley Street; 
• Stuart Street at Arlington Street; 
• Clarendon Street at Stanhope Street; 
• Clarendon Street at Back Bay Station; 
• Clarendon Street at the I-90 westbound on-ramp 
• Columbus Avenue at Dartmouth Street; 
• Columbus Avenue at Clarendon Street; 
• Columbus Avenue at Cahners Place; 
• Columbus Avenue at Berkeley Street; 
• Arlington Street at Marginal Road and the I-90 on-ramp; 
• Arlington Street at Stuart Street/Columbus Avenue; 
• Arlington Street/Herald Street at Tremont Street; 
• Herald Street at Albany Street; 
• Albany Street at I-93 southbound on-ramp; 
• Albany Street at Traveler Street; 
• Berkeley Street at Storrow Drive on-ramps; 
• Storrow Drive eastbound off-ramp at Clarendon Street; 
• Stuart Street at I-90 westbound off-ramp; and 
• Huntington Avenue at Blagden Street/I-90 westbound on-ramp. 

 
 The TIA should include operational analyses for the I-90 mainline, including the merge 
sections for the Arlington Street, Clarendon Street, and Huntington Avenue on-ramps.  The TIA 
should provide comprehensive analyses for both the No-Build and Future Build scenarios in 
which the I-90 westbound ramp remains open or is permanently closed.   
 
 The TIA should also include trips that will be generated by nearby planned and/or 
approved projects in establishing traffic volumes for the future No-Build and Build scenarios.  In 
addition, an annual growth factor should be applied to existing traffic volumes prior to addition 
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project-specific background growth.  The planning horizon for the TIA should be seven years 
from the filing of the DEIR, with the exception of the analyses of the I-90 westbound on-ramp 
closure, which should use a 20-year planning horizon consistent with FHWA requirements.  The 
Proponent should consult with MassDOT regarding the modeling of impacts to area traffic 
conditions associated with proposed I-90 westbound ramp closure. 
 

The DEIR should characterize existing and future traffic operations with capacity 
analyses for the weekday AM and PM and Saturday peak hour conditions for all intersections. 
The capacity analyses should be performed for the entire build-out including both the Garage 
West Base Scheme and Garage West Alternative Scheme which is based on the elimination of 
the I-90 westbound on-ramp.  The DEIR should document the project’s impacts to vehicular 
flow and bus headway at the station entrance and consider impacts due to the proposed 
signalized exits.  The DEIR should depict the peak hour 50th (average) and 95th percentile queue 
lengths for each lane group/turning movement at each study area intersection for all scenarios.  
The results of this analysis should be provided in a tabular format that identifies Existing, No 
Build, Future Build and Future Build with Mitigation scenarios for all peak hour conditions.  The 
analysis should clearly identify any extended queues that would affect vehicle movements and 
identify appropriate mitigation.  The level of service (LOS) for each lane group/turning 
movement should be clearly depicted for each scenario using color coded illustrations.  The 
DEIR should include a traffic signal warrant study (TSWS) and document the need at any 
intersection where signalization is proposed.  The DEIR should also identify any locations where 
a left turn lane is proposed and fully document the need for the turning lane.  The DEIR should 
include sufficiently detailed conceptual plans (preferably 80-scale) for proposed roadway 
improvements in order to verify the feasibility of constructing improvements.  The plans should 
show proposed lane widths and offsets, layout lines and jurisdictions, and land uses adjacent to 
areas where improvements are proposed.  

 
Any proposed mitigation within the state highway layout and all internal site circulation 

must be consistent with a Complete Streets design approach that provides adequate and safe 
accommodations for all roadway users, including bicyclists, pedestrians, and public transit riders.  
Guidance on Complete Streets design guidelines is included in the MassDOT Project 
Development and Design Guide.  I expect the Proponent to consult with the City of Boston 
regarding its Complete Streets Initiative and opportunities for incorporating “green infrastructure 
into the design of streets and sidewalks.  
 
 Parking 
 
 The project will include up to 2,013 parking spaces.  The DEIR should discuss the 
rationale for determining the number of parking spaces to be provided.  According to MassDOT, 
the most recent edition of ITE’s Parking Generation document should be consulted, but it may 
not effectively predict parking rates for this mixed-use project.  The DEIR should include a 
summary of the parking need and supply for comparable facilities using multiple data sources, 
including consultation with the Boston Transportation Department (BTD).  The DEIR should 
describe how occupancy of parking spaces at these facilities varies during the day and identify 
peak periods of use. 
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 Public Transportation 
 
 As achieving a high transit mode share for this project is predicated on the project’s 
proximity to transit, the DEIR should include a detailed transit capacity analysis to determine the 
existing conditions and potential impacts of the project on the transit system. The analysis should 
be developed in consultation with the MBTA and the Central Transportation Planning Staff 
(CTPS). The analysis should be based on the existing Orange Line system and any planned 
service enhancements and include projected conditions upon completion of individual phases 
and the Full Build.  The DEIR should evaluate the additional demand the project will place on 
public transportation facilities and services.  The DEIR should address the expected additional 
ridership on the Orange Line and the impact of the additional ridership throughout the day, 
including peak periods.  The DEIR should include tables showing the peak period headway and 
the MBTA’s Policy Load and Crush Load Capacity for both inbound and outbound directions on 
the Orange Line.  The data should be provided for future conditions upon completion of project 
phases and the full buildout. This information should be shown graphically to indicate the 
project’s added ridership in comparison to base ridership and the load capacities. 
 
 The DEIR should describe existing conditions at the station, describe how employees, 
visitors, and residents will access the station, identify any measures that may be necessary to 
improve conditions and capacity to address increased transit ridership.  The DEIR should include 
a discussion of the ongoing improvements the Proponent is implementing at the station as part of 
its management responsibilities and how those improvements will accommodate growth in the 
volume of transit riders generated by the project and adjacent projects.  I note that MassDOT 
intends to initiate public review of proposed improvements this year and expect this process will 
inform the DEIR. 
 
 The DEIR should provide a detailed analysis of the project’s impact to the MBTA bus 
network that serves the site, including Routes 10, 39, and 170. The DEIR should review the 
capacity of bus service to the site under existing conditions and upon completion of the project, 
taking into account other projects in the vicinity that are under construction or planned.  The 
DEIR should evaluate options for relocating the Route 39 terminus and identify the potential 
impacts to service.  The Proponent should provide the analysis of impacts to bus service 
requested in MassDOT’s comment letter.   
 
 Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 
 
 The DEIR should provide an inventory of pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the study 
area and bicycle network in the vicinity of the project as requested in MassDOT’s comment 
letter.  The inventory should document the width and condition of sidewalks and crosswalks, 
bikeway types, bikeway widths, and number and speed of bicyclists.  Travel routes of bicyclists 
through the area should be identified and evaluated in terms of safety and origin-destination of 
potential employees and residents of the project site. The DEIR should identify measures for 
improving deficient pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the area and expanding or adding new 
bicycle routes. The DEIR should quantify the capacity of sidewalks and bicycle facilities 
adjacent to the project site and identify any impacts or improvements on pedestrian and bicycle 
passage that are related to the project.  Plans included in the PNF showed potential locations of a 
pedestrian bridge spanning Dartmouth Street and another that would connect the Proponent’s 
property at 40 Trinity Place to 200 Clarendon Street.  The DEIR should discuss the pedestrian 
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bridges in the context of overall pedestrian circulation in the area and provide more detail about 
potential locations and designs of the bridges. 
 
 The DEIR should include a pedestrian impact analysis to determine the quality of service 
provided to pedestrians at intersections and pedestrian facilities in the vicinity of the project site.  
The analysis should provide a pedestrian LOS for each intersection and crosswalk under the 
Existing, No Build, and Build conditions, for the Garage West Base Scheme, Garage West 
Alternative Scheme, and version of the Garage West Alternative Scheme that does not include a 
garage exit onto Dartmouth Street.  The pedestrian impact analysis should be prepared using 
methodologies described in the most recent edition of the Highway Capacity Manual.  
 
Transportation Demand Management  
 
 The PNF indicated that the Proponent will develop and implement a robust 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program to provide incentives for using alternative 
transportation and discourage SOV trips. The TDM program should evaluate all feasible 
measures to reduce trip generation associated with the project. The TDM plan should seek to 
maximize the use of pedestrian and bicycle facilities, offer incentives for using public 
transportation, and encourage the use of low-emissions vehicles. The Proponent should consider 
implementing the following measures: 
 

• Designation of a full-time on-site TDM coordinator; 
• Provision of commuter information for employees and visitors; 
• Bicycle and pedestrian improvements within the project site and connections to 

adjacent streets, public transportations, and other destinations; 
• Participation in programs providing alternative transportation; 
• Participation in available fixed-route transit services that are or will become 

available in the vicinity;  
• Subsidized passes for residents; 
• Support for ride-sharing matching/carpooling through the active promotion of 

NuRide, the Commonwealth’s web-based trip planning and ride-matching system 
that allows users to earn rewards for taking greener trips; 

• Provide an appropriate number of parking spaces for a car-sharing program; 
• Provide preferential parking for low-emission vehicles; 
• Installing on-site electric vehicle (EV) and solar-powered EV charging stations; 
• Implement a five-year monitoring program to determine the effectiveness of the 

TDM program, on an iterative basis; 
• Organize carpools/vanpools to nearby employment, retail, and health care centers;  
• Provide indoor, secure bicycle parking; and  
• Consult with MassRIDES, the Commonwealth’s Travel Options provider, to help 

implement the program. 
 
 The Proponent should consult with MassRIDES and A Better City Transportation 
Management Association (TMA) to discuss specific measures that have been successful in 
reducing trip generation for similar projects in Boston. 
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Transportation Monitoring Program 
  
 According to MassDOT, the Proponent will be required to conduct annual traffic 
monitoring for a period of five years.  The goal of the monitoring program is to evaluate the 
transportation-related assumptions made in the DEIR, the adequacy of mitigation measures, and 
the effectiveness of the TDM program.  The monitoring program will include: 
 

• Simultaneous automatic traffic recorder (ATR) counts at each garage entrance for a 
continuous 24-hour period on a typical weekday and Saturday; 

• Travel survey of employees, patrons, and residents of the site;  
• Weekday AM and PM peak hour turning movement counts (TMC) and operations 

analysis at mitigated intersections, including the garage entrances; and 
• An update on TDM effectiveness and transit ridership. 

 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions 

 
This project is subject to review under the May 5, 2010 MEPA GHG Policy.  The DEIR 

should include an analysis of GHG emissions and mitigation measures in accordance with the 
standard requirements of this Policy. The Policy requires Proponents to quantify carbon dioxide 
(CO2) emissions and identify measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate such emissions. The 
analysis should quantify the direct and indirect CO2 emissions of the project's energy use 
(stationary sources) and transportation-related emissions (mobile sources).  Direct emissions 
include on-site stationary sources, which typically emit GHGs by burning fossil fuel for heat, hot 
water, steam and other processes. Indirect emissions result from the consumption of energy, such 
as electricity, that is generated off-site by burning of fossil fuels, and from emissions from 
vehicles used by employees, vendors, customers and others. The DEIR should identify and 
commit to mitigation measures to avoid and minimize GHG emissions. The Proponent should 
refer to the Policy for additional guidance on the GHG analysis. MEPA, MassDEP and the 
Department of Energy Resources (DOER) staff are available to assist with these efforts and the I 
Proponent should consult with them regarding the analysis prior to submission of the DEIR. 

  
  I strongly encourage the Proponent to explore the availability of financial incentives 
offered by utility companies to help implement energy efficiency measures that would reduce 
GHG emissions. These incentives may be performance-based and tied to power and fuel avoided 
compared to a building designed to Building Code requirements.  Incentives may also be 
available to offset design charette and energy modeling costs.  For gas, more information is 
available on National Grid’s website and in National Grid’s New Construction Guide.1 For 
electricity, more information can be obtained by contacting  newconstructionMA@eversource.com. 
The GHG analysis should report on financial incentives that may be available from utility 
companies to help offset the cost of energy efficiency measures of this project.  

 

1 National Grid Commercial and Industrial Construction Services:  
https://www.nationalgridus.com/Trade/EE-Programs-Solutions/CI-New-Construction- 
Services?gclid=Cj0KEQjwrte4BRD- 
oYi3y5_AhZ4BEiQAzIFxn_VdWabqesqI52YlID4qJ0nC6a4rTuojTUh33NDqAeoaAmeb8P8HA
Q  
 

New Construction Guide: 
https://www.nationalgridus.com/media/trade/NewConstruction_Guide_Digital_Update.pdf  
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Stationary Sources 
 
I note that the City of Boston is a designated Green Community.  As such, the City has 

adopted the Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Stretch Energy Code (SC). Therefore, the project 
will be required to meet the applicable version of the Stretch Code in effect at the time of 
construction.  The Stretch Code increases the energy efficiency code requirements for new 
construction (both residential and commercial) and for major residential renovations or additions 
in municipalities that adopt it. A revised Stretch Code (SCII) is pending review and approval by 
the Board of Building Regulations and Standards (BBRS).  According to the PNF, the SCII is 
anticipated to require energy use in new large buildings to be approximately 10 percent below 
the baseline of standard established by the Building Code, which will be based on standards of 
the 2015 International Energy Conservation Code (IECC 2015) which references standards 
established by the American Society of Heating, Refrigerating, and Air-Conditioning Engineers 
(ASHRAE 90.1-2013).   

 
According to the PNF, the project has been designed to incorporate energy efficiency 

measures to meet the anticipated requirements of SCII.  The PNF included a discussion of the 
preliminary energy efficiency design measures and modeling results for the proposed buildings.   
The buildings will use approximately 20 percent less energy than the IECC 2015 standard, 
resulting in a reduction in GHG emissions of approximately 18 percent.  Energy efficiency 
measures incorporated into the design of the project include: 

 
• High efficiency condensing boilers to meet space heating demands and hot water 

demands; 
• High-efficiency vertical stacked water source heat pumps connected to condensing 

boilers and cooling towers; 
• Dedicated outside air system with energy recovery; 
• Floor-by-floor variable air volume (VAV) reheat units serving chilled beams; 
• Premium efficiency water-cooled chiller plant with variable frequency drives; 
• Low lighting power densities to be achieved by using LED lighting; 
• Forty-six percent window to wall ratio with insulated shadow box or spandrel in the 

Station West retail units;  
• Low U-value wall and roof insulation; and  
• Fifteen percent skylight to roof ratio in the Station West retail units. 

 
The DEIR should include a GHG emissions analysis that calculates and compares GHG 

emissions from: 1) a Base Case corresponding to the current Massachusetts Building Code and 
2) a Preferred Alternative that achieves greater reductions in energy use and GHG emissions than 
required by the Building Code. The GHG analysis should model energy use, emissions, and 
mitigation measures associated with the project in accordance with the GHG Policy and the 
Department of Energy Resource’s (DOER) comment letter.  
 
  The GHG analysis should clearly demonstrate consistency with the objectives of MEPA 
review, one of which is to document the means by which Damage to the Environment can be 
avoided, minimized and mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. The Proponent should 
identify the model used to analyze GHG emissions, clearly state modeling assumptions, 
explicitly note which GHG reduction measures have been modeled, and identify whether certain 
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building design or operational GHG reduction measures will be mandated by the Proponent to 
future occupants or merely encouraged for adoption and implementation. The DEIR should 
include the modeling printout for each alternative and emission tables that compare base case 
emissions in tons per year (tpy) with the Preferred Alternative showing the anticipated reduction 
in tpy and percentage by emissions source (direct, indirect and transportation). Other tables and 
graphs may also be included to convey the GHG emissions and potential reductions associated 
with various mitigation measures as necessary. The DEIR should provide the information and 
formatted tables requested in the DOER comment letter.  

 
The DEIR should present an evaluation of mitigation measures identified in the GHG 

Policy Appendix. In particular, the feasibility of each of the mitigation measures outlined below 
should be assessed for each of the major project elements, and if feasible, GHG emissions 
reduction potential associated with major mitigation elements should be evaluated to assess the 
relative benefits of each measure. The DEIR should explain, in reasonable detail, why certain 
measures, which could provide significant GHG reductions, were not selected – either because it 
is not applicable to the project or is considered technically or financially infeasible. The DEIR 
should assess the feasibility of the following mitigation measures: 
 

• Minimize energy use through building orientation and evaluate its impacts on energy 
usage, including solar gain, day-lighting and viability of solar photovoltaic (PV) systems; 

• Use of high-albedo roofing materials; 
• Install high-efficiency HVAC systems and adequate numbers of thermal zones to support 

temperature controls; 
• Reduce energy use through peak shaving or load shifting strategies; 
• Maximize interior day-lighting through floor-plates, increased building perimeter and use 

of skylights, clerestories and light wells; 
• Incorporate window glazing to balance and optimize daylighting, heat loss and solar heat 

gain performance; 
• Incorporate roof and wall insulation to minimize heat loss and minimize uncontrolled 

infiltration through the building envelope; 
• Incorporate lighting motion sensors, climate control and building energy management 

systems; 
• Install energy efficient LED lighting, both exterior and interior;  
• Evaluate additional measures to reduce project plug loads, including the use of more 

efficient equipment (such as Energy Star), consider energy consumption as a factor in the 
selection of special equipment, and consider power management techniques; 

• Use of combined heat and power (CHP) units for the residential component of the 
project; 

• Develop a tenant manual to encourage energy and water conservation, recycling, and use 
of Energy Star rated appliances to reduce plug loads; and 

• Consider the development of a “green lease” program whereby tenants agree to pay the 
landlord recovery costs for energy efficiency improvements based on predicted cost 
savings to the tenant.  

 
The DEIR should include an analysis of at least three wall/fenestration scenarios, 

including the use of spandrels, which exceed minimum Building Code specifications.  It should 
analyze the feasibility and benefits of incorporating on-site generation and renewable energy 
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sources thoroughly in the DEIR. At a minimum, the DEIR should analyze the feasibility of 
employing solar photovoltaic (PV), solar hot water, CHP systems, and document the expected 
energy savings and reduction in GHG emissions from each generating technology. The 
Proponent should consider the use of one or more CHP systems for this project. Beyond 
providing efficient power for lighting and heating, CHP can also create greater reliability for 
electricity, greater control over uncertainties associated with energy prices, and produce off-grid 
power in the event of a black-out. I encourage the Proponent to consult with DOER regarding 
this analysis to ensure that the analysis accurately reflects the benefits of CHP. 

 
 The solar feasibility analysis should consider solar PV for both a first-party and a third-
party ownership structure.  The Proponent should contact the MEPA office for recently updated 
data on solar installation costs and a solar financial modeling spreadsheet. The analysis should: 
 

• Estimate available roof area (excluding areas dedicated for mechanical equipment) or 
ground space for solar panel installation; 

• State the assumed panel efficiency; 
• Estimate electrical or thermal output of the potential system; and 
• Estimate annual GHG reductions due to the use of renewable energy versus electricity or 

natural gas. 

 The analysis should include a narrative and data to support the Proponent’s adoption (or 
dismissal) of solar PV or solar thermal systems as a feasible measure to avoid, minimize or 
mitigate project-related GHG emissions and Damage to the Environment.  For those projects that 
choose not to implement the use of solar in conjunction with the project, the analysis should 
include: 
 

• A commitment to construct the project as “solar-ready”. At a minimum, this commitment 
should include design of a structure capable of supporting solar-related infrastructure.  
Such a commitment may also include provision of interconnection and inverter 
equipment, or other design features to facilitate future solar installations. 

• Completion of cost analysis to determine the overall financial feasibility of installation of 
solar, including potential payback periods for first-party and third-party ownership 
systems.  

• Discussion of potential environmental constraints (shading, presence of wetlands, etc.) 
limiting the application of solar on-site. 

I encourage the Proponent to consider design options that will allow for cost-effective 
integration of efficiency or renewable energy measures in the future when such measures may 
become more financially or technically feasible.   
 
Mobile sources  
 
 The GHG analysis should include an evaluation of potential GHG emissions from mobile 
emissions sources. The DEIR should follow the guidance provided in the Policy for Indirect 
Emissions from Transportation to determine mobile emissions for Existing Conditions, Build 
Conditions, and Build Conditions with Mitigation. The Proponent should thoroughly explore 
means to improve traffic operations and minimize overall single occupancy vehicle trips. 
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Improvements in traffic operations that minimize idling time can minimize overall project-
related mobile source emissions. The DEIR should also review measures to promote the use of 
low-emissions vehicles, including installing EV charging stations and providing designated 
parking spaces for these vehicles. The Build with Mitigation model should incorporate roadway 
improvements and TDM measures to be implemented by the Proponent.   
 
Mitigation 
 

The DEIR should include a commitment to provide a self-certification to the MEPA 
Office at the completion of the project. It should be signed by an appropriate professional (e.g. 
engineer, architect, transportation planner, general contractor) indicating that all of the GHG 
mitigation measures, or equivalent measures that are designed to collectively achieve identified 
reductions in stationary source GHG emission and transportation-related measures, have been 
incorporated into the project.  
 
Air Quality 
 

In accordance with the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for ozone attainment, the 
proponent must conduct an indirect source review analysis. This analysis should be conducted in 
accordance with MassDEP Guidelines for Performing Mesoscale Analysis of Indirect Sources.  
The proponent should consult with MassDEP for guidance and for confirmation of the 
appropriate study areas. The purpose of the analysis is to determine whether and to what extent 
the project will increase the amount of volatile organic compounds (VOC) and nitrogen oxides 
(NOx) emitted in the project area and to determine consistency with the SIP. The analysis should 
model emissions under No Build and Build conditions. If VOC emissions are greater than the No 
Build scenario, the proponent must provide measures to mitigate this impact, including a TDM 
Program. 
 

Commenters have noted the potential impacts of locating residential development 
adjacent or proximate to a source of ultra fine particulate matter (UFP) such as vehicle emissions 
from I-90.  I encourage the proponent to incorporate measures to enhance indoor air quality, 
including the installation of High-Efficiency Particulate Air (HEPA) filters into the heating, 
ventilating, and air conditioning (HVAC) system.   Additionally, I recommend that the 
Proponent locate air intakes as far away as possible from sources of pollutants.   
 
Climate Change and Sustainability 
 
 The DEIR should provide an analysis of potential effects of climate change that could 
affect the project and identify and describe resiliency measures that will be incorporated into the 
project design, including any resiliency measures to be incorporated into the station upgrade.  
The PNF included an evaluation of the project’s climate change preparedness and a copy of the 
BRA Climate Change Resiliency and Preparedness Checklist.  According to the PNF, the site is 
not located within a flood hazard area as delineated on the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency’s (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map for the area. The PNF also included inundation 
probability maps published in the MassDOT-FHWA Pilot Project Report: Climate Change and 
Extreme Weather, Vulnerability Assessments and Adaptation Options for the Central 
Artery/Tunnel ((June 2015).  According to this report, the site is located in an area of minimal 
flood risk on the projected 2070 inundation probability map under the high emissions scenario.  
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The Proponent is considering incorporating the following features into the project design to 
increase resiliency from climate change-induced flooding, sea level rise, and more frequent and 
intense storms and extreme heat events: 
 

• Energy-efficient equipment; 
• Back-up generators for critical systems; 
• On-site renewable energy; 
• Rainwater harvesting; 
• Fortification of buildings and utilities against extreme storm events; 
• Locating critical equipment above grade; 
• Implementing flood barriers in the future, if necessary; 
• Operable windows in residential buildings to provide natural ventilation;  
• Capacity for water storage; and,  
• Low-carbon building design. 

 
I urge the Proponent to consider any additional design features that may provide 

resiliency and support adaptation under future climate scenarios. 
 
The DEIR should discuss sustainable design features of the project.  Article 37 of the 

Boston Zoning Code requires that the project be certifiable by the U.S. Green Building Council’s 
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design program.  The PNF included an outline of 
measures the project will implement that are creditable toward LEED certification.  The DEIR 
should include a full evaluation of ustainable design elements for the buildings and exterior site 
areas, including measures identified in the LEED rating system. The DEIR should also describe 
how the project will use recycled building materials and incorporate recycling and source 
reduction. 
 
Stormwater and Groundwater 
 

The PNF described existing stormwater facilities on each parcel and traced the flow of 
stormwater through the BWSC system to the ultimate discharge points.  The PNF described the 
preliminary design of the project’s stormwater management facilities, including infiltration 
systems and components to improve water quality, including removal of Total Suspended Solids 
(TSS) and phosphorous. The stormwater management system will be designed to comply with 
the SMS, including requirements for maintaining pre-development peak discharge stormwater 
flow rates and volumes.  The project is considered a Land Use with Higher Potential Pollutant 
Loads (LUHPPL) and the stormwater management system will be designed to treat the one-inch 
water quality volume to the maximum extent practicable.    

 
The project is located in the City of Boston’s GCOD.  The project must therefore 

undertake measures to infiltrate stormwater runoff to replenish groundwater.  According to the 
PNF, observation wells in the vicinity of the site have reported the groundwater elevation to vary 
from elevation 2 feet to elevation 7 feet Boston City Base (BCB) between 1999 and 2015. 
According to the PNF, approximately three-quarters of the site is located above transportation 
infrastructure, including I-90 travel lanes and subway and railroad tracks, that are at an elevation 
below the desired groundwater recharge elevation.  Because of this, it may not be possible to 
meet the standard of recharging the first inch of runoff over the entire post-development 
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impervious area. The stormwater management system will be designed to include recharge 
chambers designed to infiltrate runoff over a 72-hour period to maximize recharge to 
groundwater.  The DEIR should provide details about infiltration methods included in the 
stormwater management design and any necessary data and analysis to document the extent to 
which the project will meet the GCOD infiltration standard. 
 

The DEIR should include the information and plans provided in the PNF describing the 
existing stormwater management infrastructure, including connections to the Boston Water and 
Sewer Commission (BWSC) system, and ultimate discharge points. The DEIR should identify 
stormwater modeling assumptions, detail the proposed stormwater management system, and 
provide supporting documentation or data to demonstrate that it will comply with the SMS and 
BWSC standards. The DEIR should describe the proposed management system and include 
calculations, plans at a readable scale, and design details for Best Management Practices 
(BMPs). It should identify specific BMPs for the parking garage to mitigate stormwater runoff, 
in particular oil separators or similar BMPs.  
 

 Stormwater runoff from the site will be directed to the Charles River. MassDEP has 
established Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL) for the Charles River for phosphorous and 
pathogens.  The DEIR should identify BMPs and low impact development measures to maximize 
groundwater recharge.  The DEIR should provide sufficient detail to demonstrate that the 
stormwater management system will meet the Charles River TMDLs requirements for 
phosphorous and pathogens.  
 
Water and Wastewater 
 

The project will consume 176,574 gpd and generate 160,522 gpd of wastewater.  The 
DEIR should tabulate wastewater generation and water consumption by use, including estimates 
of peak and continuous maximum water demand for each proposed use and for landscape 
irrigation and air conditioning make-up water. The DEIR should include information provided in 
the PNF concerning the existing and proposed water and wastewater systems on site and in the 
BWSC system.  The DEIR should analyze flow pressure and/or existing capacity of the BWSC 
water and sewer system that serve the site. The DEIR should describe the location and size of 
infrastructure, connections to the BWSC water and sewer systems, and the path and ultimate 
disposal of wastewater from the site. The DEIR should identify and describe water conservation 
measures that will be incorporated into design and operations. At a minimum, the DEIR should 
review the feasibility of installing low-flow fixtures and using rainwater or gray water for 
irrigation and other purposes.   

 
It should identify any combined sewers along the project’s wastewater flow path, discuss 

potential impacts to system capacity during dry and wet weather conditions, and identify 
opportunities to minimize combined sewer overflow (CSO) events within the system. The 
project will be required to mitigate its contribution of flow into the BWSC sanitary system.  
MassDEP regulations at 314 CMR 12.04(2)(d) specify that communities with combined sewer 
overflows (CSOs), such as Boston,  must require projects generating 15,000 gpd or more of new 
wastewater flow to remove four gallons of infiltration and inflow (I/I) for each gallon of 
wastewater.  The DEIR should include a commitment to I/I removal and identify any mitigation 
projects or monetary contribution by the Proponent.  The Proponent should consult with BWSC 
to identify appropriate I/I mitigation in connection with this project. 
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Historic Resources 
 
 The PNF provided a description of the historic resources within and adjacent to the 
project site, including a map of historic districts and properties listed in MHC’s Inventory of 
Historic and Archaeological Assets of the Commonwealth located within a quarter-mile of the 
site.  The PNF included a summary of a shadow impact analysis that concludes that shadow 
impacts of the project have been minimized to the extent practicable.   
 
 As requested in MHC’s letter, the DEIR should include a historic resources assessment of 
historic properties within a quarter-mile of the project site.  The DEIR should include pedestrian-
level perspectives of the project from nearby historic resources to assist MHC in evaluating the 
effect of the project’s size, scale and massing will have in these resources. The DEIR should 
include the shadow impact analysis with illustrations of the shadows on the facades of historic 
buildings.  The DEIR should include the results of a quantitative wind tunnel analysis, document 
the project’s effect on pedestrian-level wind conditions, and identify any necessary mitigation 
measures. 
 
Solid Waste 
 
            The DEIR should characterize the solid waste expected to be generated by the project.  In 
2014, Massachusetts banned the disposal of commercial organic wastes by businesses and 
institutions that generate a ton or more of organic materials per week.  Business subject to the 
ban must use composting, conversion (such as anaerobic digestion), recycling or reuse of organic 
waste. The DEIR should indicate whether any proposed uses may be subject to the waste ban and 
how it may dispose of its organic waste.   
 
            The DEIR should describe measures to reduce and recycle organic and other wastes 
through waste diversion and recycling programs. As noted by MassDEP, incorporating the 
design, infrastructure, and contractual components of the project’s solid waste facilities at this 
stage will help ensure the success of future waste reduction and recycling efforts. The Proponent 
should refer to MassDEP’s comment letter for additional information and links to web sites 
providing technical assistance.  
 
Construction Period  
 
 The DEIR should identify the schedule for construction of various elements and phases. 
It should identify construction-period impacts and mitigation relative to noise, air quality, water 
quality, and traffic, including pedestrians, bicyclists and transit riders.  The DEIR should 
document any contaminated soil or groundwater regulated under the Massachusetts Contingency 
Plan (MCP) and describe remediation and mitigation measures if necessary.  The DEIR should 
confirm that the project will require its construction contractors to use Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel 
fuel, and discuss the use of after-engine emissions controls, such as oxidation catalysts or diesel 
particulate filters.  More information regarding construction-period diesel emission mitigation 
may be found on MassDEP’s web site at http://www.mass.gov/dep/air/diesel/conretro.pdf.  
 

The DEIR should provide drafts of the Construction Management Plan (CMP) and 
Transportation Access Plan Agreement (TAPA) and specifically identify construction period 
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impacts to public access to transit, including bus routes and stops.  The DEIR should identify 
measures to be taken during the construction of each phase to ensure safe and convenient 
passage for transit riders between Orange Line and Amtrak facilities and the project site.  Several 
commenters noted that this will be one among several large projects to be under construction 
concurrently. The DEIR should review any additional coordination with the City of Boston, 
MBTA, MassDOT, and other project Proponents that may be warranted to coordinate 
construction schedules and develop mitigation measures necessary to minimize construction-
period impacts. 
 

The DEIR should provide more information regarding the project’s generation, handling, 
recycling, and disposal of construction and demolition debris (C&D) and identify measures to 
reduce solid waste generated by the project.  I strongly encourage the Proponent to commit to 
C&D recycling activities as a sustainable measure for the project. Demolition of any structures 
must comply with the MassDEP Asbestos Regulations (310 CMR 7.15) that became effective on 
June 20, 2014. These regulations require a pre-demolition and post-abatement surveys and 
inspections by a licensed asbestos monitor.   The Proponent should consult the MassDEP 
comment letter with regard to regulatory requirements and potential mitigation measures for the 
removal, handling, and disposal of asbestos containing material (ACM) and other demolition 
debris during the construction period. The Proponent is reminded that any contaminated material 
encountered during construction must be managed in accordance with the MCP and with prior 
notification to MassDEP. 
 
 The DEIR should describe potential construction period dewatering requirements, discuss 
how dewatering will be conducted in a manner consistent with MWRA, MassDEP and/or BWSC 
regulations/guidelines, and identify any necessary permits.  The draft CMP should include 
appropriate erosion and sedimentation control BMPs. I encourage the Proponent to adopt erosion 
and sedimentation controls consistent with a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan prepared in 
accordance with the NPDES Construction General Permit requirements.   
 
Public Benefit Determination 
 
 This project is subject to a mandatory Public Benefit review pursuant to 301 CMR 13.00.  
The DEIR should include detailed information describing the nature of the tidelands affected by 
the project and the public benefit of the project. The DEIR should discuss the impact of the 
project on abutters and the surrounding community, including effects of wind and shadow, 
enhancement to the property, and benefits to the public trust rights in tidelands and other rights.  
The DEIR should identify benefits of the project provided through municipal permits, 
community activities on the site, environmental protection and preservation, public health and 
safety, and the general welfare.   
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Mitigation 

 
The DEIR should include a separate chapter summarizing proposed mitigation measures.  

This chapter should also include draft Section 61 Findings for each permit to be issued by State 
Agencies. The DEIR should contain clear commitments to implement these mitigation measures, 
estimate the individual costs of each proposed measure, identify the parties responsible for 
implementation, and a schedule for implementation.  The DEIR should clearly indicate which 
mitigation measures will be constructed or implemented based upon project phasing, either tying 
mitigation commitments to overall project square footage/phase or environmental impact 
thresholds, to ensure that measures are in place to mitigate the anticipated impact associated with 
each development phase. 
 
Responses to Comments 
 
 The DEIR should contain a copy of this Certificate and a copy of each comment letter 
received.  In order to ensure that the issues raised by commenters are addressed, the DEIR should 
include direct responses to comments to the extent that they are within MEPA jurisdiction.  This 
directive is not intended to, and shall not be construed to, enlarge the Scope of the DEIR beyond 
what has been expressly identified in this certificate.   
 
Circulation 
 
 The Proponent should circulate the DEIR to those parties who commented on the ENF, to 
any State Agencies from which the Proponent will seek permits or approvals, and to any parties 
specified in section 11.16 of the MEPA regulations. Per 301 CMR 11.16(5), the Proponent may 
circulate copies of the EIR to commenters in CD-ROM format or by directing commenters to a 
project website address. However, the Proponent must make a reasonable number of hard copies 
available to accommodate those without convenient access to a computer and distribute these 
upon request on a first-come, first-served basis. The Proponent should send correspondence 
accompanying the CD-ROM or website address indicating that hard copies are available upon 
request, noting relevant comment deadlines, and appropriate addresses for submission of 
comments. The DEIR submitted to the MEPA office should include a digital copy of the 
complete document.  A copy of the DEIR should be made available for review at the Boston 
Public Library.  

         
     June 24, 2016         ___________________________           
           Date                           Matthew A. Beaton 
 
 
 
Comments received:  
 
05/05/2016 Boston Water and Sewer Commission (BWSC) 
05/06/2016 Massachusetts Water Resources Authority (MWRA) 
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05/10/2016 Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP)/Northeast 
  Regional Office (NERO) 
05/18/2016 Gerry Ives 
05/23/2016 Charles River Watershed Association (CRWA) 
05/30/2016 Elliott Laffer 
05/31/2016 Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP)/ Bureau of 
   Air and Waste 
05/31/2016 Department of Energy Resources (DOER) 
05/31/2016 Kenneth E. Kruckemeyer 
05/31/2016 Shirley Kressel 
06/13/2016 Lynn V. Foster 
06/15/2016 Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) 
06/16/2016 Kenneth E. Kruckemeyer 
06/16/2016 Tracy Pesanelli 
06/16/2016 Susan D. Prindle 
06/16/2017 Vicki C. Smith, Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay (NABB) 
06/16/2016 Barry L. Solar, Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay (NABB) 
06/16/2016 Anne Swanson 
06/16/2016 Ann Hershfang 
06/16/2016 Betsy Hall, Ellis South End Neighborhood Association 
06/17/2016 Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT) 
06/17/2016 Dr. P MacKenzie Bok, Bay Village Neighborhood Association 
06/17/2016 Paula Griswold 
06/17/2015 Heyward Parker James 
06/17/2016 Jacquelin S. Yessian 
06/17/2016 City Councilor Josh Zakim, District 8 
06/17/2016 Pamela Humphrey 
06/17/2016 Ann Beha 
06/24/2016 Pam Lassiter 
 
 
 
MAB/AJS/ajs 
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BOSTON REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 

SCOPING DETERMINATION 
BACK BAY SOUTH END GATEWAY PROJECT 

SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS 
FOR DRAFT PROJECT IMP ACT REPORT (DPIR) 

PROPOSED PROJECT: BACK BAY SOUTH END GATEWAY PROJECT 

PROJECT SITE: 

PROPONENT: 

DATE: 

LOCATED PRIMARILY OVER ACTIVE 
TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE, INCLUDING 
THE I-90 EXTENSION OF THE MASSACHUSETTS 
TURNPIKE (the "I-90") AND THE TRACK AND 
CONCOURSE LEVELS OF THE STATION, THE PROJECT 
rs ROUGHLY BOUNDED BY DARTMOUTH STREET TO 
THE WEST, STUART STREET AND TRINITY PLACE TO 
THE NORTH, TRINITY PLACE AND CLARENDON 
STREET TO THE EAST, AND THE SOUTHERN 
PROPERTY LINE OF THE STATION TO THE SOUTH 

BP HANCOCK, LLC 

AUGUST 30, 2016 

The Boston Redevelopment Authority ("BRA") is issuing this Scoping Determination pursuant 
to Section 80B-5 of the Boston Zoning Code ("Code"), in response to a Project Notification Form 
("PNF") which BP Hancock, LLC (the "Proponent''), filed for the Back Bay South End Gateway 
project on March 29, 2016. Notice of the receipt by the BRA of the PNF was published in the 
Boston Herald on April 1, 2016, which initiated a public comment period with a closing date of 
May 31, 2016; the public comment period was subsequently extended until June 17, 2016. 
Comments received since then have subsequently been added as well. 

On December 29, 2015, the Proponent filed a Letter of Intent in accordance with the Executive 
Order regarding Provision of Mitigation by Development Projects in Boston. On March 29, 2015 
the Proponent filed a Project Notification Form (PNF) pursuant of Article 80 Large Project 
Review for a proposal, which includes the redevelopment of four distinct air rights 
development parcels situated above and adjacent to the MBTA' s Back Bay Station. The Project is 
comprised of up to approximately 1.26 million square feet of mixed-use redevelopment, 
consisting of a new office building with ground floor retail, two new residential buildings, a 
one- and two-story vertical retail expansion of the existing Station building, and the partial 
redevelopment of the existing 100 Clarendon Street Parking Garage. This transformational 
development will deliver approximately 575 ,000 square feet of commercial office space, up to 



approximately 100,000 square feet of retail and restaurant space and up to approximately 600 
residential units, in addition to Project-related parking, loading and service uses, as well as 
improved access to the existing on-site public transit services. 

Pursuant to Section 80B-5.3 of the Code, a Scoping Session was held on May 11, 2016 with the 
City's public agencies, where the proposal was reviewed and discussed. The PNF was sent to 
the City's public agencies pursuant to Section 80A-2 of the Code. 

On March 14, 2016, letters soliciting nominations to the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) for 
the proposed project were delivered to City Councilor Josh Zakim, City Councilor Bill Linehan, 
City Council Michael Flaherty, City Councilor Ayanna Pressley, City Councilor Michelle Wu, 
City Councilor Annissa Essaibi-George, State Senator Scott Brownsberger, State Representative 
Byron Rushing, State Representative Jay Livingstone, and State Representative Aaron 
Michlewitz. Additional letters seeking recommendations were delivered to local stakeholders 
including: Tent City Apartments, Boston Society of Architects, Back Bay Association, Urban 
Land Institute Boston, South End Business Alliance, American Planning Association­
Massachusetts Chapter, Bay Village Neighborhood Association, The Ellis South End 
Neighborhood Association, Boston Public Library, and the Neighborhood Association of the 
Back Bay. 

The letters sought nominations or recommendations to the CAC by March 28, 2016. 
BRA staff conferred with Mayor Walsh's Office of Neighborhood Services to finalize the 
nominees and the Mayor's Office approved the final list of members. 

The Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) members are: 

-Brendan Ahern- South End Business Alliance 
-Ann Beha - Boson Society of Architects 
-MacKenzie Bok- Bay Village Neighborhood Association 
-Damian Chaviano- Urban Land Institute 
-James Cochener- Salty Pig Restaurant 
-Jacquelyn Cox-Crite-Tent City Resident 
-Cathy Doran- Greater Boston Convention and Visitors Bureau 
-Jack Fitzgerald- Ellis South End Neighborhood Association 
-Susan Gilmore- Back bay Resident 
-Elliott Laffer (co-chair) - Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay 
-Meg Mainzer Cohen- Back Bay Association 
-Scott Mustard-St. Boltoph Neighborhood Association 
-Mayra Negron-Rivera-IBA 
-Ted Pietras (co-chair) - South End Business Alliance 
- Russ Preston- Congress for New Urbanism 
-Patrick Sarkis- Back Bay Association 
-Jacqueline Yessian- Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay 

The ex-officio members are: 

- State Senator Scott Brownsberger 
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- State Representative Byron Rushing 
- State Representative Aaron Michlewitz 
- State Representative Jay Livingstone 
- City Councilor Bill Linehan 
- City Councilor J ash Zakim 
- City Councilor Michelle Wu 
- City Councilor Annissa Essaibi-George 
- City Council Michael Flaherty 
- City Councilor Ayanna Pressley 

All CAC members were notified of and invited to the scoping session held on May 11, 2016. 

A total of five CAC meetings and one CAC site walk, all of which were advertised via the BRA 
website and standard email notifications, have been held while under Article 80 Large Project 
review. The site walk was held at Back Bay Station and the surrounding area on May 12, 2016. 
The five CAC meetings were at held at the Boston Common Hotel and Conference Center at 40 
Trinity Place and took place on: 

-April 28, 2016 
-May 26, 2016 
-June 15, 2016 
-June 29, 2016 
-July 13, 2016 

After the PNF was filed, the BRA hosted two public meetings while under Article 80 Large 
Project review. A Back Bay meeting was held on May 11, 2016 at the Boston Common Hotel and 
Conference Center at 40 Trinity Place. A South End meeting was held on May 18, 2016 at the 
Blackstone Community Center, 50 West Brookline St. Both meetings were advertised in the 
Boston Guardian, Bay State Banner, South End News as well as through the BRA website and 
Twitter handle. 

Written comments in response to the PNF received by the BRA from agencies of the City of 
Boston and elected officials are included in Appendix A and must be answered in their entirety. 
Written comments in response to the PNF received by the BRA from the public are included in 
Appendix B and must be answered in their entirety. Written comments in response to the PNF 
received by the BRA from the Citizens Advisory Committee ("CAC") are included in Appendix 
C and must be answered in their entirety. The DPIR should include complete responses to all 
comments included in Appendices A B and C within the framework of the criteria outlined in 
the Scoping Determination. 

Comments received by the BRA from agencies and departments of the City of Boston are 
included in Appendix A and must be answered in their entirety. 

Specifically, they are from: 

• John Sullivan, Boston Water and Sewer Commission 
• J ash Zakim, Boston City Council, District 8 
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• Todd Liming, Public Improvement Commission 
• Tim Davis, BRA Housing Policy Manager 
• Kristen McCosh, Mayor's Commission for Persons with Disabilities 
• Byron Rushing, State Representative 
• Katie Pederson, BRA Environmental Review /IGBC 
• Christian Simonelli, Boston Groundwater Trust 
• Vineet Gupta, Boston Transportation Department 
• David Carlson/ Corey Zehngebot/Lauren Shurtleff, BRA Planning and Urban Design 
• Carrie Marsh, Boston Parks and Recreation Department 

Public comments received by the BRA during the comment period are included in Appendix B 
and must be answered in their entirety. 

The following public comments are included in Appendix B, among many others: 

• The Ellis South End Neighborhood Association 
• WalkBoston 
• The Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay 
• Bay Village Neighborhood Association, Inc 
• LivableStreets Alliance 
• 285 Columbus Lofts 
• Hill House, Inc 
• Parkland Management Advisory Council/Southwest Corridor Park 

Citizens Advisory Committee member comments received by the BRA during the comment 
period are included in Appendix C and must be answered in their entirety. 

Specifically, they are from: 

• Elliott Laffer, Citizens Advisory Committee Member 
• Jacqueline Yessian, Citizens Advisory Committee Member 
• Ann Beha, Citizens Advisory Committee Member 
• Susan Gilmore, Citizens Advisory Committee Member 
• MacKenzie Bok, Citizens Advisory Committee Member 

The Scoping Determination requests information that the BRA requires for its review of the 
Proposed Project in connection with Article 80 of the Code, Development Review and Approval 
and other applicable sections of the Code. 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposal includes the redevelopment of four distinct air rights development parcels 
situated above and adjacent to the MBTA' s Back Bay Station. The Project is comprised of up to 
approximately 1.26 million square feet of mixed-use redevelopment, consisting of a new office 
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building with ground floor retail, two new residential buildings, a one- and two-story vertical 
retail expansion of the existing Station building and the partial redevelopment of the existing 
100 Clarendon Street Parking Garage. This transformational development will deliver 
approximately 575,000 square feet of commercial office space, up to approximately 100,000 
square feet of retail and restaurant space and up to approximately 600 residential units, in 
addition to Project-related parking, loading and service uses, as well as improved access to the 
existing on-site public transit services (the "Proposed Project''). 

Located primarily over active transportation infrastructure, including the I-90 Extension of the 
Massachusetts Turnpike (the "I-90") and the track and concourse levels of the Station, the 
Project is roughly bounded by Dartmouth Street to the west, Stuart Street and Trinity Place to 
the north, Trinity Place and Clarendon Street to the east, and the southern property line of the 
Station to the south ("Project Site"). 

II.PREAMBLE 

The Proposed Project is being reviewed pursuant to Article 80, Development Review and 
Approval, which sets forth a comprehensive procedure for project review of the following 
components: transportation, environmental protection, urban design, historic resources, 
infrastructure systems, site plan, tidelands, and Development Impact Project, if any. The 
Proponent is required to prepare and submit to the BRA a Draft Project Impact Report ("DPIR") 
that meets the requirements of the Scoping Determination by detailing the Proposed Project's 
impacts and proposed measures to mitigate, limit or minimize such impacts. The DPIR shall 
contain the information necessary to meet the specifications of Section SOB-3 (Scope of Large 
Project Review; Content of Reports) and Section SOB-4 (Standards for Large Project Review 
Approval), as required by the Scoping Determination. After submitting the DPIR, the 
Proponent shall publish notice of such submittal as required by Section SOA-2. Pursuant to 
Section 80B-4(c) (i) (3), the BRA shall issue a written Preliminary Adequacy Determination 
("PAD") within ninety (90) days. Public comments, including the comments of public agencies, 
shall be transmitted in writing to the BRA no later than fifteen (15) days prior to the date by 
which the BRA must issue its PAD. The PAD shall indicate the additional steps, if any, 
necessary for the Proponent to satisfy the requirements of the Scoping Determination. If the 
BRA determines that the DPIR adequately describes the Proposed Project's impacts and, if 
appropriate, proposed measures to mitigate, limit or minimize such impacts, the PAD will 
announce such a determination and that the requirements of further review are waived 
pursuant to Section 80B-5.4(c) (iv). Section SOB-6 requires the Director of the BRA to issue a 
Certification of Compliance indicating the successful completion of the Article 80 development 
review requirements before the Commissioner of Inspectional Services can issue any building 
permit for the Proposed Project. 

III. REVIEW/SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS 

In addition to full-size scale drawings, 15 copies of a bound booklet and an electronic copy (PDF 
format) containing all submission materials reduced to size 8-1/2" x 11", except where 
otherwise specified are required. The electronic copy should be submitted to the BRA via the 
following website: https: // attachments.bostomedevelopmentauthority.org/. The booklet 
should be printed on both sides of the page. In addition, an adequate number of copies must be 
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available for community review. A copy of this Scoping Determination should be included in 
the booklet for reference. 

A. General Information 

1. Applicant/Proponent Information 
a. Development Team 

(1) Names 

(a) Proponent (including description of development 
entity and type of corporation, and the principals 
thereof) 

(b) Attorney 
(c) Project consultants and architects 

(2) Business address, telephone number, FAX number and e­
mail, where available 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 
Applicant 

(3) Evidence of site control over Project Site, including current 
ownership and purchase options, if any, for 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) Natme and extent of any and all public easements into, 
through, or surrounding the site. 

2. Project Site 

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

the Project Site. 
c. Current zoning 
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3. Project Description and Alternatives 

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

b. A description of alternatives to the Proposed Project that were 
considered shall be presented and primary differences among the 
alternatives, particularly as they may affect environmental and 
traffic/ transportation conditions, shall be discussed. 

4. Public Benefits 

a. Anticipated employment levels including the following: 
(1) Estimated number of construction jobs 
(2) Estimated number of permanent jobs 

b. Current and/ or future activities and program which benefit adjacent 
neighborhoods of Boston and the city at large, such as, child care 
programs, scholarships, internships, elderly services, education and 
job n·aining programs, etc. 

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

5. Community Process 

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

b. 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. REGULATORY CONTROLS AND PERMITS 

An updated listing of all anticipated permits or approvals required from other municipat state 
or federal agencies, including a proposed application schedule shall be included in the DPIR. 

A statement on the applicability of the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEP A) should 
be provided. If the Proposed Project is subject to MEP A, all required documentation should be 
provided to the BRA including, but not limited to, a copy of the Environmental Notification 
Form, decisions of the secretary of Environmental Affairs, and the proposed schedule for 
coordination with BRA procedure. 

C. TRANSPORTATION COMPONENT 
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The analysis included in the DPIR must utilize as its framework the scope as outlined in the comments of 
the Boston Transportation Department C' BTD "), dated June 17, 2016 and included in Appendix A. 

The following overarching considerations inform the Boston Transportation Department's 
(BTD) review of the project: 
• Need for coordination with development projects proposed in the Stuart Street corridor which 
are in varying stages of design and construction. 
•Traffic impacts on local streets generated by the ramp closure alternative. 
•Recognition of excellent transit-access to the site and consideration of "shared" traveling 
options. 
•The creation of a public realm that is friendly for people walking or riding bicycles. 

Given the complexity of the project and its potential long term impacts, BTD recommends that 
the proponent prepare a Draft Project Impact Report (DPIR) and provide new information and 
analysis below. 

Ramp Access and Traffic Analysis 
The PNF notes that the proponent is considering elimination of the existing I-90 ramp located 
below the Garage West parcel. In general, ramps to the highway system remove regional traffic 
away from local sh·eets. In addition, multiple on-ramps distribute traffic accessing I-90 across 
local street reducing concentrated congestion, though they also have negative impact on the 
pedestrian and bicycling environment. The closing of the I-90 on-ramp will have far reaching 
impacts on trips generated by all proposed projects in the Stuart Street corridor and 
surrounding areas. BTD recommend the DPIR includes: 
•A proposal to work with an inter-agency group, including BTD and MassDOT, to conduct a 
detailed "ramp alternatives" study. In addition to traffic analysis the study should include a 
conceptual constructability analysis, given the need to keep I-90 open and that the project will 
be phased. 
•An analysis of the impacts of traffic generated from other proposed projects in the Stuart Street 
corridor if the on-ramp is closed. 
•A public realm plan for Trinity Place and St. James Avenue (between Clarendon and 
Dartmouth Streets) that shows how pedestrian flow, on-street parking, shuttle and tour bus 
parking, hotel pick-up drop-off, and Copley Square event-staging can be managed with the 
expected additional traffic generated by the Garage West Alternative Scheme. 

The full text of the BTD Comments can be viewed in Appendix A. 

D. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMPONENT 

T1w DPIR must address the comments of tlw BRA Environmental ReviewjIGBC, dated June 14, 2016, 
included in Appendix A and must include the most up to date Article 37 jinteragenC1J Green Building 
Committee documents. 
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The Proponent has stated that Proposed Project will four buildings, the tallest of which be 
approximately 388 feet in height and accordingly the Proponent shall be required to conduct a 
quantitative (wind tunnel) analysis for both existing (no-build) and build conditions. 

The analysis shall determine potential pedestrian level winds adjacent to and in the vicinity of 
the Proposed Project site and shall identify any areas where wind velocities are expected to 
exceed acceptable levels, including the Boston Redevelopment Authority's guideline of an 
effective gust velocity of 31 miles per hour (mph) not to be exceeded more than I% of the time. 
The analysis also shall determine the suitability of patiicular locations for various activities (e.g., 
walldng, sitting, eating, etc.) as appropriate. 

The Proponent shall be required to pay particular attention to public and other areas of pedestrian 
use, including, but not limited to, entrances to the Proposed Project and adjacent buildings, 
sidewalks adjacent to and in the vicinity of the Proposed Project buildings as well as parks, 
including but not limited to the Copley Squai·e, the Southwest Corridor Park and Frieda Garcia 
Park, plazas and other open spaces and pedestrian areas near the Proposed Project. The 
Proponent shall be cognizant of the planning objectives emphasized in the Stuati Street Zoning 
District and in patiicular, in designing the buildings to be sensitive to the wind and shadow 
impacts on sidewalks and nearby public open spaces 

Wind speeds shall be measured in miles per hour and for ai·eas where wind speeds are projected 
to be dangerous or to exceed acceptable levels, measures to reduce wind speeds and to mitigate 
potential adverse impact(s) shall be identified and, if appropriate, tested. 

Shadow 

The Proponent conducted and included the results of a shadow analysis for the existing (no­
build) and build conditions for the hours of 9:00 a.m., 12:00 noon, and 3 :00 p.m. for the vernal 
equinox, summer solstice, autumnal equinox, and winter solstice and for 6:00 p.m. in the 
summer and fall, in the PNF. 

The shadow impact analysis examined the existing shadows and illustrated the incremental 
effects of the Proposed Project on existing and proposed public open spaces, including but not 
limited to Copley Squai·e Park (bounded by Boylston Street, Clarendon Street, St. James Avenue 
and Dartmouth Street, excluding land occupied by Trinity Church), the Southwest Corridor Park 
and Frieda Garcia Park, and pedestrian areas (including transit stops), sidewallcs and pedestrian 
walkways adjacent to and in the vicinity of the Proposed Project. 

The results indicate that the Proposed Project is not anticipated to create a significant net new 
shadow and in patiicular, the net new shadows are anticipated to be cast onto Copley Square 
Park for approximately one hour and 54 minutes, thus demonstrating compliance. 

The full text of the BRA Environmental Review/IGBC Comments can be viewed in Appendix A. 

9 



The DPIR must address the comments of the Boston Parks and Recreation Department, dated 
August 22, 2016 and included in Appendix A 

With regard to the Back Bay I South End Gateway project, this significant project will have 
impacts to open space in an area of the City already challenged by high density and limited open 
space resources. BPRD respectfully requests the consideration of a community contribution to 
mitigate impacts to open space in the neighborhood, such as capital improvements or 
maintenance for Copley Square. 

The full text of the Boston Parks and Recreation Department Comments can be viewed in 
Appendix A. 

E. URBAN DESIGN/PLANNING COMPONENT 

The D PIR must address the comments of the BRA' s Urban Design. and Planning Department, dated 
August 19, 2016 included in Appendix A. In addition. to this, the standard list of urban design 
materials should be included in the DPIR for the Proposed Project, included in Appendix A. 

Boston Properties proposes the redevelopment of the John Hancock Garage and Back Bay 
Station air rights, which lies toward the north of the block bounded by Columbus A venue and 
Dartmouth, Stuart, and Clarendon Streets. This Project aims to create new, defined, and 
activated passages from Dartmouth to Stuart to Clarendon Streets. Green roofs lie atop several 
tower and podium components. The mix of active uses would enhance the mix of uses (office, 
residential, hotel, retail) already extant in the area. The architect is Pelli Clarke Pelli. 

BRA Planning and Urban Design have appreciated working thus far with Boston Properties on 
the refurbishment of Back Bay Station and redevelopment of associated air rights parcels on 
what is poised to be a transformative development impacting the Back Bay, South End, and Bay 
Village neighborhoods. This is a project that requires considerable capital, vision, and 
persistence, and we recognize the hard work already expended by the development team, 
architects, consultants, and our colleagues at MassDOT and the MBTA. The Proponent's intent 
to renovate and restore the Station is laudable and represents a significant public benefit 
resulting from this project. The scoping comments below reflect some of the most salient issues 
at this moment in the design and development timeline. Due to the protracted and phased 
nature of this project, the BRA will continue to provide feedback throughout what is sure to be 
an iterative and collaborative process. 

Moreover, 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. That is to say, 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. Specific shadow and wind investigations will be 
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requested - a separate category in this scoping - to determine what the impacts are regarding 
Copley Square and the Southwest Corridor Park, among others. 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. 

DPIR design alternatives or development should bring a high degree of innovation and achieve 
LEED Gold at a minimum, preferably Platinum. This Project should set the bar very high for 
projects in the Stuart Street Study Area, and incorporate bold energy, recycling, 
daylight/ quality of environment, green roofs and plantings, innovative connections to the 
water, and transportation initiatives. 

The fall text of the BRA' s Urban Design and Planning Department Comments can be viewed in 
Appendix A. 

F. INFRASTRUCTURE SYSTEMS COMPONENT 

The D PIR must address the comments of the Boston Groundwater Trust, dated June 15, 2016 and 
included in Appendix A. 

As confirmed in a preliminary meeting and at the scoping session the GCOD requires both the 
installation of a recharge system and a demonstration that the project cannot cause a reduction 
in groundwater levels on site or on adjoining lots. In the case of the Back Bay /South End 
Gateway Project four separate parcels designated Garage West, Garage East, Station East, and 
Station West will all need to be addressed individually. As stated in the PNF, the proposed 
construction of the four separate parcels is anticipated to require various foundation types with 
construction of the four parcels occurring in different phases. Before GCOD zoning approval 
can be put in place, the proponent must provide the Authority and the Trust a letter stamped by 
a professional engineer registered in Massachusetts that details how each of the four parcels 
will accomplish what is stated in the PNF and meets the GCOD requirement for no reduction in 
groundwater levels on site or on adjoining lots. 

The fall text of Boston Groundwater Trust Comments can be viewed in Appendix A. 

The D PIR must address the comments of the Boston Water and Sewer Commission, dated October 1, 
2015 and included in Appendix A. 

According to the ENP /PNF, the proposed water demand is 176,574 gallons per day (gpd). The 
Commission owns and maintains a 10-ince Southern High water main in Stuart Street, a 12-inch 
Southern High water main in Trinity Place, a 12-inch Southern High water main in a 
Commission easement through the property between Trinity Place and Clarendon Street, a 12-
inch Southern High water main in Clarendon Street and 12-inch Southern Low water main in 
Dartmouth Street. 
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According to the ENF /PNF, the proposed sewage generation is 160,522 gpd. For sewage and 
storm drainage service, the site is served by a 10-inch sanitary sewer and a 15-inch storm drain 
in Stuart Street, a 18-inch by 33-inch sanitary sewer and an 18-inch by 18-inch storm drain in 
Trinity Place, an 18-inch by 18-inch sanitary sewer and 15-inch storm drain in Clarendon Street 
and a 10-inch and 12- inch sanitary sewer and a 12-inch and a 15-inch storm drain in Dartmouth 
Sh·eet. 

T1ie full text of BWSC Comments can be viewed in Appendix A. 

G. DEVELOPMENT IMP ACT PROJECT COMPONENT 

Based on the square footage and uses outlined in the Project Notification Form, the Proposed 
Project will be subject to and be required to enter into a Development Impact Project ("DIP or 
Linkage") agreement assuming the proposed project requires zoning relief. A full analysis of 
square footage and uses should be submitted in the DPIR. 

H. PUBLIC NOTICE 

The Proponent will be responsible for preparing and publishing in one more newspapers of 
general circulation in the City of Boston a Public Notice of the submission: of the DPIR to the 
BRA as required by Section 80A-2. This Public 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 Public Notice. Sample forms of the 
Public Notice are attached as Appendix D. 

Following publication of the Public Notice, the Proponent shall submit to the BRA a copy of the 
published Public Notice together with the date of publication. 
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APPENDIX D:  Ground and Air Rights 

Lease and Development Plan 

Materials are provided on the enclosed CD-ROM. These documents are 

provided for informational purposes only. 

 

Ground and Air Rights Lease 

Development Plan  
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Renovation of the Back Bay/South End 

Station Concourse 
 

The renovation of the Station Concourse is an important project for the MBTA and 

its customers, as well as for the adjacent Back Bay, South End, and Bay Village 

neighborhoods and the City of Boston. The Station is a major transit hub, the third 

most-frequented commuter rail station in the City and offers access to MBTA 

Commuter Rail, Orange Line, local bus routes, and AMTRAK trains. Despite its iconic 

and thoughtful design by Kallman McKinnel and Wood, the Station has suffered 

from years of deferred maintenance since it first opened in 1987 as part of the 

Southwest Corridor project.   

In response, and in parallel with the Proponent’s efforts to develop the Air Rights 

Development Parcels, the Proponent agreed to pre-pay the rent on the existing 99-

year MassDOT Lease in order make funding available now to complete necessary 

Station repairs and upgrades in coordination with the MBTA. A portion of the rent 

proceeds are to be used and were matched by the MBTA to complete a MBTA-led 

track-level ventilation system improvement project that will improve Station air 

quality and customer comfort. The remaining considerable funds are being used to 

complete a renovation of the Station Concourse, which is being managed and 

executed by the Proponent on behalf of the MBTA.  In addition, as part of the 

MassDot Lease agreement, the Proponent agreed to assume property management 

responsibilities for the Station Concourse level for the duration of the lease term 

beginning in August 2015. These substantial and exceptional agreements are the 

product of a unique opportunity and represent a creative and successful strategy to 

form a public private partnership around an important civic and infrastructure asset.  

Currently being designed by the Proponent and a consultant team in consultation 

with the MBTA and other rail services serving the Station, the Station Concourse 

renovation is anticipated to begin in 2018 in conjunction with the MBTA-led track-

level ventilation project. Overall, the combined projects will dramatically improve the 

customer experience and improve site operation and efficiency. Major goals for the 

Station Concourse Improvements 

There are four major goals guiding the Station Concourse Improvements: 

1. Create a first-class transit hub - Given the importance of the Station, both in 

terms of its pedigree and the population it serves, it is only appropriate that any 

intervention be thoughtful and well planned. The renovation will preserve the 

original architecture and character of the building, while utilizing the latest in 

building technologies and materials to ensure that the renovated Station 

functions efficiently, and will result in an environment that is inviting and modern. 

In addition, as described above, the Proponent has assumed property 

management responsibility for the Station Concourse and has increased the 

presence of security, cleaning and maintenance personnel. 
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2. Improve customer experience and access – The renovation prioritizes 

improvements that will enhance circulation and egress, accessibility, wayfinding, 

safety, thermal comfort and provide additional amenities for the Station’s users. It 

is critical that users be able to move through the Station and quickly locate 

transit information or access ancillary services. Increased numbers of entry doors 

and fare gates and improvements to the Orange Line enclosure are designed to 

enhance the transit user’s experience and will increase the Station’s capacity. 

3. Generate revenue to support Station operations – Under the terms of the public-

private partnership between the MBTA and the Proponent, revenue generated 

within the Station (including retail and advertising revenue, but excluding fare 

collection) will be used to support the operation of the Station.  The revenue 

generated from the increased retail operations created by the renovation is 

intended to improve the level of service of cleaning and maintenance of the 

renovated concourse and to fund a capital improvements reserve to pay for 

future projects. 

4. Allow the MBTA to focus on transit operations – This public-private partnership 

allows both parties to focus on their respective core businesses. By assuming 

responsibility of the concourse management, the Proponent employs its property 

management expertise on behalf of the MBTA, while allowing the transit agency 

to focus on the operation and improvement of transit functions.  

1.1 Existing Concourse Conditions 

The current Station Concourse layout and conditions are not user-friendly and are 

negatively impacted by outdated programming/space requirements. See Figure E.1 

for the existing plan. Despite the grandeur of the 50-foot-tall Central Hall, the 

Station entrances are hidden under dimly lit exterior arcades. The interior circulation 

inside the Station Concourse is equally difficult, resulting in confusing and crowded 

paths to key transit access points. The Central Hall is inefficiently utilized, most 

notably by an oversized Orange Line enclosure that occupies over half its floor 

space. Many of the areas outside the enclosure are congested by food and 

merchandise vendors, ticket machines, ATM machines, and large floor openings 

around stairs. Signage and wayfinding is scattered, often obstructed, and not 

intuitively located.  

The existing waiting area is convenient to only two of the three Commuter 

Rail/AMTRAK platforms, offers limited seating relative to its footprint and is 

undersized to accommodate future growth in transit ridership.  It has been the 

subject of unsympathetic renovations, poor maintenance and deficient ventilation, 

which have rendered it unfriendly and uncomfortable for customers. In addition, the 

AMTRAK and Keolis ticketing windows are not centrally located and are hard to 

locate for the unfamiliar user.  
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1.1.1 Station Concourse Improvements Underway 

The Proponent has already assumed responsibility for daily Concourse cleaning, 

maintenance, and supplementary security. The exterior concrete and masonry has 

been powerwashed and the restoration of the exterior arches has begun. The 

expansion and renovation of the restrooms began in January 2017 and is expected 

to be complete by mid-2017. The new restrooms will provide a high quality 

customer experience with durable, clean, and modern materials and fixtures (see 

Figures E.11 & E.12).  

1.2 Future Proposed Station Concourse Improvements 

The renovation of the Station Concourse will respect and restore the original 

architecture and increase the Concourse capacity, while improving the overall 

customer experience. The renovation will also activate the Central Hall as a 

destination and a civic space for the adjacent neighborhoods. See Figure E.2 for the 

proposed plan and Figures E.7 – E.10 for renderings. Proposed design improvements 

include: 

› Relocated Station entrances will facilitate direct access to the renovated Central 

Hall, the Orange Line and primary Commuter Rail and AMTRAK waiting areas. 

› Key transit functions will be better served by increases in capacity of: entry/egress 

doors, Orange Line access, Commuter Rail and AMTRAK waiting areas, and public 

seating distributed in key locations throughout the Station Concourse.  

› The Orange Line enclosure will be reduced in size and divided into two parts to 

improve circulation through and across the Concourse. This will also make 

circulation from Clarendon Street to the Orange Line more direct and reduce 

congestion at fare gates. 

› The new configuration of fare gates at the Orange Line elevator will increase 

accessibility and shorten travel distance to and from Clarendon Street. 

› The existing waiting area will be reconfigured and expanded to provide seating 

and market hall style vendors. This design enables the area to continue to 

function as a waiting area with a significant amount of public seating.   

› Commuter Rail and AMTRAK ticketing functions will be relocated to a central and 

visible location. 

› MBTA functions such as MBTA Police, Operations Control Center, Customer 

Service Agent, and Bus Operations will be positioned in appropriate locations and 

provided with modern and functional offices or booths. 

› New and rehabilitated finishes and new lighting will brighten the Concourse, 

improving passenger comfort and safety.  

› The new Concourse layout will reduce the clutter of signage pylons, kiosks and 

ticket machines and facilitate access to ticketing, passenger information, and train 

platforms. 



The Back Bay/South End Gateway Project DEIR/DPIR 

Station Concourse Improvements 

E-4 

 

› New wayfinding and passenger notification systems will provide visible, 

convenient information on train departures and arrivals.   

› The Pedal & Park facility will be expanded and relocated for ease of access by 

users. 

1.2.1 Increased Station Concourse Capacity 

The proposed renovations will significantly increase the capacity of the Station 

Concourse and better serve transit users now and in the future. See Figures E.3 - E.5. 

The following are key metrics that demonstrate Station Concourse capacity 

increases:  

1. Doubling of entry doors (from 8 to 16 doors). 

2. 67 percent increase in the number of Orange Line fare gates (from 9 to 15 gates). 

3. Rationalization of circulation space. 

4. Approximately 70 percent increase in public waiting area space. 

5. Approximately 50 percent increase in seating area, plus approximately 100 

additional seats in the redesigned former waiting area. 

6. Approximately 290 percent increase in conditioned (heated/cooled) space 

accessible for Station users. 

7. Approximately 50 percent increase in bicycle parking. 

A computer-based pedestrian circulation model was created to observe and analyze 

the flow of pedestrians in the existing and the proposed Station Concourse.  The 

baseline for the pedestrian model was the careful collection of actual pedestrian 

peak hour flows on a typical day1. Data on how people enter the Concourse, where 

they go once inside and how they leave the Concourse was collected and modelled 

in order to compare the existing with the new proposed pedestrian flows. This 

process produced a qualitative assessment, which demonstrated that the proposed 

renovation will improve pedestrian movement throughout the Concourse. There will 

be less congestion at the Orange Line fare gates and smoother flow between 

Commuter Rail and Orange Line platforms. The model included analysis of impacts 

from proposed new retail uses on pedestrian movement. 

Increased MBTA Orange Line Capacity 

It is also anticipated that new Orange Line cars will be added to the rolling stock in 

2019. With additional rolling stock it is anticipated that peak hour headways will be 

reduced from the existing 6 minutes to 4.5 minutes, substantially decreasing transit 

users’ wait time for trains and increasing Orange Line capacity. Please refer to 

Section 4.10 for additional details on the transit analysis.  

 
1 Count data was collected at 23 different Concourse locations during morning and evening peak hours on September 10, 2015 and 

was further calibrated with security camera video footage from the same time periods.  
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1.2.2 Enhanced Waiting Areas 

The Concourse Improvements will improve access to transit services and retail 

amenities by moving the primary waiting area from the periphery of the Concourse  

into the Central Hall fronting on Dartmouth Street. See Figure E.8. Additional seating 

will be distributed throughout the Concourse and be located in convenient areas 

near track access points. See Figure E.10. In response to public feedback and 

concerns over the amount of waiting area, the Proponent has modified the 

proposed renovation plan. Rather than becoming a new enclosed retail space, the 

existing waiting area will remain open and permeable and be transformed into a 

secondary waiting area with market hall-style vendors. This will create a dynamic 

atmosphere while also providing a significant amount of additional seating. See 

Figure E.4. As discussed below in Section 1.3.6, the renovation will also improve 

thermal comfort for transit users in the waiting areas.  

1.2.3 Exterior Streetscape Renovations 

Renovations at the exterior of the Station Concourse will enliven the adjacent 

streetscape, improve public safety by eliminating dark arcades, and strengthen the 

vitality of the expanded Station Concourse retail program, by ensuring visibility from 

the street. The Proponent is conscious of the importance of a quality streetscape 

and adequate pedestrian circulation and sidewalk widths in front of the Station will 

exceed BTD’s Complete Streets Guidelines. See Figure E.7. 

1.2.4 Wayfinding and Station Signage 

Current wayfinding, transit signage and train arrival/departure information is poorly 

located and inconsistent, and is being re-evaluated with the Concourse 

Improvements. The Proponent is working with the MBTA on a full review of 

wayfinding signage, developing new ways to orient and provide direction for station 

users, both with respect to Station services and to neighborhood destinations. 

Multiple train arrival/departure boards will be provided at convenient locations 

throughout the Station Concourse, allowing passengers quick, clear access to train 

information. See Figures E.8 andE.9. 

1.2.5 Public Art 

Public art is an important consideration in the Station. The Station Concourse 

renovation includes the relocation of the iconic A. Philip Randolph statue by artist 

Tina Allen to a more prominent location in the center of the Central Hall waiting 

area. See Figure E.8. The associated historic plaques will also be relocated. 

Unfortunately, the Stephen Antonakos neon sculpture did not fare well in the harsh 

Station environment and is significantly deteriorated, including many broken and 

corroded components.  It has been demounted and permanently stored. As part of 

the Station Concourse Improvements, the Proponent will explore a new public art 

program that may include a rotating program of interactive public art. An initial 

installation was completed at the Station in Fall 2015 with the “Inside/Out” project 
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from the artist JR. The project involved photographing and posting the faces of 

dozens of Station users, creating an ephemeral visual record of the Station’s 

constantly-evolving community. 

1.2.6 Improved Thermal Comfort 

Design features under consideration will improve thermal comfort in the waiting 

areas of the Station Concourse. Because the Station Concourse is open to the 

exterior at the track level, and was not constructed with a fully enclosed and 

insulated building envelope, the Station Concourse level tends to be uncomfortably 

cold in winter and hot in summer. Station Concourse Improvements include design 

features intended to help mitigate temperature extremes, including overhead, high-

volume low speed fans for increased comfort in the summer and localized radiant 

heating in waiting areas in the winter.  

The passive and active features designed to improve thermal comfort in the 

Concourse are illustrated in Figure E.6. These features are designed with the scope of 

the Station West Parcel retail expansion in mind as described in Section 3.4.4.  

1.2.7 Improved Station Ventilation and Air Quality 

In a parallel to the Proponent’s work on the Station Concourse Improvements, the 

MBTA is undertaking a track-level ventilation improvement project that will improve 

air quality throughout the Station. Proposed improvements include adding doors 

and pressurizing the stair/escalator connections from the Station Concourse to 

Tracks 1/3 and 2 in order to restrict the movement of diesel exhaust from the 

commuter rail trains at platform level up into the Station Concourse. In addition, the 

ventilation project will include the rehabilitation and reactivation of existing system 

components as well as the introduction of tunnel jet fans. 

1.3 Community Outreach 

On September 26, 2016, the MBTA held a public meeting to discuss the Station 

Concourse and ventilation improvement projects. The presentation and the meeting 

minutes from the September 26th meeting can be viewed on the MBTA website. At 

the time of the meeting, the Concourse renovation was at the 30 percent design 

level and the ventilation project was at the 15 percent design level. In collaboration 

with the Proponent, this information was also presented at the October 6, 2016 

Community Advisory Committee meeting. Both meetings offered opportunity for 

public comment on the current condition and future improvements of the Station.  
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Back Bay / South End Station - Existing Plan

Figure E.1
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Back Bay / South End Station - Proposed Plan

Figure E.2
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Back Bay / South End Concourse Renovation - Station Improvement Diagrams

Figure E.3

ENTRY DOORS: 8
ORANGE LINE ENCLOSURE  6,000 SF

PRIMARY CIRCULATION  12,100 SF

ENTRY DOORS: 16
ORANGE LINE ENCLOSURE  2,500 SF (-56%)

PRIMARY CIRCULATION  12,900 SF (+7%)

EXISTING PROPOSED

CONCOURSE RENOVATION
PRIMARY CIRCULATION AND FARE ENCLOSURE
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EXISTING PROPOSED

DEDICATED WAITING SPACE  3,050 SF
CONDITIONED SPACE  1,950 SF

SEATING SPACE 165 LF 

DEDICATED WAITING SPACE  5,150 SF (+69%)
CONDITIONED SPACE  7,550 SF (+287%)

SEATING SPACE 250 LF (+52%) + 100 INDIVIDUAL SEATS

1/3
+100

SEATS

Figure E.4

CONCOURSE RENOVATION
WAITING AND CONDITIONED SPACES

Back Bay / South End Concourse Renovation - Station Improvement Diagrams
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Back Bay / South End Station Renovation - Comparison Summary

Figure E.5

MBTA USES
AUTOMATED FARE COLLECTION 9 GATES  15 GATES 67% increase

STINU21SENIHCAM GNITEKCIT = 12 UNITS
FS007,5ERUSOLCNE ENIL EGNARO  2,500 SF 56% decrease

PEDAL AND PARK BIKE PARKING 450 SF  670 SF 49% increase

PUBLIC USES

PRIMARY CIRCULATION SPACE 12,100 SF
STATION ENTRY DOORS       8 DOORS





12,900 SF 7% increase
16 DOORS  200% increase

DEDICATED WAITING SPACE 3,050 SF  5,150 SF 69% increase
FL561ECAPS GNITAES DEXIF  250 LF 52% increase + 100 seats
FS059,1ECAPS DELOOC/DETAEH  7,550 SF 287% increase

RETAIL USES 4,800 SF  14,850 SF 209% increase

EXISTING PROPOSED

CONCOURSE RENOVATION - COMPARISON SUMMARY
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Back Bay / South End Concourse Renovation - Thermal Comfort Features

RADIANT HEAT (WINTER ONLY)
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Figure E.7

Back Bay / South End Concourse Renovation - View from Dartmouth Street
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Figure E.8

Back Bay / South End Concourse Renovation - View of Central Hall from Dartmouth Street Entry
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Figure E.9

Back Bay / South End Concourse Renovation - View of New Orange Line Enclosure



A r r ow s t r e e tBOSTON PROPERTIES

The Back Bay / South End Gateway Project
DEIR/DPIR

Figure E.10

Back Bay / South End Concourse Renovation - View of New Ticket Booths
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Figure E.11

Back Bay / South End Concourse Renovation - View of New Restroom Entries
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Figure E.12

Back Bay / South End Concourse Renovation - View of New Restrooms
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APPENDIX F:  Transportation 

Supporting Documentation 

Materials are provided on the enclosed CD-ROM. 

 

Traffic Volume Data 

 Turning Movement Counts (TMCs) 

o 40 Trinity Place DPIR Counts 

o October 2015 Ramp Open Counts 

o October 2015 Ramp Closed Counts 

o August 2016 Counts 

o 380 Stuart Street Counts 

o 370-380 Harrison Avenue Counts 

o Wednesday, September 28 – Saturday, October 1, 

2016 

 MassDOT Season Adjustment Factors 

Synchro Level of Service (LOS) Reports 

 2016 Existing Conditions 

 2023 No-Build Base Conditions 

 2023 No-Build Alternate Conditions 

 2023 Build Base Conditions 

 2023 Build Alternate Conditions 

Highway Capacity Software (HCS) Merge Analysis 

 2016 Existing Conditions 

 2023 No-Build Base Conditions 

 2023 No-Build Alternate Conditions 

 2023 Build Base Conditions 

 2023 Build Alternate Conditions 
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Background Project Intersection Changes 

 Copley Place 

 40 Trinity Place 

ITE Trip Generation 

 Internal Person Trips Worksheet 

 Base Scheme Trip Generation 

 Alternate Scheme Trip Generation 

 Saturday Peak Hour Trip Generation 

 Delivery/Service Vehicle Trip Generation Worksheet 

ULI Shared Parking Report 

Transit Analysis 

 Crush Capacity 

 Ridership Data 

Crash/Accident Analysis 

 Vehicular Crash Rate Worksheets  
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APPENDIX G:  Sustainability 

Supporting Documentation 

 

 

 

 

 



The Back Bay/South End Gateway Project DEIR/DPIR 

 

Article 37 LEED Narrative 

G-1 

 

LEED Narrative: Garage West 

 

Project Overview and Summary 

The Project incorporates a holistic approach to sustainability that promotes livability and 

economic development, while also mitigating the external impacts related to energy, emissions 

and water consumption and, waste production. The Project will track and verify sustainable 

design strategies and measures to demonstrate compliance with Article 37 through the LEED 

rating system, for which the Project was registered with the USGBC/GBCI April 6, 2016 under 

version 2009 for LEED Core & Shell Development (LEED-CS). 

The Garage West Parcel features a commercial tower, with parking and a ground floor retail 

fronting on Dartmouth and Stuart Streets. The Garage West Parcel has targeted LEED-CS Gold 

certification. The Project is pursuing a variety of credits and points across the seven (7) LEED 

categories, i.e. Sustainable Sites, Water Efficiency, Energy and Atmosphere, Materials and 

Resources, Indoor Environmental Quality, Innovation in Design Process and Regional Priority 

Credits.  

The following summary provides more details on the strategy to achieve LEED-CS Gold 

certification.  All credits and corresponding points described below are being pursed unless 

they are noted as [Possible]. Credits and points that are not being pursued are not included in 

this narrative. All LEED minimum program requirements and prerequisite requirements will be 

met. 

Sustainable Sites (SS) 

 SS Prerequisite 1: Construction Activity Pollution Prevention 

An erosion and sedimentation control plan will be developed and implemented for all 

construction activities for the Project. 

 SS Credit 1: Site Selection 

By revitalizing an underutilized urban air-rights site, there will be no aspect of 

development on sensitive land types such as prime farmland, floodplains, habitat for 

threatened species, water bodies, wetlands, or parks. 

 SS Credit 2: Development Density and Community Connectivity 

The Project location in a dense, urban area is close to numerous diverse uses 

recognized by LEED requirements and a mixed residential and commercial area with a 

mix of development densities. Exemplary performance is being pursued for this credit. 

 SS Credit 4.1: Alternative Transportation – Public Transportation Access 
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The site is well served by multi-modal transportation, including Amtrak and the Orange 

line at Back Bay Station, the Green line at Copley Square Station and numerous bus 

lines (e.g. 9, 10, 39, 55, 57, 170, 502, 503, 504, and 553) all within a quarter mile radius. 

Exemplary performance is being pursued for this credit. 

 SS Credit 4.2: Alternative Transportation – Bicycle Storage and Changing Rooms 

Secure bicycle storage will be provided as well as showers and changing facilities within 

200 yards of the building entrance. The number of bicycle racks and showers will be 

based on LEED 2009 credit guidelines for full-time occupants and visitors. 

 SS Credit 4.3: Alternative Transportation – Low-Emitting and Fuel-Efficient Vehicles 

Vehicle emissions will be reduced through prioritized parking from low-emitting and 

fuel-efficient vehicles. 

 SS Credit 4.4: Alternative Transportation – Parking Capacity 

While parking will be provided on-site, no new parking will be added compared to the 

existing development. 

 SS Credit 5.1: Site Development – Protect or Restore Habitat   [Possible] 

The green roof will include native or adapted vegetation, which contributes towards 

protecting and restoring habitat.  

 SS Credit 5.2: Site Development – Maximize Open Space    [Possible] 

Green roof areas and pedestrian-oriented hardscape at ground level both provide open 

space. 

 SS Credit 6.1: Stormwater Design – Quantity Control 

Stormwater will be collected and infiltrated to meet the requirements of the 

groundwater conservation overlay district. Any additional stormwater volume will be 

discharged to existing stormwater systems. 

 SS Credit 6.2: Stormwater Design – Quality Control 

There is a minimized impact on storm water systems and regional water resources 

through stormwater treatment to improve effluent quality via ground water recharge.  

 SS Credit 7.1: Heat Island Effect – Non-roof 

To mitigate the heat island effect, hardscape materials will have a low solar reflectance, 

and trees will provide shade in select locations. 

 SS Credit 7.2: Heat Island Effect – Roof 

Through a combination a green roof and the use of high-albedo roofing materials, 

there is a reduced heat island effect and improved microclimate.   

 SS Credit 9: Tenant Design and Construction Guidelines 
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To educate tenants about implementing sustainable strategies in their fit-out, a 

guidance document will be provided describing the sustainable strategies.  The intent 

of these guidelines is to educate future tenants about implementing sustainable design 

and construction features in their tenant improvement build-out as well as adopting 

green building practices that support the overall sustainability goals of the Project. The 

guidelines will also communicate the sustainable and resource-efficient features 

incorporated into the Project and provide suggested sustainable strategies enabling 

tenants to coordinate their leased space design and construction with the rest of the 

Project systems.  

Water Efficiency (WE) 

 WE Prerequisite 1: Water Use Reduction – 20% Reduction 

Ultra-low and low-flow fixtures for WCs, urinals, showers, faucets and sinks minimize 

the impact on municipal water supply by reducing potable water consumption. 

 WE Credit 1: Water Efficient Landscaping  

There will be at least a 50% reduction in potable water consumption for irrigation 

through either the use of non-potable water for irrigation or implementation of 

landscaping that does not need a permanent irrigation system. 

 WE Credit 3: Water Use Reduction 

Ultra-low and low-flow fixtures are estimated to reduce water consumption by at least 

30%. 

Energy and Atmosphere (EA) 

 EA Prerequisite 1: Fundamental Commissioning of Building Energy Systems  

The Proponent will engage an independent, third party commissioning agent to 

develop and perform the fundamental commissioning and verification requirements. 

 EA Prerequisite 2: Minimum Energy Performance 

A comprehensive set of energy reduction strategies include an efficient building 

envelope, low lighting power densities from LED lighting, and an efficient HVAC system. 

Specifically, the HVAC system features include high efficiency condensing boilers, a 

premium efficiency water-cooled chiller plant with variable frequency drives, dedicated 

outside air system with energy recovery and active chilled beam system. To note, the 

current strategy is to utilize chilled beams as part of demonstrating compliance with 

Massachusetts Stretch Energy Code however, additional systems may be considered as 

the Project develops.  

 EA Prerequisite 3: Fundamental Refrigerant Management 

The Project will install non-CFC based refrigerants. 

 EA Credit 1: Optimize Energy Performance 
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The Project will utilize whole-building energy simulation to demonstrate the proposed 

design performs better as compared to a baseline building per ASHRAE 90.1-2007 

Appendix G method. The preliminary energy model shows that the energy efficiency 

strategies described in EA Prerequisite 2 achieve 24% energy cost savings. Energy 

modeling will continue throughout the stages of design to understand how strategies 

impact energy cost savings. 

 EA Credit 3: Enhanced Commissioning 

Ownership will engage an independent, third party commissioning agent (CxA) to 

perform the enhanced commissioning and verification requirements. The enhanced 

commissioning scope will include the CxA to perform a review of CD documents and 

provide comments to the design team for alignment with the OPR and BOD as well as 

reviewing contractor submittals, building operations and post-occupancy review a year 

after substantial completion and developing an on-going commissioning plan for 

operations and maintenance. 

 EA Credit 4: Enhanced Refrigerant Management 

Refrigerants meet credit requirements to minimize their ozone depleting and global 

warming potential. 

 EA Credit 5.1: Measurement and Verification – Base Building 

Verification and benchmarking of ongoing energy and water performance will be 

possible through the development and implementation of a robust measurement and 

verification plan. The base building’s metering strategy utilizing EnerNOC’s Energy 

Intelligence Software (EIS) platform will enable the M&V plan. Additionally, enrollment 

in ENERGY STAR Portfolio manager enables benchmarking and tracking of energy and 

water performance. 

 EA Credit 5.2: Measurement and Verification – Tenant Submetering 

To provide ongoing accountability and monitoring of electricity consumption, a base 

building centrally monitored metering system will be installed and be capable of 

expansion to accommodate future tenant submetering. Tenants will receive guidance 

on the measurement and verification plan including information on the process for 

corrective action if energy savings goals are not met. 

 EA Credit 6: Green Power       [Possible] 

The energy strategy is to first reduce the Projects’ energy consumption. The Project 

may explore opportunities for procuring off-site renewable energy aligned with LEED 

requirements. 

Materials and Resources (MR) 

 MR Prerequisite 1: Storage and Collection of Recyclables 

An ongoing recycling strategy will be provided and include space for the collection and 

storage of materials for recycling for the entire building, including paper, corrugated 

cardboard, glass, plastics and metal.  

 MR Credit 2: Construction Waste Management 
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Efficient use of materials and resources during construction will contribute to diverting 

construction waste from landfills. At least 75% of construction and demolition debris 

will be diverted. 

 MR Credit 4: Recycled Content 

At least 10% of materials based on cost will include pre-consumer and postconsumer 

recycled content. The Project will explore increasing recycled content to reach the 20% 

threshold.        [Possible] 

 MR Credit 5: Regional Materials  

At least 10% of the materials based on cost will be sourced from within 500 miles of the 

site. The Project will explore increasing regional materials to reach the 20% threshold, 

but this is [Possible]. 

 MR Credit 6: Certified Wood       [Possible] 

The Project is exploring the use of Forest Stewardship Council certification for at least 

50% of wood products specified, including structural and general dimensional framing, 

flooring, sub-flooring wood doors and finishes. 

Indoor Environmental Quality (IEQ) 

 IEQ Prerequisite 1: Minimum Indoor Air Quality Performance 

Demand controlled ventilation may be implemented to further improve indoor air 

quality through the automatic increase of ventilation rates in densely occupied spaces if 

high CO2 levels are detected. 

 IEQ Prerequisite 2: Environmental Tobacco Smoke (ETS) Control 

The building will be non-smoking and smoking will not be allowed within 25 feet from 

a building entry, intake and operable window. Signage will be provided noting the no-

smoking policy and outdoor designated smoking areas will be clearly identified. 

 IEQ Credit 3: Construction IAQ Management Plan – During Construction 

The awarded construction manager will be required and responsible for developing and 

implementing an indoor air quality management plan during construction and pre-

occupancy that meets SMACNA guidelines. 

 IEQ Credit 4.1-4.4: Low-Emitting Materials 

The Project will specify low-emitting materials meeting the category requirements for 

VOC content in at least 3 of the 4 categories: Adhesives and sealants; paints and 

coatings; flooring systems; and composite wood and agrifiber products. 

 IEQ Credit 5: Indoor Chemical and Pollutant Source Control   [Possible] 

The Project is exploring to meet the credit requirements of installing permanent 

entryway systems, preventing interior cross-contamination of gases or chemicals 

(where present) and installing MERV 13 or higher filters on both return and outside air 

that is delivered as supply air. 

 IEQ Credit 7: Thermal Comfort – Design 

The Project will provide a thermally comfortable environment for occupants through 

compliance with ASHRAE 55-2004. 

 IEQ Credit 8.1: Daylight and Views – Daylight     [Possible]  
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The high performance façade will provide substantial daylighting in the building 

interior. The Project will explore the feasibility of achieving daylighting in at least 75% 

of regularly occupied spaces. 

 

 

 

 

 IEQ Credit 8.2: Daylight and Views – Views     [Possible] 

The high performance façade will maximize views through the 65% window-to-wall 

ratio. The Project will consider the feasibility of achieving a direct line of site to the 

outdoors for building occupants in 90% of all regularly occupied areas by providing a 

feasible tenant layout to demonstrate compliance. 

Innovation and Design (ID) 

 ID Credit 1.1: Exemplary Performance SS Credit 2 Development Density and Community 

Connectivity  

The high-density of the Project site and surrounding location achieve exemplary 

performance criteria for development density.  

 ID Credit 1.2: Exemplary Performance SS Credit 4.1 Public Transportation 

The proximity of a commuter rail, two subway lines and numerous bus lines all with a 

high frequency of service achieve exemplary performance criteria for public 

transportation. 

 ID Credit 1.3: Exemplary Performance MR Credit 2 Construction Waste Management 

[Possible] 

The Project will consider the feasibility of diverting 95% or more of total construction 

waste, which would achieve exemplary performance criteria. 

 ID Credit 1.4: Green Building Education      [Possible] 

The Project will consider the feasibility of providing educational features to highlight 

the sustainable, high performance building strategies and systems to not only its 

occupants and visitors but for the larger community as well. Green education options 

that may be considered include educational building dashboards, an informational 

website, providing building tours, and/or signage for sustainable features for staff and 

visitors. 

 ID Credit 1.5: Green Cleaning Policy / Program 

The Project is will implement green cleaning practices aligned with LEED-EBOM 

requirements. 

 ID Credit 2: LEED Accredited Professional 

The Project will have multiple LEED Accredited professionals engaged on the Project 

team. 

Regional Priority Credits (RP) 
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The Project is targeting achievement of at least three (3) regional priority credits for Boston; 

 RP Credit 1.2: Stormwater Design – Quantity Control 

 RP Credit 1.3: Heat Island Effect – Non-Roof 

 RP Credit 1.4: Heat Island Effect – Roof 
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LEED Narrative: Garage East and Station East 

 

Project Overview and Summary 

The Project incorporates a holistic approach to sustainability that promotes livability and 

economic development, while simultaneously mitigating the external impacts of energy, water, 

waste, and emissions. It seeks to track sustainable features and demonstrate compliance with 

Article 37 through the LEED rating system, for which the Project was registered with the 

USGBC/GBCI April 6, 2016 under version 2009 for LEED New Construction and Major 

Renovations (LEED-NC). 

The Garage East and Station East Parcels are both feature a residential tower and both have 

targeted LEED-NC Silver certification. The Project is pursuing a variety of credits and points 

across the seven (7) LEED categories, i.e. Sustainable Sites, Water Efficiency, Energy and 

Atmosphere, Materials and Resources, Indoor Environmental Quality, Innovation in Design 

Process and Regional Priority Credits.  

The following summary provides more details on the strategy to achieve LEED-NC Silver 

certification.  All credits and corresponding points described below are being pursed unless 

they are noted as [Possible]. Credits and points that are not being pursued are not included in 

this narrative. All LEED minimum program requirements and prerequisite requirements will be 

met. 

Sustainable Sites (SS) 

 SS Prerequisite 1: Construction Activity Pollution Prevention 

An erosion and sedimentation control plan will be developed and implemented for all 

construction activities for the Project. 

 SS Credit 1: Site Selection 

By revitalizing an underutilized urban air-rights site, there will be no aspect of 

development on sensitive land types such as prime farmland, floodplains, habitat for 

threatened species, water bodies, wetlands, or parks. 

 SS Credit 2: Development Density and Community Connectivity 

The Project location in a dense, urban area is close to numerous diverse uses 

recognized by LEED requirements and a mixed residential and commercial area with a 

mix of development densities. Exemplary performance is being pursued for this credit. 
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 SS Credit 4.1: Alternative Transportation – Public Transportation Access 

The site is well served by multi-modal transportation, including Amtrak and the Orange 

line at Back Bay Station, the Green line at Copley Square Station and numerous bus 

lines (e.g. 9, 10, 39, 55, 57, 170, 502, 503, 504, and 553) all within a quarter mile radius. 

Exemplary performance is being pursued for this credit. 

 SS Credit 4.2: Alternative Transportation – Bicycle Storage and Changing Rooms 

[Possible] 

Covered bicycle storage will be provided. The number of bicycle racks will be based on 

LEED 2009 credit guidelines for occupants. 

 SS Credit 4.3: Alternative Transportation – Low-Emitting and Fuel-Efficient Vehicles 

Vehicle emissions will be reduced through prioritized parking from low-emitting and 

fuel-efficient vehicles. 

 SS Credit 4.4: Alternative Transportation – Parking Capacity 

While parking will be provided on-site, no new parking will be added compared to the 

existing development. 

 SS Credit 5.1: Site Development – Protect or Restore Habitat   [Possible] 

Landscapes areas will likely include native or adapted vegetation, which contributes 

towards protecting and restoring habitat.  

 SS Credit 5.2: Site Development – Maximize Open Space    [Possible] 

Pedestrian-oriented hardscape at ground level provides open space. 

 SS Credit 6.1: Stormwater Design – Quantity Control 

Stormwater will be collected and infiltrated to meet the requirements of the 

groundwater conservation overlay district. Any additional stormwater volume will be 

discharged to existing stormwater systems. 

 SS Credit 6.2: Stormwater Design – Quality Control 

There is a minimized impact on storm water systems and regional water resources 

through stormwater treatment to improve effluent quality via ground water recharge.  

 SS Credit 7.1: Heat Island Effect – Non-roof 

To mitigate the heat island effect, hardscape materials will have a low solar reflectance, 

trees will provide shade in select locations. 

 SS Credit 7.2: Heat Island Effect – Roof 

High-albedo roofing materials, there is a reduced heat island effect and improved 

microclimate.  

Water Efficiency (WE) 

 WE Prerequisite 1: Water Use Reduction – 20% Reduction 

Low-flow fixtures for WCs, urinals, showers, faucets and sinks minimize the impact on 

municipal water supply by reducing potable water consumption. 

 WE Credit 1: Water Efficient Landscaping  

There will be at least a 50% reduction in potable water consumption for irrigation 

through either the use of non-potable water for irrigation or implementation of 

landscaping that does not need a permanent irrigation system. 
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 WE Credit 3: Water Use Reduction 

Low-flow fixtures are estimated to reduce water consumption by at least 30%. 

Energy and Atmosphere (EA) 

 EA Prerequisite 1: Fundamental Commissioning of Building Energy Systems  

The Proponent will engage an independent, third party commissioning agent to 

develop and perform the fundamental commissioning and verification requirements. 

 EA Prerequisite 2: Minimum Energy Performance 

A comprehensive set of energy reduction strategies include an efficient building 

envelope and an efficient HVAC system. Specifically, the HVAC system features include 

high efficiency vertical stacked water source heat pumps connected to condensing 

boilers and cooling towers, high efficiency condensing boilers to meet space heating 

and domestic hot water demands, and dedicated outside air system with energy 

recovery serving heat pumps. 

 EA Prerequisite 3: Fundamental Refrigerant Management 

The Project will install non-CFC based refrigerants. 

 EA Credit 1: Optimize Energy Performance 

The Project will utilize whole-building energy simulation to demonstrate the proposed 

design performs better as compared to a baseline building per ASHRAE 90.1-2007 

Appendix G method. The preliminary energy model shows that the energy efficiency 

strategies described in EA Prerequisite 2 achieve 19% energy cost savings. Energy 

modeling will continue throughout the stages of design to understand how strategies 

impact energy cost savings. 

 EA Credit 3: Enhanced Commissioning 

Ownership will engage an independent, third party commissioning agent (CxA) to 

perform the enhanced commissioning and verification requirements. The enhanced 

commissioning scope will include the CxA to perform a review of CD documents and 

provide comments to the design team for alignment with the OPR and BOD as well as 

reviewing contractor submittals, building operations and post-occupancy review a year 

after substantial completion and developing an on-going commissioning plan for 

operations and maintenance. 

 EA Credit 4: Enhanced Refrigerant Management 

Refrigerants meet credit requirements to minimize their ozone depleting and global 

warming potential. 

 EA Credit 5: Measurement and Verification 

Verification and benchmarking of ongoing energy and water performance will be 

possible through the development and implementation of a robust measurement and 

verification plan. The base building’s metering strategy utilizing EnerNOC’s Energy 

Intelligence Software (EIS) platform will enable the M&V plan. Additionally, enrollment 

in ENERGY STAR Portfolio manager enables benchmarking and tracking of energy and 

water performance. 

 EA Credit 6: Green Power       [Possible] 
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The energy strategy is to first reduce the Projects’ energy consumption. The Project 

may explore opportunities for procuring off-site renewable energy aligned with LEED 

requirements. 

Materials and Resources (MR) 

 MR Prerequisite 1: Storage and Collection of Recyclables 

An ongoing recycling strategy will be provided and include space for the collection and 

storage of materials for recycling for the entire building, including paper, corrugated 

cardboard, glass, plastics and metal.  

 MR Credit 2: Construction Waste Management 

Efficient use of materials and resources during construction will contribute to diverting 

construction waste from landfills. At least 75% of construction and demolition debris 

will be diverted. 

 MR Credit 4: Recycled Content 

At least 10% of materials based on cost will include pre-consumer and postconsumer 

recycled content. The Project will explore increasing recycled content to reach the 20% 

threshold, but this is [Possible]. 

 MR Credit 5: Regional Materials  

At least 10% of the materials based on cost will be sourced from within 500 miles of the 

site. The Project will explore increasing regional materials to reach the 20% threshold, 

but this is [Possible]. 

 MR Credit 6: Rapidly Renewable Materials     [Possible] 

The Project is exploring the use of rapidly renewable building materials and products 

for at least 2.5% of building materials, based on cost. 

 MR Credit 7: Certified Wood       [Possible] 

The Project is exploring the use of Forest Stewardship Council certification for at least 

50% of wood products specified, including structural and general dimensional framing, 

flooring, sub-flooring wood doors and finishes. 

Indoor Environmental Quality (IEQ) 

 IEQ Prerequisite 1: Minimum Indoor Air Quality Performance 

Good indoor air quality will be achieved by meeting and/or exceeding the ventilation 

requirements of ASHRAE 62.1-2007. 

 IEQ Prerequisite 2: Environmental Tobacco Smoke (ETS) Control 

The building will be non-smoking and smoking will not be allowed within 25 feet from 

a building entry, intake and operable window. Signage will be provided noting the no-

smoking policy and outdoor designated smoking areas will be clearly identified. 

 IEQ Credit 1: Outdoor Air Delivery Monitoring 

Demand controlled ventilation will be implemented to further improve indoor air 

quality through the automatic increase of ventilation rates in densely occupied spaces if 

high CO2 levels are detected.  
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 IEQ Credit 3.1: Construction IAQ Management Plan – During Construction 

The awarded construction manager will be required and responsible for developing and 

implementing an indoor air quality management plan during construction and pre-

occupancy that meets SMACNA guidelines. 

 IEQ Credit 3.2: Construction IAQ Management Plan – Before Occupancy  

After interior finishes are installed and new post-construction filtration media are 

installed, there will be a flush-out to improve indoor air quality. 

 IEQ Credit 4.1-4.4: Low-Emitting Materials 

The Project will specify low-emitting materials meeting the category requirements for 

VOC content in at least 3 of the 4 categories: Adhesives and sealants; paints and 

coatings; flooring systems; and composite wood and agrifiber products. 

 IEQ Credit 5: Indoor Chemical and Pollutant Source Control   [Possible] 

The Project is exploring to meet the credit requirements of installing permanent 

entryway systems, preventing interior cross-contamination of gases or chemicals 

(where present) and installing MERV 13 or higher filters on both return and outside air 

that is delivered as supply air. 

 IEQ Credit 6.1 Controllability of Systems – Lighting 

There will be lighting system controls in all multi-occupant spaces and in at least 90% 

of individual occupant spaces. 

 IEQ Credit 7.1: Thermal Comfort – Design 

The Project will provide a thermally comfortable environment for occupants through 

compliance with ASHRAE 55-2004. 

 IEQ Credit 7.2: Thermal Comfort - Verification    [Possible] 

The Project is considering administering a thermal comfort survey to building 

occupants within 6 to 18 months after occupancy. 

 IEQ Credit 8.1: Daylight and Views – Daylight     [Possible]  

The high performance façade will provide substantial daylighting in the building 

interior. The Project will explore the feasibility of achieving daylighting in at least 75% 

of regularly occupied spaces. 

 IEQ Credit 8.2: Daylight and Views – Views     [Possible] 

The high performance façade will maximize views through the 55% window-to-wall 

ratio. The Project will consider the feasibility of achieving a direct line of site to the 

outdoors for building occupants in 90% of all regularly occupied areas by providing a 

feasible tenant layout to demonstrate compliance. 

Innovation and Design (ID) 

 ID Credit 1.1: Exemplary Performance SS Credit 2 Development Density and Community 

Connectivity  

The high-density of the Project site and surrounding location achieve exemplary 

performance criteria for development density.  

 ID Credit 1.2: Exemplary Performance SS Credit 4.1 Public Transportation 
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The proximity of a commuter rail, two subway lines and numerous bus lines all with a 

high frequency of service achieve exemplary performance criteria for public 

transportation. 

 ID Credit 1.3: Exemplary Performance MR Credit 2 Construction Waste Management 

[Possible] 

The Project will consider the feasibility of diverting 95% or more of total construction 

waste, which would achieve exemplary performance criteria. 

 ID Credit 1.4: Green Building Education      [Possible] 

The Project will consider the feasibility of providing educational features to highlight 

the sustainable, high performance building strategies and systems to not only its 

occupants and visitors but for the larger community as well. Green education options 

that may be considered include educational building dashboards, an informational 

website, providing building tours, and/or signage for sustainable features for staff and 

visitors. 

 ID Credit 1.5: Green Cleaning Policy / Program 

The Project is will implement green cleaning practices aligned with LEED-EBOM 

requirements. 

 ID Credit 2: LEEED Accredited Professional 

The Project will have multiple LEED Accredited professionals engaged on the Project 

team. 

Regional Priority Credits (RP) 

The Project is targeting achievement of at least three (3) regional priority credits for Boston; 

 RP Credit 1.2: Stormwater Design – Quantity Control 

 RP Credit 1.3: Heat Island Effect – Non-Roof 

 RP Credit 1.4: Heat Island Effect – Roof 
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LEED Narrative: Station West 

Project Overview and Summary 

The Project incorporates a holistic approach to sustainability that promotes livability and 

economic development, while simultaneously mitigating the external impacts of energy, water, 

waste, and emissions. It seeks to track sustainable features and demonstrate compliance with 

Article 37 through the LEED rating system, for which the Project was registered with the 

USGBC/GBCI April 6, 2016 under version 2009 for LEED Core & Shell Development (LEED-CS). 

The Station West Parcel features a vertical expansion of the existing Station to create between 

additional retail opportunities serving both the adjacent neighborhoods and transit customers 

using the Site. The Station West Parcel has targeted LEED-CS Silver certification. The Project is 

pursuing a variety of credits and points across the seven (7) LEED categories, i.e. Sustainable 

Sites, Water Efficiency, Energy and Atmosphere, Materials and Resources, Indoor Environmental 

Quality, Innovation in Design Process and Regional Priority Credits.  

The following summary provides more details on the strategy to achieve LEED-CS Silver 

certification.  All credits and corresponding points described below are being pursed unless 

they are noted as [Possible]. Credits and points that are not being pursued are not included in 

this narrative. All LEED minimum program requirements and prerequisite requirements will be 

met. 

Sustainable Sites (SS) 

 SS Prerequisite 1: Construction Activity Pollution Prevention 

An erosion and sedimentation control plan will be developed and implemented for all 

construction activities for the Project. 

 SS Credit 1: Site Selection 

By revitalizing an underutilized urban air-rights site, there will be no aspect of 

development on sensitive land types such as prime farmland, floodplains, habitat for 

threatened species, water bodies, wetlands, or parks. 

 SS Credit 2: Development Density and Community Connectivity 

The Project location in a dense, urban area is close to numerous diverse uses 

recognized by LEED requirements and a mixed residential and commercial area with a 

mix of development densities. Exemplary performance is being pursued for this credit. 

 SS Credit 4.1: Alternative Transportation – Public Transportation Access 

The site is well served by multi-modal transportation, including Amtrak and the Orange 

line at Back Bay Station, the Green line at Copley Square Station and numerous bus 

lines (e.g. 9, 10, 39, 55, 57, 170, 502, 503, 504, and 553) all within a quarter mile radius. 

Exemplary performance is being pursued for this credit. 
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 SS Credit 4.2: Alternative Transportation – Bicycle Storage and Changing Rooms 

[Possible] Secure bicycle storage, showers, and changing facilities may be provided. The 

number of bicycle racks and showers would be based on LEED 2009 credit guidelines 

for full-time occupants and visitors. 

 SS Credit 4.3: Alternative Transportation – Low-Emitting and Fuel-Efficient Vehicles 

Vehicle emissions will be reduced through prioritized parking from low-emitting and 

fuel-efficient vehicles. 

 SS Credit 4.4: Alternative Transportation – Parking Capacity 

While parking will be provided on-site, no new parking will be added compared to the 

existing development. 

 SS Credit 5.1: Site Development – Protect or Restore Habitat   [Possible] 

Landscapes areas will likely include native or adapted vegetation, which contributes 

towards protecting and restoring habitat.  

 SS Credit 5.2: Site Development – Maximize Open Space    [Possible] 

Pedestrian-oriented hardscape at ground level provides open space. 

 SS Credit 6.1: Stormwater Design – Quantity Control 

Stormwater will be collected and infiltrated to meet the requirements of the 

groundwater conservation overlay district. Any additional stormwater volume will be 

discharged to existing stormwater systems. 

 SS Credit 6.2: Stormwater Design – Quality Control 

There is a minimized impact on storm water systems and regional water resources 

through stormwater treatment to improve effluent quality via ground water recharge.  

 SS Credit 7.1: Heat Island Effect – Non-roof 

To mitigate the heat island effect, hardscape materials will have a low solar reflectance, 

trees will provide shade in select locations. 

 SS Credit 7.2: Heat Island Effect – Roof 

Through the use of high-albedo roofing materials, there is a reduced heat island effect 

and improved microclimate.   

 SS Credit 9: Tenant Design and Construction Guidelines 

To educate tenants about implementing sustainable strategies in their fit-out, a 

guidance document will be provided describing the sustainable strategies implemented 

in the base building and recommendations for achieving certification under LEED for 

Commercial Interiors.  

Water Efficiency (WE) 

 WE Prerequisite 1: Water Use Reduction – 20% Reduction 

Ultra-low and low-flow fixtures for WCs, urinals, showers, faucets and sinks minimize 

the impact on municipal water supply by reducing potable water consumption. 

 WE Credit 1: Water Efficient Landscaping  

There will be at least a 50% reduction in potable water consumption for irrigation 

through either the use of non-potable water for irrigation or implementation of 

landscaping that does not need a permanent irrigation system. 



 

The Back Bay / South End Gateway Project                    DEIR/DPIR 

 

Article 37 LEED Narrative 

G-16 

 

 WE Credit 3: Water Use Reduction 

Ultra-low and low-flow fixtures are estimated to reduce water consumption by at least 

30%. 

Energy and Atmosphere (EA) 

 EA Prerequisite 1: Fundamental Commissioning of Building Energy Systems  

The Proponent will engage an independent, third party commissioning agent to 

develop and perform the fundamental commissioning and verification requirements. 

 EA Prerequisite 2: Minimum Energy Performance 

A comprehensive set of energy reduction strategies include an efficient building 

envelope, low lighting power densities from LED lighting, and an efficient HVAC system. 

Specifically, the HVAC system features include high efficiency condensing boilers for 

meeting space heating demands, premium efficiency cooling towers with variable 

frequency drives, a 46% window to wall ratio with an insulated shadow box or spandrel, 

and a 15% skylight to roof ratio.  

 EA Prerequisite 3: Fundamental Refrigerant Management 

The Project will install non-CFC based refrigerants. 

 EA Credit 1: Optimize Energy Performance 

The Project will utilize whole-building energy simulation to demonstrate the proposed 

design performs better as compared to a baseline building per ASHRAE 90.1-2007 

Appendix G method. The preliminary energy model shows that the energy efficiency 

strategies described in EA Prerequisite 2 achieve 15% energy cost savings. Energy 

modeling will continue throughout the stages of design to understand how strategies 

impact energy cost savings. 

 EA Credit 3: Enhanced Commissioning 

Ownership will engage an independent, third party commissioning agent (CxA) to 

perform the enhanced commissioning and verification requirements. The enhanced 

commissioning scope will include the CxA to perform a review of CD documents and 

provide comments to the design team for alignment with the OPR and BOD as well as 

reviewing contractor submittals, building operations and post-occupancy review a year 

after substantial completion and developing an on-going commissioning plan for 

operations and maintenance. 

 EA Credit 4: Enhanced Refrigerant Management     

Refrigerants meet credit requirements to minimize their ozone depleting and global 

warming potential. 

 EA Credit 5.1: Measurement and Verification – Base Building 

Verification and benchmarking of ongoing energy and water performance will be 

possible through the development and implementation of a robust measurement and 

verification plan. The base building’s metering strategy utilizing EnerNOC’s Energy 

Intelligence Software (EIS) platform will enable the M&V plan. Additionally, enrollment 

in ENERGY STAR Portfolio manager enables benchmarking and tracking of energy and 

water performance. 
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 EA Credit 5.2: Measurement and Verification – Tenant Submetering [Possible] 

The Project will consider the feasibility of centrally monitored metering system in the 

base building that is capable of expansion to accommodate future tenant submetering. 

Tenants would receive guidance on the measurement and verification plan including 

information on the process for corrective action if energy savings goals were not met. 

 EA Credit 6: Green Power       [Possible] 

The energy strategy is to first reduce the Projects’ energy consumption. The Project 

may explore opportunities for procuring off-site renewable energy aligned with LEED 

requirements. 

Materials and Resources (MR) 

 MR Prerequisite 1: Storage and Collection of Recyclables 

An ongoing recycling strategy will be provided and include space for the collection and 

storage of materials for recycling for the entire building, including paper, corrugated 

cardboard, glass, plastics and metal.  

 MR Credit 2: Construction Waste Management 

Efficient use of materials and resources during construction will contribute to diverting 

construction waste from landfills. At least 75% of construction and demolition debris 

will be diverted. 

 MR Credit 4: Recycled Content 

At least 10% of materials based on cost will include pre-consumer and postconsumer 

recycled content. The Project will explore increasing recycled content to reach the 20% 

threshold, but this is [Possible]. 

 MR Credit 5: Regional Materials.       [Possible] 

The Project is exploring the use of up to 20% of the materials based on cost to be 

sourced from within 500 miles of the site.  

 MR Credit 6: Certified Wood       [Possible] 

The Project is exploring the use of Forest Stewardship Council certification for at least 

50% of wood products specified, including structural and general dimensional framing, 

flooring, sub-flooring wood doors and finishes. 

Indoor Environmental Quality (IEQ) 

 IEQ Prerequisite 1: Minimum Indoor Air Quality Performance 

Good indoor air quality will be achieved by meeting and/or exceeding the ventilation 

requirements of ASHRAE 62.1-2007. 

 IEQ Prerequisite 2: Environmental Tobacco Smoke (ETS) Control 

The building will be non-smoking and smoking will not be allowed within 25 feet from 

a building entry, intake and operable window. Signage will be provided noting the no-

smoking policy and outdoor designated smoking areas will be clearly identified. 

 IEQ Credit 1: Outdoor Air Delivery Monitoring 
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Demand controlled ventilation will be implemented to further improve indoor air 

quality through the automatic increase of ventilation rates in densely occupied spaces if 

high CO2 levels are detected.  

 IEQ Credit 3: Construction IAQ Management Plan – During Construction 

The awarded construction manager will be required and responsible for developing and 

implementing an indoor air quality management plan during construction and pre-

occupancy that meets SMACNA guidelines. 

 IEQ Credit 4.1-4.4: Low-Emitting Materials 

The Project will specify low-emitting materials meeting the category requirements for 

VOC content in at least 2 of the 4 categories: Adhesives and sealants; paints and 

coatings; flooring systems; and composite wood and agrifiber products. 

 IEQ Credit 5: Indoor Chemical and Pollutant Source Control   [Possible] 

The Project is exploring to meet the credit requirements of installing permanent 

entryway systems, preventing interior cross-contamination of gases or chemicals 

(where present) and installing MERV 13 or higher filters on both return and outside air 

that is delivered as supply air. 

 IEQ Credit 7: Thermal Comfort – Design     [Possible] 

The Project will provide a thermally comfortable environment for occupants and is 

exploring the feasibility of compliance with ASHRAE 55-2004. 

 IEQ Credit 8.1: Daylight and Views – Daylight     [Possible]  

The high performance façade will provide substantial daylighting in the building 

interior. The Project will explore the feasibility of achieving daylighting in at least 75% 

of regularly occupied spaces. 

 IEQ Credit 8.2: Daylight and Views – Views     [Possible] 

The Project will consider the feasibility of achieving a direct line of site to the outdoors 

for building occupants in 90% of all regularly occupied areas by providing a feasible 

tenant layout to demonstrate compliance. 

Innovation and Design (ID) 

 ID Credit 1.1: Exemplary Performance SS Credit 2 Development Density and Community 

Connectivity  

The high-density of the Project site and surrounding location achieve exemplary 

performance criteria for development density.  

 ID Credit 1.2: Exemplary Performance SS Credit 4.1 Public Transportation 

The proximity of a commuter rail, two subway lines and numerous bus lines all with a 

high frequency of service achieve exemplary performance criteria for public 

transportation. 

 ID Credit 1.3: Exemplary Performance MR Credit 2 Construction Waste Management 

[Possible] 

The Project will consider the feasibility of diverting 95% or more of total construction 

waste, which would achieve exemplary performance criteria. 

 ID Credit 1.4: Green Building Education      [Possible] 
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The Project will consider the feasibility of providing educational features to highlight 

the sustainable, high performance building strategies and systems to not only its 

occupants and visitors but for the larger community as well. Green education options 

that may be considered include educational building dashboards, an informational 

website, providing building tours, and/or signage for sustainable features for staff and 

visitors. 

 ID Credit 1.5: Green Cleaning Policy / Program 

The Project is will implement green cleaning practices aligned with LEED-EBOM 

requirements. 

 ID Credit 2: LEEED Accredited Professional 

The Project will have multiple LEED Accredited professionals engaged on the Project 

team. 

Regional Priority Credits (RP) 

The Project is targeting achievement of at least three (3) regional priority credits for Boston; 

 RP Credit 1.2: Stormwater Design – Quantity Control 

 RP Credit 1.3: Heat Island Effect – Non-Roof 

 RP Credit 1.4: Heat Island Effect – Roof 
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APPENDIX H:  Air Quality and 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Supporting Documentation 

Materials are provided on the enclosed CD-ROM. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Rowan Williams Davies & Irwin Inc. (RWDI) is retained by Boston Properties to consult on the pedestrian 

wind conditions for the proposed Back Bay/South End Gateway project (the “Project”) in Boston, MA. The 

purpose of the study was to assess the wind environment around the development in terms of pedestrian 

wind comfort and safety.  This objective was achieved through wind tunnel testing of a 1:400 scale model 

of the proposed development with existing, in-construction and the Boston Redevelopment Authority 

(“BRA"), d/b/a the Boston Planning and Development Agency (“BPDA”) approved surroundings. 

The simulations were conducted in RWDI’s boundary-layer wind tunnel at Guelph, Ontario, for the purpose 

of quantifying local wind speed conditions and comparing to appropriate criteria for gauging wind comfort 

in pedestrian areas.  The criteria recommended by the BPDA were used in this study.  The present report 

describes the methods and presents the results of the wind tunnel simulations. 

2. OVERVIEW 

Major buildings, especially those that protrude above their surroundings, often cause increased local wind 

speeds at the pedestrian level.  Typically, wind speeds increase with elevation above the ground surface, 

and taller buildings intercept these faster winds and deflect them down to the pedestrian level.  The 

funneling of wind through gaps between buildings and the acceleration of wind around corners of buildings 

may also cause increases in wind speed.  Conversely, if a building is surrounded by others of equivalent 

height, it may be protected from the prevailing upper-level winds, resulting in no significant changes to the 

local pedestrian-level wind environment.  The most effective way to assess potential pedestrian-level wind 

impacts around a proposed new building is to conduct scale model tests in a wind tunnel. 

The consideration of wind in planning outdoor activity areas is important since high winds in an area tend 

to deter pedestrian use.  For example, winds should be light or relatively light in areas where people would 

be sitting, such as outdoor cafes or playgrounds.  For bus stops and other locations where people would 

be standing, somewhat higher winds can be tolerated.  For frequently used sidewalks, where people are 

primarily walking, stronger winds are acceptable.  For infrequently used areas, the wind comfort criteria can 

be relaxed even further.  The actual effects of wind can range from pedestrian inconvenience, due to the 

blowing of dust and other loose material in a moderate breeze, to severe difficulty with walking due to the 

wind forces on the pedestrian. 

3. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed Project consists of four air rights development parcels: one commercial building (Garage 

West), two residential buildings (Garage East and Station East) and a one-story retail expansion of the 

Back Bay/South End Station (Station West). The Project is located overtop of the Massachusetts Turnpike 

and 7 rail lines, adjacent to Dartmouth, Stuart, and Clarendon Streets. The Project has several positive 

design features that are favorable towards achieving wind conditions appropriate for pedestrian use. These 

include entrances recessed from the main façade of the buildings, vestibule entrances where patrons can 

seek shelter on windy days, undulating facades and podiums which will help keep accelerated winds away 
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from the grade level. The Project will be sheltered from the prevailing winds by the existing surrounding 

buildings to the west.  

4. METHODOLOGY 

Information concerning the Project Site and surroundings were derived from: information on surrounding 

buildings and terrain; site plans and elevations of the Project provided by the design team. The following 

configurations of surroundings will be simulated: 

No Build: includes all existing and BPDA approved surrounding buildings;  

 

Base Scheme: includes the Garage West Base Scheme (the “Base Scheme”) and all 

existing and BPDA approved surroundings; and, 

 

Alternate Scheme: includes the Garage West Alternate Scheme (the “Alternate Scheme”) and 

all existing and BPDA approved surroundings. 

As shown in Figures 1a through 1c, the wind tunnel model included the Project and all relevant surrounding 

buildings and topography within a 1600-foot radius of the Project Site. The mean speed profile and 

turbulence of the natural wind approaching the modelled area were also simulated in RWDI's boundary 

layer wind tunnel.  The scale model was equipped with 135 specially designed wind speed sensors that are 

connected to the wind tunnel's data acquisition system to record the mean and fluctuating components of 

wind speed at a full-scale height of 5 feet above grade in pedestrian areas throughout the Project Site. 

Wind speeds were measured for 36 wind directions, in 10 degree increments, starting from true north.  The 

measurements at each sensor location were recorded in the form of ratios of local mean and gust speeds 

to the reference wind speed in the free stream above the model.  The results were then combined with 

long-term meteorological data, recorded during the years 1995 to 2015 at Boston's Logan International 

Airport, in order to predict full scale wind conditions.  The analysis was performed separately for each of 

the four seasons and for the entire year. 

Figures 2a, 2b and 2c present "wind roses", summarizing the annual and seasonal wind climates in the 

Boston area, based on the data from Boston Logan International Airport.  The left side wind rose in Figure 

2a, for example summarizes the spring (March, April, and May) wind data.  In general, the prevailing winds 

at this time of year are from the west-northwest, northwest, west, south-southwest and east-southeast.  In 

addition to these directions, strong winds are also prevalent from the northeast direction as indicated by the 

red and yellow color bands on the wind rose. 

On an annual basis (Figure 2c) the most common wind directions are those between southwest and 

northwest.  Winds from east-southeast are also relatively common.  In the case of strong winds, northeast 

and west through northwest are the dominant wind directions. 

This study involved state-of-the-art measurement and analysis techniques to predict wind conditions at the 

study site.  Nevertheless, some subjectivity remains in predicting wind comfort, and this must be kept in 

mind.  For example, the sensation of comfort among individuals can be quite variable.  Variations in age, 
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individual health, clothing, and other human factors can change a particular response of an individual.  The 

comfort limits used in this report represent an average for the total population.  Also, unforeseen changes 

in the Project‘s surroundings, such as the construction or removal of buildings, can affect the conditions 

experienced at the Project Site.  Finally, the prediction of wind speeds is necessarily a statistical procedure.  

The wind speeds reported are for the frequency of occurrence stated (one percent of the time).  Higher 

wind speeds will occur but on a less frequent basis. 

5. PEDESTRIAN WIND COMFORT CRITERIA 

The BPDA has adopted two standards for assessing the relative wind comfort of pedestrians.  First, the 

BPDA wind design guidance criterion states that an effective gust velocity (hourly mean wind speed +1.5 

times the root-mean-square wind speed) of 31 mph should not be exceeded more than one percent of the 

time.  The second set of criteria used by the BPDA to determine the acceptability of specific locations is 

based on the work of Melbourne1. This set of criteria is used to determine the relative level of pedestrian 

wind comfort for activities such as sitting, standing, or walking.  The criteria are expressed in terms of 

benchmarks for the 1-hour mean wind speed exceeded 1% of the time (i.e., the 99-percentile mean wind 

speed).  They are as follows: 

BPDA Mean Wind Criteria* 

Dangerous > 27 mph 

Uncomfortable for Walking > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 

Comfortable for Walking > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 

Comfortable for Standing > 12 and ≤ 15 mph 

Comfortable for Sitting < 12 mph 

* Applicable to the hourly mean wind speed exceeded one percent of the time. 

The wind climate found in a typical downtown location in Boston is generally comfortable for the pedestrian 

use of sidewalks and thoroughfares and meets the BPDA effective gust velocity criterion of 31 mph.  

However, without any mitigation measures, this wind climate is likely to be frequently uncomfortable for 

more passive activities such as sitting. 

6. TEST RESULTS  

For each model configuration, Figure 3 graphically depicts the mean wind speeds; Figure 4 depicts the 

effective gust speeds at each wind measurement location based on the annual winds and Figure 5 shows 

the change in comfort categories between the No Build and the two Build configuration options. Table 1 

presents the mean and effective gust wind speeds for each season as well as annually. Typically, the 

summer and fall winds tend to be more comfortable than the annual winds while the winter and spring winds 

                                                      
1 Melbourne, W.H., 1978, "Criteria for Environmental Wind Conditions", Journal of Industrial Aerodynamics, 3 (1978) 241 - 249.  
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are less comfortable than the annual winds.  The following summary of pedestrian wind comfort is based 

on the annual winds for each configuration studied, except where noted below in the text. 

A total of 135 sensors were used in the model. Note that the placement of the wind measurement locations 

was based on our experience and understanding of pedestrian usage of the site, and was reviewed by 

members of the Project team and approved by the BPDA.  

6.1 No Build 

A wind comfort categorization of walking is considered appropriate for sidewalks.  Lower wind speeds 

conducive to standing are preferred at building entrances.   

As shown in Figure 3a, wind conditions at most grade level locations are suitable for walking or better, 

annually, with calmer wind speeds, comfortable for sitting or standing, at the areas to the south of the 

Project Site.  Uncomfortable wind conditions on an annual basis are expected at few locations along Stuart 

Street (Locations 1 through 5, 66, 67, 76, 83 and 126), two (2) locations along Clarendon Street and 

Stanhope Street to east of the Project Site (Locations 9 and 62), several locations further to the north of 

Project Site along St. James Avenue and Boylston Street (Locations 79, 81, 92, 93, 99 and 131), two (2) 

locations along Exeter Street and Huntington Avenue to the northwest of the Project Site (Locations 113 

and 117, respectively), and one (1) location along Trinity Place to the north of the Project Site (Location 

101). Higher wind speeds categorized as dangerous were detected at one (1) location at the southeast 

corner of intersection of Trinity Place and St. James Avenue (Location 90) on an annual basis. Wind 

conditions are predicted to be dangerous at Location 101 during the spring as well as at Locations 113 and 

117 during the winter (Table 1).  

As shown in Figure 4a and Table 1, the effective gust criterion was met annually at all areas with an 

exception of six (6) isolated locations, along Stuart Street (Location 4), St. James Avenue (Locations 90 

and 93), Trinity Place (Location 101), Exeter Street (Location 113) and Huntington Avenue (Location 117). 

The effective gust criterion is also expected to be exceeded along Stuart Street, Clarendon Street, 

Stanhope Street St. James Avenue and Boylston Street during the winter season at Locations 1, 2, 3, 9, 

62, 83, 92 and 131, during the spring season at Locations 76, 81 and 99 and during both spring and winter 

seasons at Locations 5, 66 and 67 (see Table 1).  

6.2 Base Scheme 

With the addition of the Project Base Scheme, winds at most locations are expected to improve upon or 

remain similar to the No Build conditions on an annual basis (Figures 3b and 5a). The addition of the Project 

results in slightly higher wind speeds at some areas to the south and east of the Project Site along 

Columbus Avenue and Clarendon Street, as well as localized areas to the north of the Project Site along 

Stuart Street; however, wind conditions are still generally expected to be appropriate for the intended use. 

Wind conditions comfortable for sitting or standing are predicted at most of the Project’s entrances 

(Locations 3, 8, 12, 13, 16, 17 18, 19, and 20 in Figure 3b) and at most locations around the perimeter of 

the Project Site. These conditions are considered appropriate for the intended use. Wind conditions 
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comfortable for walking are predicted at the entrances represented by Locations 2, 4 and 5, which is higher 

than desired for an entrance location.  

Many of the uncomfortable conditions predicted for the No Build conditions are improved along Stuart, 

Clarendon, and Stanhope Streets (Locations, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, and 62). Other uncomfortable conditions 

predicted for the No Build conditions remain similar, with the exception of two (2) new locations, where 

uncomfortable conditions are predicted; one to the south of the proposed Station East building (Location 

14 in Figure 3b) and one to the north of the Garage East building (Location 63 in Figure 3b). The locations 

with dangerous conditions which were predicted for the No Build conditions on an annual basis at the 

intersection of St James Avenue and Trinity Place (Location 90 in Figure 3b) and during the winter along 

Exeter Street (Location 113 in Table 1) and during the spring and winter along Trinity Place (Location 101 

in Table 1) remain unchanged.  

The exceedance of the effective gust criterion along St. James Avenue, Trinity Place, Exeter Street and 

Huntington Avenue remain similar to the No Build conditions (Locations 90, 93, 101, 113 and 117 in Figure 

4b). However, the exceedance of the effective gust criterion at one (1) location along Stuart Street for the 

No Build condition (Location 4) is eliminated.   

The higher-than-desired wind activities at some entrances on the north side of Garage West building are 

mainly caused by the exposure to the northeasterly and northwesterly winds. Building canopies or wind 

screens 6 – 8 feet tall and 20-30% porous installed on both sides of entrance Locations 2, 4 and 5, would 

help to protect these areas from the approaching winds. Furthermore, building canopies and / or wind 

screens could be employed to improve wind conditions at the south corner of Station East building near 

Location 14. Examples of these mitigation measures are shown in Images 1 and 2.  

 

  

Image 1 – Examples of Wind Screens  
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Image 2 – Examples of canopies wrapping around the building corner 

6.3 Alternate Scheme 

For the Alternate Scheme of the Project, wind conditions are expected to be very similar to the Base 

Scheme and the locations where annual and seasonal dangerous conditions and exceedance of effective 

gust criterion were predicated, remain unchanged (Figures 3c and 4c). Wind control measures suggested 

for the Base Scheme will be beneficial to improve the wind conditions for the Alternate Scheme as well 

(Images 1 and 2).  

7. APPLICABILITY OF RESULTS 

The results presented in this report pertain to the model of the proposed Back Bay / South End Gateway 

Project constructed using the architectural design drawings listed in Appendix A.  Should there be any 

design changes that deviate from this list of drawings, the results presented may change.  Therefore, if 

changes in the design are made, it is recommended that RWDI be contacted and requested to review their 

potential effects on wind conditions. 
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Wind Tunnel Study Model Figure No. 1b 
Base Scheme 
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Wind Tunnel Study Model Figure No. 1c 
Alternate Scheme 

Date:  May 18, 2016Back Bay / South End Gateway Project  – Boston, Massachusetts Project #1601374



Directional Distribution (%) of Winds (Blowing From) Figure No. 2a 
Boston Logan International Airport (1995 - 2015) 

Date:  May 18, 2016Back Bay / South End Gateway Project – Boston, Massachusetts Project #1601374

Spring 
(March - May) 

Summer 
(June - August) 

Wind Speed 
(mph) 

Probability (%) 
Spring Summer 

Calm 2.8 3.1 

1-5 6.7 9.5 

6-10 28.8 38.8 

11-15 32.7 34.4 

16-20 19.1 11.7 

>20 9.9 2.5 



 

Directional Distribution (%) of Winds (Blowing From) Figure No. 2b 
 

Boston Logan International Airport (1995 - 2015) 

      

Date:  April 27, 2016 Project Dartmouth – Boston, Massachusetts  Project #1601374 

 

 
Fall 

(September - November) 

 
Winter 

(December - February) 

 
Wind Speed 

(mph) 
Probability (%) 

Fall Winter 

 
Calm 3.4 2.6 

 
1-5 8.5 6.5 

 
6-10 34.7 28.0 

 
11-15 32.3 30.8 

 
16-20 14.4 19.7 

 
>20 6.6 12.3 



Directional Distribution (%) of Winds (Blowing From) Figure No. 2c 
Boston Logan International Airport (1995 - 2015) 

Date:  May 18, 2016 Back Bay / South End Gateway Project – Boston, Massachusetts Project #1601374

Annual Winds 

Wind Speed 
(mph) 

Probability (%) 

Calm 3.0 

1-5 7.8 

6-10 32.6 

11-15 32.6 

16-20 16.2 

>20 7.8 
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Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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1 A Spring  21  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
  Summer  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  19  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Winter  22  Uncomfortable 32  Unacceptable 
  Annual  20  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  21  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Summer  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Winter  23  Uncomfortable 32  Unacceptable 
  Annual  21  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  21  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Summer  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Winter  22  Uncomfortable 32  Unacceptable 
  Annual  21  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
 
2 A Spring  21  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
  Summer  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  20  Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
  Winter  24  Uncomfortable 34  Unacceptable 
  Annual  21  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  19  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Summer  14 -12% Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  17 -15% Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  20 -17% Uncomfortable 30 -12% Acceptable 
  Annual  18 -14% Walking 27  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  19  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Summer  14 -12% Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  17 -15% Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  20 -17% Uncomfortable 30 -12% Acceptable 
  Annual  18 -14% Walking 28  Acceptable 
 
3 A Spring  23  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
  Summer  17  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  21  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
  Winter  26  Uncomfortable 35  Unacceptable 
  Annual  23  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  12 -48% Sitting 19 -39% Acceptable 
  Summer  10 -41% Sitting 16 -30% Acceptable 
  Fall  11 -48% Sitting 18 -38% Acceptable 
  Winter  13 -50% Standing 20 -43% Acceptable 
  Annual  12 -48% Sitting 19 -39% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  12 -48% Sitting 19 -39% Acceptable 
  Summer  10 -41% Sitting 15 -35% Acceptable 
  Fall  12 -43% Sitting 19 -34% Acceptable 
  Winter  13 -50% Standing 21 -40% Acceptable 
  Annual  12 -48% Sitting 19 -39% Acceptable 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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4 A Spring  24  Uncomfortable 33  Unacceptable 
  Summer  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Fall  22  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Winter  26  Uncomfortable 36  Unacceptable 
  Annual  24  Uncomfortable 33  Unacceptable 
 
 B Spring  17 -29% Walking 25 -24% Acceptable 
  Summer  13 -24% Standing 18 -25% Acceptable 
  Fall  16 -27% Walking 23 -23% Acceptable 
  Winter  17 -35% Walking 25 -31% Acceptable 
  Annual  16 -33% Walking 23 -30% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  18 -25% Walking 25 -24% Acceptable 
  Summer  13 -24% Standing 18 -25% Acceptable 
  Fall  16 -27% Walking 23 -23% Acceptable 
  Winter  17 -35% Walking 25 -31% Acceptable 
  Annual  16 -33% Walking 24 -27% Acceptable 
 
5 A Spring  22  Uncomfortable 32  Unacceptable 
  Summer  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Fall  21  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Winter  24  Uncomfortable 34  Unacceptable 
  Annual  22  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  19 -14% Walking 27 -16% Acceptable 
  Summer  15  Standing 20 -17% Acceptable 
  Fall  18 -14% Walking 25 -17% Acceptable 
  Winter  21 -12% Uncomfortable 29 -15% Acceptable 
  Annual  19 -14% Walking 26 -16% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  19 -14% Walking 27 -16% Acceptable 
  Summer  14 -12% Standing 20 -17% Acceptable 
  Fall  17 -19% Walking 25 -17% Acceptable 
  Winter  21 -12% Uncomfortable 29 -15% Acceptable 
  Annual  19 -14% Walking 26 -16% Acceptable 
 
6 A Spring  16  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 24  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  15  Standing 22 -12% Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 17 -15% Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 21 -12% Acceptable 
  Winter  15  Standing 22 -12% Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 21 -12% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 21 -12% Acceptable 
  Winter  15  Standing 22 -12% Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 21 -12% Acceptable 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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7 A Spring  16  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  18 +12% Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  16 +23% Walking 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  17 +13% Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 23  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  19 +19% Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  16 +23% Walking 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  17 +13% Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  18 +12% Walking 23  Acceptable 
 
8 A Spring  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  20  Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  15 -17% Standing 22 -19% Acceptable 
  Summer  12 -14% Sitting 17 -15% Acceptable 
  Fall  15 -12% Standing 21 -16% Acceptable 
  Winter  16 -20% Walking 23 -18% Acceptable 
  Annual  15 -17% Standing 21 -19% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  15 -17% Standing 22 -19% Acceptable 
  Summer  12 -14% Sitting 17 -15% Acceptable 
  Fall  15 -12% Standing 21 -16% Acceptable 
  Winter  16 -20% Walking 23 -18% Acceptable 
  Annual  15 -17% Standing 21 -19% Acceptable 
 
9 A Spring  20  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
  Summer  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  19  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Winter  22  Uncomfortable 32  Unacceptable 
  Annual  20  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  15 -25% Standing 23 -21% Acceptable 
  Summer  11 -31% Sitting 18 -22% Acceptable 
  Fall  14 -26% Standing 22 -21% Acceptable 
  Winter  17 -23% Walking 26 -19% Acceptable 
  Annual  15 -25% Standing 23 -21% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  14 -30% Standing 23 -21% Acceptable 
  Summer  11 -31% Sitting 17 -26% Acceptable 
  Fall  14 -26% Standing 21 -25% Acceptable 
  Winter  16 -27% Walking 25 -22% Acceptable 
  Annual  14 -30% Standing 23 -21% Acceptable 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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10 A Spring  16  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 25  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  12 -25% Sitting 19 -24% Acceptable 
  Summer  9 -25% Sitting 15 -21% Acceptable 
  Fall  11 -27% Sitting 18 -22% Acceptable 
  Winter  14 -22% Standing 22 -21% Acceptable 
  Annual  12 -25% Sitting 19 -24% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  12 -25% Sitting 19 -24% Acceptable 
  Summer  9 -25% Sitting 14 -26% Acceptable 
  Fall  11 -27% Sitting 18 -22% Acceptable 
  Winter  13 -28% Standing 22 -21% Acceptable 
  Annual  12 -25% Sitting 19 -24% Acceptable 
 
11 A Spring  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  13 -13% Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Winter  15 -12% Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  13 -13% Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
 
12 A Spring  20  Uncomfortable 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  18  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  20  Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  12 -40% Sitting 19 -30% Acceptable 
  Summer  11 -27% Sitting 16 -24% Acceptable 
  Fall  11 -39% Sitting 18 -28% Acceptable 
  Winter  12 -40% Sitting 18 -36% Acceptable 
  Annual  11 -39% Sitting 18 -31% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  12 -40% Sitting 19 -30% Acceptable 
  Summer  11 -27% Sitting 16 -24% Acceptable 
  Fall  11 -39% Sitting 18 -28% Acceptable 
  Winter  12 -40% Sitting 18 -36% Acceptable 
  Annual  11 -39% Sitting 18 -31% Acceptable 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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13 A Spring  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 25  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  14 -18% Standing 20 -23% Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  13 -19% Standing 19 -21% Acceptable 
  Winter  13 -28% Standing 19 -32% Acceptable 
  Annual  13 -19% Standing 19 -24% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  14 -18% Standing 20 -23% Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 17 -15% Acceptable 
  Fall  13 -19% Standing 19 -21% Acceptable 
  Winter  13 -28% Standing 20 -29% Acceptable 
  Annual  13 -19% Standing 19 -24% Acceptable 
 
14 A Spring  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Fall  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Winter  13  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  23 +156% Uncomfortable 30 +100% Acceptable 
  Summer  18 +157% Walking 22 +100% Acceptable 
  Fall  21 +133% Uncomfortable 27 +93% Acceptable 
  Winter  23 +130% Uncomfortable 29 +81% Acceptable 
  Annual  21 +133% Uncomfortable 27 +80% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  23 +156% Uncomfortable 29 +93% Acceptable 
  Summer  18 +157% Walking 22 +100% Acceptable 
  Fall  21 +133% Uncomfortable 27 +93% Acceptable 
  Winter  23 +130% Uncomfortable 29 +81% Acceptable 
  Annual  21 +133% Uncomfortable 27 +80% Acceptable 
 
15 A Spring  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Summer  9  Sitting 13 -13% Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  11  Sitting 16 -11% Acceptable 
  Summer  9  Sitting 13 -13% Acceptable 
  Fall  10 -17% Sitting 15 -12% Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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16 A Spring  10  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Summer  8  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Fall  9  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Winter  10  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Annual  9  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  10  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Summer  7 -12% Sitting 12 -14% Acceptable 
  Fall  9  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Winter  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Annual  10 +11% Sitting 16  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  10  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Summer  7 -12% Sitting 12 -14% Acceptable 
  Fall  9  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Winter  10  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Annual  9  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
 
17 A Spring  8  Sitting 13  Acceptable 
  Summer  7  Sitting 11  Acceptable 
  Fall  7  Sitting 12  Acceptable 
  Winter  8  Sitting 13  Acceptable 
  Annual  7  Sitting 12  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  8  Sitting 11 -15% Acceptable 
  Summer  6 -14% Sitting 8 -27% Acceptable 
  Fall  7  Sitting 10 -17% Acceptable 
  Winter  9 +12% Sitting 12  Acceptable 
  Annual  8 +14% Sitting 11  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  7 -12% Sitting 11 -15% Acceptable 
  Summer  6 -14% Sitting 8 -27% Acceptable 
  Fall  7  Sitting 10 -17% Acceptable 
  Winter  8  Sitting 12  Acceptable 
  Annual  7  Sitting 11  Acceptable 
 
18 A Spring  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Fall  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Winter  13  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  11 -15% Sitting 17 -15% Acceptable 
  Summer  8 -27% Sitting 13 -19% Acceptable 
  Fall  10 -23% Sitting 16 -16% Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 17 -19% Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 16 -16% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  11 -15% Sitting 17 -15% Acceptable 
  Summer  8 -27% Sitting 13 -19% Acceptable 
  Fall  10 -23% Sitting 16 -16% Acceptable 
  Winter  11 -15% Sitting 17 -19% Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 16 -16% Acceptable 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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19 A Data Not Available 
 
 B Spring  10  Uncomfortable 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Uncomfortable 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  11  Uncomfortable 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 26  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  11  Uncomfortable 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Uncomfortable 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  11  Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 26  Acceptable 
 
20 A Data Not Available 
 
 B Spring  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
 
21 A Spring  18  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  19  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Summer  15  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  18  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  20 +11% Uncomfortable 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 25  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  15  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  18  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  20 +11% Uncomfortable 28 +12% Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 25  Acceptable 
 
22 A         Spring     15  Standing     23         Acceptable 

                 Summer     12  Sitting     18             Acceptable 

                 Fall     14  Standing     22             Acceptable 

                 Winter     16  Walking     24         Acceptable 

  Annual            15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
 
  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  12  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  15  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 24  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  15  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 24  Acceptable 
 
23 A Spring  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Winter  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  9 -18% Sitting 14 -22% Acceptable 
  Summer  8 -20% Sitting 12 -14% Acceptable 
  Fall  9 -18% Sitting 14 -18% Acceptable 
  Winter  9 -18% Sitting 14 -22% Acceptable 
  Annual  9 -18% Sitting 14 -18% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  9 -18% Sitting 15 -17% Acceptable 
  Summer  8 -20% Sitting 12 -14% Acceptable 
  Fall  9 -18% Sitting 14 -18% Acceptable 
  Winter  9 -18% Sitting 15 -17% Acceptable 
  Annual  9 -18% Sitting 14 -18% Acceptable 
 
24 A Spring  9  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Summer  7  Sitting 11  Acceptable 
  Fall  8  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Winter  9  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Annual  8  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  9  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Summer  7  Sitting 10  Acceptable 
  Fall  8  Sitting 13  Acceptable 
  Winter  10 +11% Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Annual  9 +12% Sitting 14  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  9  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Summer  7  Sitting 11  Acceptable 
  Fall  8  Sitting 13  Acceptable 
  Winter  10 +11% Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Annual  9 +12% Sitting 14  Acceptable 
 
25 A Spring  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Summer  11 -15% Sitting 16 -11% Acceptable 
  Fall  13 -13% Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Winter  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Summer  11 -15% Sitting 16 -11% Acceptable 
  Fall  13 -13% Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
 
26 A Spring  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
 
27 A Spring  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Summer  9  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  10  Sitting 16 -11% Acceptable 
  Summer  8 -11% Sitting 13  Acceptable 
  Fall  10  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Winter  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Annual  10  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  10  Sitting 16 -11% Acceptable 
  Summer  8 -11% Sitting 13  Acceptable 
  Fall  10  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Winter  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Annual  10  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
 
28 A Spring  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Winter  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 

 

Reputation   Resources   Results  Canada   |   USA   |   UK   |   India   |   China   |   Hong Kong   |   Singapore     www.rwdi.com 

  
 
 

Page 10 of 45 

 

 
 B Spring  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Winter  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Winter  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 19  Acceptable 
 
29 A Spring  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Sitting 15 -12% Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Sitting 15 -12% Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
 
30 A Spring  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Summer  9  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Fall  10  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Winter  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Annual  10  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  12  Sitting 19 +12% Acceptable 
  Summer  9  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Winter  14 +27% Standing 20 +11% Acceptable 
  Annual  12 +20% Sitting 18  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  13 +18% Standing 19 +12% Acceptable 
  Summer  10 +11% Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  12 +20% Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Winter  14 +27% Standing 20 +11% Acceptable 
  Annual  12 +20% Sitting 18  Acceptable 
 
31 A Spring  10  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Summer  8  Sitting 12  Acceptable 
  Fall  9  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Winter  10  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Annual  10  Sitting 15  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  11  Sitting 17 +13% Acceptable 
  Summer  8  Sitting 13  Acceptable 
  Fall  10 +11% Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Winter  12 +20% Sitting 18 +12% Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 17 +13% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  11  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Summer  8  Sitting 13  Acceptable 
  Fall  10 +11% Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Winter  12 +20% Sitting 18 +12% Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
 
32 A Spring  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Summer  9  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 20  Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  13 +18% Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Summer  10 +11% Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  14 +17% Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Annual  13 +18% Standing 19  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  13 +18% Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Summer  10 +11% Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  14 +17% Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Annual  13 +18% Standing 19  Acceptable 
 
33 A Spring  9  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Summer  7  Sitting 12  Acceptable 
  Fall  8  Sitting 13  Acceptable 
  Winter  10  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Annual  9  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  11 +22% Sitting 17 +21% Acceptable 
  Summer  9 +29% Sitting 13  Acceptable 
  Fall  9 +12% Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Winter  11  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Annual  10 +11% Sitting 15  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  11 +22% Sitting 16 +14% Acceptable 
  Summer  9 +29% Sitting 13  Acceptable 
  Fall  9 +12% Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Winter  11  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Annual  10 +11% Sitting 15  Acceptable 
 
34 A Spring  15  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Winter  15  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 19  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  13 -13% Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  12 -14% Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  14  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  13 -13% Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Fall  12 -14% Sitting 17 -11% Acceptable 
  Winter  14  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
 
35 A Spring  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Winter  14  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  16 +23% Walking 21 +17% Acceptable 
  Summer  13 +18% Standing 17 +13% Acceptable 
  Fall  14 +17% Standing 19 +12% Acceptable 
  Winter  16 +14% Walking 22 +16% Acceptable 
  Annual  15 +25% Standing 20 +11% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  16 +23% Walking 21 +17% Acceptable 
  Summer  13 +18% Standing 17 +13% Acceptable 
  Fall  14 +17% Standing 19 +12% Acceptable 
  Winter  17 +21% Walking 22 +16% Acceptable 
  Annual  15 +25% Standing 21 +17% Acceptable 
 
36 A Spring  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Summer  9  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Summer  10 +11% Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Winter  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Summer  10 +11% Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
 
37 A Spring  15  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Fall  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 19  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  16  Walking 21  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 21  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 20  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  16  Walking 21  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 21  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 20  Acceptable 
 
38 A Spring  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Winter  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  14  Standing 20 +11% Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 16 +14% Acceptable 
  Fall  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  14  Standing 20 +11% Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  14  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  14  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
 
39 A Spring  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Summer  9  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  14 +17% Standing 20 +11% Acceptable 
  Summer  11 +22% Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Winter  14 +17% Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  13 +18% Standing 18  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  14 +17% Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Summer  11 +22% Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Winter  14 +17% Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  13 +18% Standing 18  Acceptable 
 
40 A Spring  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Summer  8  Sitting 13  Acceptable 
  Fall  10  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Winter  11  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Annual  10  Sitting 16  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  13 +18% Standing 20 +18% Acceptable 
  Summer  10 +25% Sitting 15 +15% Acceptable 
  Fall  12 +20% Sitting 18 +12% Acceptable 
  Winter  13 +18% Standing 20 +25% Acceptable 
  Annual  12 +20% Sitting 18 +12% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  13 +18% Standing 19 +12% Acceptable 
  Summer  10 +25% Sitting 15 +15% Acceptable 
  Fall  12 +20% Sitting 18 +12% Acceptable 
  Winter  13 +18% Standing 19 +19% Acceptable 
  Annual  12 +20% Sitting 18 +12% Acceptable 
 
41 A Spring  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Winter  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Winter  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
 
42 A Spring  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Fall  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Winter  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  17 +13% Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  13 +18% Standing 18 +12% Acceptable 
  Fall  16 +23% Walking 22 +16% Acceptable 
  Winter  17 +21% Walking 24 +20% Acceptable 
  Annual  16 +23% Walking 22 +16% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  17 +13% Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  13 +18% Standing 18 +12% Acceptable 
  Fall  16 +23% Walking 22 +16% Acceptable 
  Winter  17 +21% Walking 24 +20% Acceptable 
  Annual  16 +23% Walking 22 +16% Acceptable 
 
43 A Spring  10  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Summer  9  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Fall  10  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Winter  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Annual  10  Sitting 16  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  11  Sitting 18 +12% Acceptable 
  Summer  10 +11% Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 19 +12% Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  11  Sitting 18 +12% Acceptable 
  Summer  10 +11% Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 19 +12% Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 18 +12% Acceptable 
 
44 A Spring  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  13  Standing 20 +11% Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  13 +18% Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Winter  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  13  Standing 20 +11% Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Winter  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
 
45 A Spring  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Summer  9  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Fall  10  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Winter  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Annual  10  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Summer  9  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Summer  9  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
 
46 A Spring  16  Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  18 +12% Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  15 +15% Standing 20 +11% Acceptable 
  Fall  17 +13% Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  18 +12% Walking 25 +14% Acceptable 
  Annual  17 +13% Walking 23  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  18 +12% Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  15 +15% Standing 20 +11% Acceptable 
  Fall  17 +13% Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  18 +12% Walking 25 +14% Acceptable 
  Annual  17 +13% Walking 23  Acceptable 
 
47 A Spring  10  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Summer  8  Sitting 13  Acceptable 
  Fall  10  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Winter  10  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Annual  10  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  10  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Summer  8  Sitting 13  Acceptable 
  Fall  9  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Winter  10  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Annual  9  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  10  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Summer  8  Sitting 13  Acceptable 
  Fall  9  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Winter  10  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Annual  9  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
 
48 A Spring  18  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 23  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  16 -11% Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 17 -11% Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Winter  16 -11% Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Annual  15 -12% Standing 21  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  16 -11% Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Summer  12 -14% Sitting 17 -11% Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Winter  16 -11% Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Annual  15 -12% Standing 21  Acceptable 
 
49 A Spring  18  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 22  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  16 -11% Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  12 -14% Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Winter  16 -11% Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Annual  15 -12% Standing 21  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  16 -11% Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  12 -14% Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Winter  16 -11% Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Annual  15 -12% Standing 21  Acceptable 
 
50 A Spring  16  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 25  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  12 -25% Sitting 19 -24% Acceptable 
  Summer  10 -17% Sitting 16 -11% Acceptable 
  Fall  11 -27% Sitting 18 -22% Acceptable 
  Winter  12 -33% Sitting 20 -26% Acceptable 
  Annual  11 -31% Sitting 18 -28% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  12 -25% Sitting 19 -24% Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 16 -11% Acceptable 
  Fall  12 -20% Sitting 18 -22% Acceptable 
  Winter  13 -28% Standing 20 -26% Acceptable 
  Annual  12 -25% Sitting 18 -28% Acceptable 
 
51 A Spring  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  18 +20% Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  16 +45% Walking 21 +24% Acceptable 
  Fall  17 +21% Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  18 +12% Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  17 +13% Walking 23  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  18 +20% Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  16 +45% Walking 21 +24% Acceptable 
  Fall  17 +21% Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  18 +12% Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  17 +13% Walking 23  Acceptable 
 
52 A Spring  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  17 +13% Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  19 +12% Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  17 +13% Walking 24  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  17 +13% Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
 
53 A Spring  17  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  15 -12% Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Summer  13 -13% Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  14 -12% Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Winter  15 -12% Standing 22 -12% Acceptable 
  Annual  14 -12% Standing 21  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  15 -12% Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  13 -13% Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
 
54 A Spring  19  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  19  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  19  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
 
55 A Spring  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Summer  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  17  Walking 23 -12% Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 22  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  13 -13% Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 22  Acceptable 
 
56 A Spring  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  18 +20% Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  14 +17% Standing 19 +12% Acceptable 
  Fall  16 +14% Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  19 +19% Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Annual  17 +13% Walking 24  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  17 +13% Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 19 +12% Acceptable 
  Fall  16 +14% Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  18 +12% Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Annual  17 +13% Walking 24  Acceptable 
 
57 A Spring  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Summer  9  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Fall  10  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Winter  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Annual  10  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Summer  10 +11% Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Summer  10 +11% Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Winter  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
 
58 A Spring  15  Standing 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 24  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 

 

Reputation   Resources   Results  Canada   |   USA   |   UK   |   India   |   China   |   Hong Kong   |   Singapore     www.rwdi.com 

  
 
 

Page 20 of 45 

 

 
 B Spring  12 -20% Sitting 19 -24% Acceptable 
  Summer  9 -31% Sitting 15 -25% Acceptable 
  Fall  11 -21% Sitting 18 -22% Acceptable 
  Winter  12 -29% Sitting 20 -26% Acceptable 
  Annual  11 -27% Sitting 19 -21% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  12 -20% Sitting 19 -24% Acceptable 
  Summer  9 -31% Sitting 15 -25% Acceptable 
  Fall  11 -21% Sitting 18 -22% Acceptable 
  Winter  13 -24% Standing 21 -22% Acceptable 
  Annual  11 -27% Sitting 19 -21% Acceptable 
 
59 A Spring  10  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Summer  8  Sitting 13  Acceptable 
  Fall  9  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Winter  10  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Annual  9  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  8 -20% Sitting 14 -12% Acceptable 
  Summer  7 -12% Sitting 12  Acceptable 
  Fall  8 -11% Sitting 13  Acceptable 
  Winter  8 -20% Sitting 14 -12% Acceptable 
  Annual  8 -11% Sitting 13 -13% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  8 -20% Sitting 14 -12% Acceptable 
  Summer  7 -12% Sitting 12  Acceptable 
  Fall  8 -11% Sitting 13  Acceptable 
  Winter  8 -20% Sitting 14 -12% Acceptable 
  Annual  8 -11% Sitting 13 -13% Acceptable 
 
60 A Spring  18  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Winter  21  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 28  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  20  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  21  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
 
61 A Spring  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 20  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 20  Acceptable 
 
62 A Spring  22  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
  Summer  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  19  Walking 29  Acceptable 
  Winter  24  Uncomfortable 35  Unacceptable 
  Annual  21  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  18 -18% Walking 29  Acceptable 
  Summer  14 -12% Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  17 -11% Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Winter  21 -12% Uncomfortable 33  Unacceptable 
  Annual  18 -14% Walking 29  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  18 -18% Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Summer  14 -12% Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  17 -11% Walking 26 -10% Acceptable 
  Winter  21 -12% Uncomfortable 32  Unacceptable 
  Annual  18 -14% Walking 28  Acceptable 
 
63 A Spring  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  19  Walking 29  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  20 +11% Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
  Summer  16 +14% Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Fall  19 +12% Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  21 +11% Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
  Annual  20 +11% Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  20 +11% Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
  Summer  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  19 +12% Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  21 +11% Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  20 +11% Uncomfortable 27  Acceptable 
 
64 A Spring  13  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Winter  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 21  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  15 +15% Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 23  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  15 +15% Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
 
65 A Spring  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  13 -13% Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Winter  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  13 -13% Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Winter  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
 
66 A Spring  24  Uncomfortable 32  Unacceptable 
  Summer  18  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Fall  22  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Winter  27  Uncomfortable 35  Unacceptable 
  Annual  24  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  23  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
  Summer  19  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Fall  21  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
  Winter  25  Uncomfortable 33  Unacceptable 
  Annual  22  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  23  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
  Summer  18  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Fall  21  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
  Winter  25  Uncomfortable 33  Unacceptable 
  Annual  22  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
 
67 A Spring  25  Uncomfortable 33  Unacceptable 
  Summer  18  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Fall  23  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Winter  25  Uncomfortable 33  Unacceptable 
  Annual  23  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  23  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
  Summer  16 -11% Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Fall  21  Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
  Winter  22 -12% Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  21  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  23  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
  Summer  16 -11% Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Fall  21  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
  Winter  22 -12% Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
  Annual  21  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
 
68 A Spring  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Summer  9  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Summer  9  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
 
69 A Spring  21  Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
  Summer  17  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  19  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  20  Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
  Annual  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  18 -14% Walking 25 -11% Acceptable 
  Summer  13 -24% Standing 18 -22% Acceptable 
  Fall  16 -16% Walking 23 -12% Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Annual  17 -11% Walking 24 -11% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  18 -14% Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Summer  13 -24% Standing 18 -22% Acceptable 
  Fall  16 -16% Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Annual  17 -11% Walking 24 -11% Acceptable 
 
70 A Spring  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Winter  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Winter  14  Standing 21 +11% Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
 
71 A Spring  16  Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  19 +12% Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  17 +13% Walking 23  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  18 +12% Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  14 +17% Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  19 +12% Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  17 +13% Walking 23  Acceptable 
 
72 A Spring  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
 
73 A Spring  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
 
74 A Spring  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  19 +12% Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
 
75 A Spring  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  18  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  22  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  13 -13% Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  21  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  21  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
 
76 A Spring  25  Uncomfortable 34  Unacceptable 
  Summer  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Fall  22  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
  Winter  22  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
  Annual  22  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  25  Uncomfortable 34  Unacceptable 
  Summer  18  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Fall  22  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
  Winter  22  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
  Annual  22  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  25  Uncomfortable 34  Unacceptable 
  Summer  18  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Fall  22  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
  Winter  23  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
  Annual  22  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
 
77 A Spring  13  Standing 17  Acceptable 
  Summer  9  Sitting 12  Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  13  Standing 17  Acceptable 
  Summer  9  Sitting 12  Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  13  Standing 17  Acceptable 
  Summer  9  Sitting 12  Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
 
78 A Spring  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  18  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  19  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  19  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
 
79 A Spring  20  Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
  Summer  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  19  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  21  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  20  Uncomfortable 27  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  20  Uncomfortable 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  21  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
  Annual  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  20  Uncomfortable 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  19  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  21  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
  Annual  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
 
80 A Spring  20  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Summer  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Fall  19  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Winter  21  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
  Annual  19  Walking 29  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  20  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Fall  18  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Winter  20  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  19  Walking 28  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  20  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Fall  18  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Winter  20  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
  Annual  19  Walking 28  Acceptable 
 
81 A Spring  24  Uncomfortable 33  Unacceptable 
  Summer  17  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  22  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Winter  22  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  22  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  24  Uncomfortable 33  Unacceptable 
  Summer  17  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  21  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Winter  22  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  21  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  24  Uncomfortable 33  Unacceptable 
  Summer  17  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  22  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Winter  22  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  21  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
 
82 A Spring  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Summer  8  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Fall  10  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Winter  10  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Annual  10  Sitting 17  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Summer  10 +25% Sitting 16 +14% Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Summer  9 +12% Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
 
83 A Spring  21  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
  Summer  18  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Fall  20  Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
  Winter  24  Uncomfortable 32  Unacceptable 
  Annual  21  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  19  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Summer  15 -17% Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  20 -17% Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  18 -14% Walking 28  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  18 -14% Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  15 -17% Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Fall  17 -15% Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  20 -17% Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  18 -14% Walking 27  Acceptable 
 
84 A Spring  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 25  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  17  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 25  Acceptable 
 
85 A Spring  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 19 +12% Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 26 +13% Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 24 +14% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 19 +12% Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 24 +14% Acceptable 
 
86 A Spring  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Summer  9  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  14 +17% Standing 21 +11% Acceptable 
  Summer  11 +22% Sitting 16 +14% Acceptable 
  Fall  13 +18% Standing 19 +12% Acceptable 
  Winter  15 +25% Standing 23 +21% Acceptable 
  Annual  14 +27% Standing 21 +17% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  14 +17% Standing 21 +11% Acceptable 
  Summer  11 +22% Sitting 16 +14% Acceptable 
  Fall  13 +18% Standing 19 +12% Acceptable 
  Winter  15 +25% Standing 23 +21% Acceptable 
  Annual  14 +27% Standing 21 +17% Acceptable 
 
87 A Spring  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  21  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  16 -11% Walking 23 -12% Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  15 -12% Standing 22 -12% Acceptable 
  Winter  18 -14% Walking 26 -10% Acceptable 
  Annual  16 -11% Walking 23 -12% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  16 -11% Walking 23 -12% Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  15 -12% Standing 22 -12% Acceptable 
  Winter  18 -14% Walking 25 -14% Acceptable 
  Annual  16 -11% Walking 23 -12% Acceptable 
 
88 A Spring  19  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Summer  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  21  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
  Annual  19  Walking 28  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  20  Uncomfortable 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  19  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  23  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  20  Uncomfortable 27  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  20  Uncomfortable 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  19  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  22  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  20  Uncomfortable 27  Acceptable 
 
89 A Spring  19  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  20  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  17 -11% Walking 25 -11% Acceptable 
  Summer  12 -14% Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  15 -17% Standing 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  16 -11% Walking 24 -11% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  17 -11% Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Summer  12 -14% Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  16 -11% Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  16 -11% Walking 25  Acceptable 
 
90 A Spring  32  Dangerous 42  Unacceptable 
  Summer  28  Dangerous 35  Unacceptable 
  Fall  31  Dangerous 40  Unacceptable 
  Winter  33  Dangerous 42  Unacceptable 
  Annual  31  Dangerous 40  Unacceptable 
 
 B Spring  32  Dangerous 42  Unacceptable 
  Summer  27  Uncomfortable 34  Unacceptable 
  Fall  30  Dangerous 39  Unacceptable 
  Winter  31  Dangerous 41  Unacceptable 
  Annual  30  Dangerous 39  Unacceptable 
 
 C Spring  32  Dangerous 42  Unacceptable 
  Summer  26  Uncomfortable 34  Unacceptable 
  Fall  30  Dangerous 39  Unacceptable 
  Winter  31  Dangerous 41  Unacceptable 
  Annual  30  Dangerous 39  Unacceptable 
 
91 A Spring  16  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 24  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  15  Standing 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 24  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  15  Standing 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 24  Acceptable 
 
92 A Spring  23  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
  Summer  17  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  21  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
  Winter  25  Uncomfortable 33  Unacceptable 
  Annual  22  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  23  Uncomfortable 32  Unacceptable 
  Summer  17  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  21  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
  Winter  25  Uncomfortable 34  Unacceptable 
  Annual  23  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  23  Uncomfortable 32  Unacceptable 
  Summer  17  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  21  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
  Winter  25  Uncomfortable 34  Unacceptable 
  Annual  23  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
 
93 A Spring  26  Uncomfortable 35  Unacceptable 
  Summer  21  Uncomfortable 27  Acceptable 
  Fall  24  Uncomfortable 32  Unacceptable 
  Winter  26  Uncomfortable 34  Unacceptable 
  Annual  25  Uncomfortable 33  Unacceptable 
 
 B Spring  26  Uncomfortable 35  Unacceptable 
  Summer  20  Uncomfortable 27  Acceptable 
  Fall  24  Uncomfortable 32  Unacceptable 
  Winter  25  Uncomfortable 34  Unacceptable 
  Annual  24  Uncomfortable 32  Unacceptable 
 
 C Spring  26  Uncomfortable 35  Unacceptable 
  Summer  20  Uncomfortable 27  Acceptable 
  Fall  24  Uncomfortable 32  Unacceptable 
  Winter  25  Uncomfortable 34  Unacceptable 
  Annual  24  Uncomfortable 32  Unacceptable 
 
94 A Spring  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
 
95 A Spring  20  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Summer  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Fall  18  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 29  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  20  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Fall  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  19  Walking 30  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  18  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
 
96 A Spring  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
 
97 A Spring  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Summer  9  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Summer  9  Sitting 15  Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
 
98 A Spring  19  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Summer  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  20  Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
  Summer  16  Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Fall  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  19  Walking 26  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  20  Uncomfortable 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  16  Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Fall  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  19  Walking 26  Acceptable 
 
99 A Spring  23  Uncomfortable 32  Unacceptable 
  Summer  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Fall  21  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Winter  22  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
  Annual  21  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  24  Uncomfortable 32  Unacceptable 
  Summer  17  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  22  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Winter  22  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  21  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  23  Uncomfortable 32  Unacceptable 
  Summer  17  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  22  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
  Winter  22  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  21  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
 
100 A Spring  18  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  20 +11% Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Summer  16 +14% Walking 25 +19% Acceptable 
  Fall  19 +12% Walking 29 +12% Acceptable 
  Winter  20 +11% Uncomfortable 30 +11% Acceptable 
  Annual  19 +12% Walking 29 +12% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  20 +11% Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Summer  16 +14% Walking 25 +19% Acceptable 
  Fall  18  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Winter  19  Walking 30 +11% Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 28  Acceptable 
 
101 A Spring  30  Dangerous 39  Unacceptable 
  Summer  21  Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
  Fall  27  Uncomfortable 35  Unacceptable 
  Winter  28  Dangerous 37  Unacceptable 
  Annual  27  Uncomfortable 35  Unacceptable 
 
 B Spring  30  Dangerous 39  Unacceptable 
  Summer  21  Uncomfortable 27  Acceptable 
  Fall  27  Uncomfortable 36  Unacceptable 
  Winter  28  Dangerous 37  Unacceptable 
  Annual  27  Uncomfortable 35  Unacceptable 
 
 C Spring  30  Dangerous 39  Unacceptable 
  Summer  21  Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
  Fall  27  Uncomfortable 36  Unacceptable 
  Winter  28  Dangerous 38  Unacceptable 
  Annual  27  Uncomfortable 36  Unacceptable 
 
102 A Spring  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  15 -12% Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  11 -15% Sitting 17 -11% Acceptable 
  Fall  14 -12% Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Winter  16 -11% Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  15 -12% Standing 22  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 17 -11% Acceptable 
  Fall  14 -12% Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  16 -11% Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  15 -12% Standing 22  Acceptable 
 
103 A Spring  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  20  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  24 +33% Uncomfortable 32 +19% Unacceptable 
  Summer  18 +29% Walking 24 +20% Acceptable 
  Fall  22 +29% Uncomfortable 30 +15% Acceptable 
  Winter  25 +25% Uncomfortable 34 +13% Unacceptable 
  Annual  23 +28% Uncomfortable 31 +15% Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  23 +28% Uncomfortable 32 +19% Unacceptable 
  Summer  18 +29% Walking 24 +20% Acceptable 
  Fall  22 +29% Uncomfortable 29 +12% Acceptable 
  Winter  25 +25% Uncomfortable 34 +13% Unacceptable 
  Annual  23 +28% Uncomfortable 31 +15% Acceptable 
 
104 A Spring  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Summer  16  Walking 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  17  Walking 24 +14% Acceptable 
  Fall  18 +12% Walking 26 +13% Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
 
105 A Spring  20  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
  Summer  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Winter  19  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  19  Walking 29  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  17 -11% Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  20  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  19  Walking 29  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  20  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 28  Acceptable 
 
106 A Spring  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  15 -12% Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  15 -12% Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
 
107 A Spring  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Winter  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 16 -11% Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Winter  12 -14% Sitting 20  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  12 -14% Sitting 20  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Sitting 16 -11% Acceptable 
  Fall  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  12 -14% Sitting 20  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
 
108 A Spring  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
 
109 A Spring  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 24  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
 
110 A Spring  18  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  18  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  19  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
 
111 A Spring  17  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 22  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  17  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 22  Acceptable 
 
112 A Spring  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
 
113 A Spring  26  Uncomfortable 37  Unacceptable 
  Summer  21  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
  Fall  25  Uncomfortable 35  Unacceptable 
  Winter  28  Dangerous 41  Unacceptable 
  Annual  26  Uncomfortable 37  Unacceptable 
 
 B Spring  27  Uncomfortable 37  Unacceptable 
  Summer  21  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
  Fall  25  Uncomfortable 35  Unacceptable 
  Winter  30  Dangerous 41  Unacceptable 
  Annual  27  Uncomfortable 37  Unacceptable 
 
 C Spring  26  Uncomfortable 36  Unacceptable 
  Summer  21  Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
  Fall  24  Uncomfortable 34  Unacceptable 
  Winter  28  Dangerous 40  Unacceptable 
  Annual  25  Uncomfortable 36  Unacceptable 
 
114 A Spring  18  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  18  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
 
115 A Spring  16  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 24  Acceptable 
 
116 A Spring  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  19  Walking 29  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 29  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  19  Walking 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
 
117 A Spring  25  Uncomfortable 36  Unacceptable 
  Summer  20  Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
  Fall  24  Uncomfortable 33  Unacceptable 
  Winter  28  Dangerous 40  Unacceptable 
  Annual  25  Uncomfortable 36  Unacceptable 
 
 B Spring  24  Uncomfortable 35  Unacceptable 
  Summer  19  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Fall  22  Uncomfortable 32  Unacceptable 
  Winter  27  Uncomfortable 39  Unacceptable 
  Annual  24  Uncomfortable 34  Unacceptable 
 
 C Spring  25  Uncomfortable 36  Unacceptable 
  Summer  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Fall  23  Uncomfortable 33  Unacceptable 
  Winter  28  Dangerous 41  Unacceptable 
  Annual  25  Uncomfortable 36  Unacceptable 
 
118 A Spring  15  Standing 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  15  Standing 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  15  Standing 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  15  Standing 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  15  Standing 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 23  Acceptable 
 
119 A Spring  18  Walking 29  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 28  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  18  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Summer  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 29  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 27  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  18  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 29  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 27  Acceptable 
 
120 A Spring  19  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Summer  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  19  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  13 -13% Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  17 -11% Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
 
121 A Spring  19  Walking 29  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  20  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  17 -11% Walking 26 -10% Acceptable 
  Summer  12 -14% Sitting 20  Acceptable 
  Fall  15 -12% Standing 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  17 -15% Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Annual  16 -11% Walking 25  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  17 -11% Walking 26 -10% Acceptable 
  Summer  12 -14% Sitting 19 -14% Acceptable 
  Fall  15 -12% Standing 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Annual  16 -11% Walking 25  Acceptable 
 
122 A Spring  15  Standing 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  14  Standing 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 22  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  14  Standing 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
 
123 A Spring  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  13  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Winter  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  17 +13% Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
 
124 A Spring  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  14 -12% Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Summer  11 -15% Sitting 17 -11% Acceptable 
  Fall  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Winter  13 -13% Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  14 -12% Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Summer  11 -15% Sitting 17 -11% Acceptable 
  Fall  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Winter  13 -13% Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
 
125 A Spring  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Winter  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Summer  11 -15% Sitting 15 -12% Acceptable 
  Fall  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Winter  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Summer  11 -15% Sitting 15 -12% Acceptable 
  Fall  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Winter  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
 
126 A Spring  21  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Summer  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Fall  20  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
  Winter  22  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  20  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  21  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
  Summer  17  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  20  Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
  Winter  21  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  20  Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  21  Uncomfortable 29  Acceptable 
  Summer  17  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  20  Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
  Winter  21  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Annual  20  Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
 
127 A Spring  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Summer  9  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Summer  9  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Summer  9  Sitting 14  Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
 
128 A Spring  19  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  21  Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
  Annual  19  Walking 25  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  19  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  18  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  21  Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
  Annual  19  Walking 25  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  19  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Summer  14  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  18  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  21  Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
  Annual  19  Walking 25  Acceptable 
 
129 A Spring  18  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  18  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  19  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  18  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  13  Standing 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  20  Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
 
130 A Spring  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 16  Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  14  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Sitting 14 -12% Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Summer  10  Sitting 14 -12% Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Winter  13  Standing 19  Acceptable 
  Annual  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
 
131 A Spring  21  Uncomfortable 31  Acceptable 
  Summer  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Fall  19  Walking 29  Acceptable 
  Winter  22  Uncomfortable 33  Unacceptable 
  Annual  20  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  20  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Summer  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  19  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Winter  22  Uncomfortable 33  Unacceptable 
  Annual  20  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  20  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
  Summer  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  19  Walking 28  Acceptable 
  Winter  22  Uncomfortable 33  Unacceptable 
  Annual  20  Uncomfortable 30  Acceptable 
 
132 A Spring  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 19  Acceptable 
  Fall  13  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Winter  14  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 21  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  13  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 17 -11% Acceptable 
  Fall  12  Sitting 20  Acceptable 
  Winter  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  13  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Summer  11  Sitting 17 -11% Acceptable 
  Fall  13  Standing 20  Acceptable 
  Winter  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Annual  13  Standing 21  Acceptable 
 
133 A Spring  20  Uncomfortable 28  Acceptable 
  Summer  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Fall  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Winter  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Annual  18  Walking 26  Acceptable 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Mean Speed and Effective Gust Speed - Multiple Seasons 

BRA Criteria Mean Wind Speed Effective Gust Wind Speed 

Loc. Config. Season Speed (mph) %Change RATING Speed (mph) %Change RATING  

 

 
 
Notes: 1)  Wind speeds are for a 1% probability of exceedance; and, 
 2)  % Change is based on comparison with Configuration A and only those that are greater than 10% are listed. 

Configurations Mean Wind Speed Criteria Effective Gust Criteria 

A – No Build Comfortable for Sitting: ≤ 12 mph Acceptable: ≤ 31 mph 
B – Base Scheme Comfortable for Standing: > 12 and ≤ 15 mph Unacceptable: > 31 mph 
C – Alternate Scheme Comfortable for Walking: > 15 and ≤ 19 mph 
 Uncomfortable for Walking: > 19 and ≤ 27 mph 
 Dangerous Conditions: > 27 mph 
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 B Spring  17 -15% Walking 26  Acceptable 
  Summer  15 -12% Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Fall  16 -11% Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Winter  16 -11% Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  16 -11% Walking 24  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  18  Walking 27  Acceptable 
  Summer  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
 
134 A Spring  18  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  16  Walking 22  Acceptable 
  Fall  17  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  17  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  17  Walking 23  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  17  Walking 25  Acceptable 
  Summer  15  Standing 21  Acceptable 
  Fall  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  16  Walking 23  Acceptable 
 
135 A Spring  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 17  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Annual  14  Standing 22  Acceptable 
 
 B Spring  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
  Winter  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
 
 C Spring  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Summer  12  Sitting 18  Acceptable 
  Fall  15  Standing 23  Acceptable 
  Winter  16  Walking 24  Acceptable 
  Annual  15  Standing 22  Acceptable 
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APPENDIX A:  DRAWING LIST FOR MODEL CONSTRUCTION

The drawings and information listed below were received from Pelli Clarke Pelli Architects and were used 

to construct the scale model of the proposed Back Bay / South End Gateway Project.  Should there be 

any design changes that deviate from this list of drawings, the results may change. Therefore, if changes 

in the design are made, it is recommended that RWDI be contacted and requested to review their 

potential effects on wind conditions. 

File Name File Type 
Date Received 
(dd/mm/yyyy) 

160311_Massing_RWDI.3dm Rhinoceros 11/03/16 
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Memorandum 
Tel:   519.823.1311 
Fax:  519.823.1316 

 
Rowan Williams Davies & Irwin Inc. 

600 Southgate Drive 
Guelph, Ontario, Canada 

N1G 4P6 
 

Date: December 21, 2016 RWDI Reference #:  1601374 

To: Melissa Schrock, Boston Properties E-Mail:  mshrock@bostonproperties.com 

From: Nishat Nourin, RWDI 
Gregory P. Thompson, RWDI 

E-Mail:  Nishat.Nourin@rwdi.com 
 Greg.Thompson@rwdi.com 

RE: Back Bay/South End Gateway Project 
Pedestrian Wind Study – Review of Design Modifications 

Dear Ms. Schrock,  

Rowan Williams Davies & Irwin Inc. (RWDI) has prepared this letter to comment on the potential wind 

effects of recent design modifications and MEPA-requested alternative studies for the proposed Back 

Bay/South End Gateway Project (the “Project”) in Boston, Massachusetts.  Updated architectural drawings 

were provided to RWDI by Pelli Clarke Pelli Architects on October 6 and 7, 2016, and November 10, 2016. 

This assessment is based on the results of previous wind tunnel testing conducted for the same Project, 

our understanding of wind flows around buildings and our engineering judgment.   

Wind tunnel tests were conducted by RWDI for the Project in April, 2016. Our findings are summarized in 

the following report: 

“Project Dartmouth - Boston, MA - Pedestrian Wind Consultation”, RWDI Project # 1601374, May 18, 2016”. 

DESIGN MODIFICATIONS 

Since the wind tunnel testing, the general massing of the Project, as indicated by the most updated drawings 

received by RWDI on October 6 and 7, 2016, remains similar to the previous design. However, there are 

several design modifications that may potentially affect pedestrian wind conditions: 

1. The height of the Station West Retail is substantially reduced as the 3rd level is eliminated and 

height of the 2nd level is reduced by 4 feet.  

2. The Station East building is moved westward into the Project Site by 13 feet and the ground floor 

lobby extension is reduced in size (see Images 1a and 1b); and, 

3. The height of the Station East mechanical penthouse is modestly increased by 6 feet. 

For the Station West Retail, as noted above, there is an approximately 20 feet reduction of the height.  

During the previous testing, RWDI studied two versions of the Station West Retail, a one-level vertical 

expansion (Station West Base Scheme), and a two-level vertical expansion (Station West Alternate 

Scheme).  We understand that a reduced Station West Base Scheme will be adopted. This change will be 

mailto:mshrock@bostonproperties.com
mailto:Nishat.Nourin@rwdi.com
mailto:Greg.Thompson@rwdi.com


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Reputation   Resources   Results  Canada   |   USA   |   UK   |   India   |   China  |   Hong Kong  |   Singapore     www.rwdi.com 

Back Bay/South End Gateway Project – Boston, MA 
Pedestrian Wind Consultation 
RWDI #1601374 
December 21, 2016  

Page 2 

incorporated with the studied Garage West Alternate scheme. Based on the wind tunnel test results, these 

changes are not expected to have any negative impact on the wind conditions mentioned in our report.   

As shown in Images 1a and 1b below, the relocation of the Station East building and the reduction of the 

lobby extension are expected to result in similar wind conditions as predicted in previous wind tunnel tests. 

The existing and proposed buildings around Station East and the proposed marcescent trees to the east of 

the building would protect the surrounding areas from high wind activity.  

      

Image 1a: Previous foot print of Station East building 
used in wind tunnel testing on April, 2016 

Image 1b: Revised foot print of Station East building received 
on October 7, 2016 (red dotted line indicates previous footprint) 

The effect of the modest height change for the mechanical penthouse of the Station East building is also 

minimal. The height difference of 6 feet is not expected to alter the overall wind conditions predicted and 

the wind conditions are expected to be similar to what has been presented in the report for the height tested. 

MEPA-REQUESTED ALTERNATIVES 

In addition to the above changes, RWDI was requested to provide a qualitative assessment on two 

development alternatives: the As-Of-Right Zoning Alternative and the Third Residential Building Alternative 

for the Garage West Site (Images 2a through 2d). The development alternatives were received by RWDI 

on November 10, 2016 from Pelli Clarke Pelli Architects. 

The As-Of-Right Zoning Alternative is very similar to the Project design tested in our wind tunnel (Images 

2a and 2b), and also known as the Preferred Alternative. The As-Of-Right Zoning Alternative includes an 

additional step at the south podium, and regular setbacks between the 14th floor and 22nd floor, similar to 

the undulating setbacks of the Preferred Alternative. Both the As-Of-Right Zoning Alternative and the 

Project design incorporate a setback of the tower on the south, which helps reduce the energy of winds 

downwashing off the façade and thus reduce the direct impact of downwashing wind flows at grade level.  
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The additional setback of the As-Of-Right Zoning Alternative is not anticipated to create a significant benefit 

in the reduction of downwashing wind flows at grade level.  These are additional minor design changes and 

the wind conditions at grade level are expected to be similar to the conditions predicted from the wind tunnel 

test.  

  
Image 2a: Preferred Alternative design of Garage West 

building used in Wind Tunnel Testing on April, 2016 

Image 2b: As-Of-Right Zoning Alternative received on 

November 10, 2016 

Third Residential Building Alternative (Image 2d) is the same height as the office building in the Preferred 

Alternative and is situated in the same location on the site with its northwest corner at the corner of the 

project site. With this location and height, it is expected to capture approximately the same amount of wind 

as the Preferred Alternative. While the Third Residential Building Alternative is a more slender building with 

a smaller footprint, it has a much smoother façade than the irregular profile of the office building in the 

Preferred Alternative, which incorporates multiple steps that are beneficial to reduce the energy of winds. 

The Third Residential Alternative does include a lower podium compared to the Preferred Alternative, which 

is also beneficial in reducing downwashing. In addition, the residential building has a narrower façade facing 

the west and sets back from the north and west edges of its podium, which are positive design features that 

are expected to reduce downwashing wind flows at grade level. Therefore, considering both positive and 

negative attributes of the Third Residential Building Alternative, RWDI anticipates that the wind speeds at 

grade level would be similar to those found during the testing of the Project Design.  
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Image 2c: Preferred Alternative design of Garage West 
building used in Wind Tunnel Testing on April, 2016 

Image 2d: Third Residential Building Alternative 
received on November 10, 2016 

We trust the above assessment satisfies your requirements for the Project. Should you have any questions 

or require additional information, please do not hesitate to call.  

 

Yours very truly, 

ROWAN WILLIAMS DAVIES & IRWIN Inc. 
 
Nishat Nourin, M.Eng., EIT 
Microclimate Scientist 
 
Gregory P. Thompson, M.A.Sc. 
Senior Project Manager / Principal 
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Project Information  

Project Name: The Back Bay / South End Gateway Project 

Project Address Primary: 145 Dartmouth St. and 165 Dartmouth St., also known as 100 Clarendon St. 

Project Address Additional:    

Project Contact (name / Title / 

Company / email / phone):   

Melissa Schrock, Senior Project Manager, Development 

Boston Properties, Inc. 

mschrock@bostonproperties.com 

617-236-3300 

Team Description  

Owner / Developer: BP Hancock LLC, owner through its affiliate Boston Properties Limited Partnership 

Architect: Pelli Clarke Pelli Architects – Garage West, Garage East, Station East 

Arrowstreet, Inc. – Station West 

Engineer (building systems):   Bard, Rao + Athanas Consulting Engineers – Garage West, Garage East, Station East 

AHA Consulting Engineers. – Station West 

Sustainability / LEED:   ARUP 

Permitting:   VHB 

Construction Management:   Turner Construction Company 

Project Permitting and Phase  

At what phase is the project – at time of this questionnaire? 

  PNF / Expanded PNF 

Submitted 

Draft / Final Project Impact Report 

Submitted 

BPDA Board 

Approved 

  BPDA Design 

Approved 

Under Construction Construction just 

completed: 

Building Classification and Description 

What are the principal Building Uses - select all appropriate uses? 

  Residential – One to 

Three Unit 

Residential -  

Multi-unit, 

Four + 

Institutional Education 

  Commercial Office Retail Assembly 
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  Laboratory / Medical Manufacturi

ng / 

Industrial 

Mercantile Storage, Utility 

and Other 

First Floor Uses (List) Garage West: lobby, retail, public transit access and back of house 

Garage East: lobby and back of house 

Station East: lobby, retail, public transit access and back of house 

Station West: lobby, retail, public transit access and back of house 

What is the Construction Type – select most appropriate type? 

  Wood Frame Masonry  Steel Frame  

(Garage West, Station 

West, Station East) 

Concrete  

(Garage East) 

Describe the building? 

The Project is comprised of up to approximately 1.26 million square feet of mixed use redevelopment across four Air 

Rights Development Parcels (Garage West Parcel, Garage East Parcel, Station East Parcel and Station West Parcel), 

consisting of a new office building with ground floor retail, two new residential buildings, a one-story vertical retail 

expansion of the existing Back Bay/South End Station building, and the partial redevelopment of the existing 100 

Clarendon Street Parking Garage. 

 

Site Area:  Garage West: 68,846 sf 

Garage East: 52,966 sf 

Station East: 38,413 sf 

Station West: 64,676 sf 

Building Area:1 

(for Base Schemes) 

  Garage West: 606,400 sf 

 Garage East: 222,100 sf 

 Station East: 387,000 sf 

 Station West: 30,000 sf 

Building Height:  2   Garage West: 365’ 

Garage East: 305’  

Station East: 400’  

Station West: 42’ 

Number of Stories:   Garage West: 26 

 Garage East: 28 

 Station East: 35 

 Station West: 1  

First Floor 

Elevation 

(reference Boston 

City Base):   

Garage West: 17.5-22’ (Stuart 

St.) and 31’ on (Dartmouth 

St.) 

Garage East: 18’ 

Station East: 29 - 31.5’  

Station West: 29.2’ 

Are there below 

grade 

spaces/levels, if 

yes how many: 

There will not be below grade spaces at 

the Station East or Station West 

Parcels. There may be a partial 

basement level at the Garage West and 

/or the Garage East Parcel for services 

uses. 

                                                           
1 Unless labeled otherwise, all areas provided herein are described in gross floor area as such term is used in the definition of “Floor Area Ratio” in  

the Code; therefore, such areas specifically exclude floor area devoted to garage use, whether or not in the basement of a building or serving 

residential uses, mechanical equipment, storage, service and loading areas, and areas serving as access to, egress from or use by public transit 

services, including pedestrian bridge connections providing access to such public transit services, whether directly or indirectly as part of the overall 

Project.  Please note that given the fact that the majority of the Project Site is on and over air rights, it is not possible to reconstruct parking spaces 

beneath one or more of the buildings, and thus this filing and PDA No.2 as amended will expressly exclude the square footage allocated to such 

parking for the purposes of calculating FAR.  
2 Notwithstanding the definition of “Building Height” set forth in the Code, with respect to each of the Air Rights Development Parcels, the 

following shall be the “grade” for each: (i) Garage West: 20’-6” BCB; (ii) Garage East: 19’-2” BCB; (iii) Station East: 31’-6” BCB; (iv) Station 

West: 29’-2” BCB; and the “Building Height” shall be the vertical distance from said “grade” to the top of the structure of the last occupied floor; 

Provided further that any elevator penthouse, stairway bulkhead or any other roof structure built for the purpose of accessing a roof deck or roof 

terrace as well as the said roof decks and roof terraces and other roof top amenities themselves, shall be excluded from the calculation of building 

height under the PDA. 
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Assessment of Existing Infrastructure for Accessibility:  

This section explores the proximity to accessible transit lines and proximate institutions such as, but not limited 

to hospitals, elderly and disabled housing, and general neighborhood information. The proponent should identify 

how the area surrounding the development is accessible for people with mobility impairments and should 

analyze the existing condition of the accessible routes through sidewalk and pedestrian ramp reports. 

Provide a description of the 

development neighborhood and 

identifying characteristics.  

The Project is located at the edge of Boston’s Back Bay and South End 

Neighborhoods. The immediately adjacent areas of Back Bay are dominated by 

large scale commercial office and retail uses within buildings dating from the early 

20th century to the more modern 200 Clarendon Tower and Copley Place Mall. The 

adjacent areas of the South End neighborhood are dominated by residential row 

housing and tree-lined streets typical of its mature residential nature.  The Project 

area also contains open space uses such as the exterior plaza at the Copley Place 

Mall, the nearby Copley Square and the wide sidewalks adjacent to the Boston 

Public Library.  

The existing sidewalks and pedestrian ramps are cast-in-place concrete that are in 

fair to poor condition. In two specific locations, due to the bridge sections of 

Dartmouth and Clarendon Streets spanning I-90 and the rail lines, the existing 

sidewalks are not ADA compliant as they exceed the maximum allowable cross 

slope. This occurs at the Dartmouth Street/Stuart Street intersection and along 

the western side of Clarendon Street between the MassDOT-controlled service 

road and the entrance to the Garage.  

List the surrounding ADA compliant 

MBTA transit lines and the proximity 

to the development site: Commuter 

rail, subway, bus, etc. 

The Project Site is located over and adjacent to the Back Bay / South End Station 

with immediate access to multiple public transportation services, including MBTA 

Commuter Rail, Orange Line and local bus routes, and AMTRAK. 

List the surrounding institutions: 

hospitals, public housing and 

elderly and disabled housing 

developments, educational 

facilities, etc. 

The nearest known public housing/elderly facility is 70 St. Botolph St., 

approximately 0.25 miles southwest of the Site. The closest known public school 

is the Snowden International School, approximately 0.2 miles north of the site.  

Is the proposed development on a 

priority accessible route to a key 

public use facility? List the 

surrounding: government buildings, 

libraries, community centers and 

recreational facilities and other 

related facilities. 

Boston Public Library, YWCA, Trinity Church, Back Bay Station, Copley Square, 

Southwest Corridor Park, Freida Garcia Park.  
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Surrounding Site Conditions – Existing: 

This section identifies the current condition of the sidewalks and pedestrian ramps around the development 

site.  

Are there sidewalks and pedestrian 

ramps existing at the development 

site?    

Yes 

If yes above, list the existing 

sidewalk and pedestrian ramp 

materials and physical condition at 

the development site.   

The existing sidewalks and pedestrian ramps are cast-in-place concrete that are in 

fair to poor condition. In two specific locations, due to the interface between the 

bridge sections of Dartmouth and Clarendon Streets spanning I-90 rail lines, the 

existing sidewalks are not ADA compliant as they exceed the maximum allowable 

cross slope. This occurs at the Dartmouth Street/Stuart Street intersection and 

along the western side of Clarendon Street between the MassDOT-controlled 

service road and the entrance to the Garage.  

Are the sidewalks and pedestrian 

ramps existing-to-remain? If yes, 

have the sidewalks and pedestrian 

ramps been verified as compliant? 

If yes, please provide surveyors 

report.  

The hardscape and streetscape improvements at the Project Site are anticipated 

to be reconstructed as part of the Project. Therefore, the existing sidewalks and 

pedestrian ramps have not been verified by a surveyor for compliance. 

Is the development site within a 

historic district? If yes, please 

identify. 

No. The Project Site is not located within any existing historic district but is 

adjacent to Back Bay Historic District and the Park Square Stuart Street Historic 

District (inventoried), and is in proximity to the South End District/South End 

Landmark District, the Bay Village Historic District, and the St. Botolph Street 

Area/Architectural Conservation District 

 

 

Surrounding Site Conditions – Proposed 

This section identifies the proposed condition of the walkways and pedestrian ramps in and around the 

development site.  The width of the sidewalk contributes to the degree of comfort and enjoyment of walking 

along a street. Narrow sidewalks do not support lively pedestrian activity, and may create dangerous conditions 

that force people to walk in the street. Typically, a five foot wide Pedestrian Zone supports two people walking 

side by side or two wheelchairs passing each other. An eight foot wide Pedestrian Zone allows two pairs of 

people to comfortable pass each other, and a ten foot or wider Pedestrian Zone can support high volumes of 

pedestrians. 
 

Are the proposed sidewalks 

consistent with the Boston 

Complete Street Guidelines? See: 

www.bostoncompletestreets.org 

The proposed sidewalks at the Project Site will be consistent with the BTD 

Complete Streets Guidelines.  
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If yes above, choose which Street 

Type was applied: Downtown 

Commercial, Downtown Mixed-use, 

Neighborhood Main, Connector, 

Residential, Industrial, Shared 

Street, Parkway, Boulevard. 

The current sidewalk design is at a conceptual level but is anticipated to meet the 

Downtown Commercial and/or Downtown Mixed Use standards.  

What is the total width of the 

proposed sidewalk? List the widths 

of the proposed zones: Frontage, 

Pedestrian and Furnishing Zone.     

Along Dartmouth Street, the sidewalk typically maintains 21 feet from curb to 

structure. This dimension includes a 6.5-foot furnishing zone from back of curb, 

where street trees, parking meters, lighting, trash receptacles, and other 

streetscape elements are to be located. The pedestrian zone along Dartmouth 

Street maintains a 15-foot clear zone. Where appropriate, a 2-foot wide frontage 

zone will be included. This condition exists along the entire stretch of Dartmouth 

Street except at an existing raised outdoor restaurant patio at the southern portion 

of the site. At this condition, the curb shifts to allow for a 13’ clear zone for 

pedestrian travel. 

Along Stuart Street, a vehicular lay-by is provided to service the office building and 

entrance to the Station through-block connector. In this area, a 6.5-foot furnishing 

zone is provided and the pedestrian zone is a minimum of 11-foot clear. This area 

also includes planting buffers at each end of the lay-by to increase pedestrian 

safety. 

Along Clarendon Street, the frontage zone varies from 2 feet to 6.5 feet a 

minimum 9-foot clear pedestrian path of travel is provided along the proposed 

Garage East residential building, increasing to a 15-foot width in front of the 

Garage itself. At the station entry this 15-foot pedestrian clear path continues and 

opens into a civic pedestrian plaza with landscape and trees in raised planters. 

This enhanced pedestrian zone includes accessible paths to the station and 

residential entrances. A vehicular drop-off is also provided. 

List the proposed materials for 

each Zone. Will the proposed 

materials be on private property or 

will the proposed materials be on 

the City of Boston pedestrian right-

of-way?  

Proposed materials for the sidewalks will likely include unit pavers for the 

furnishing zones and cast-in-place concrete for the pedestrian and frontage 

zones. Unit pavers may also be used to enhance building entries and other special 

areas within the pedestrian zone. These materials will be located on both private 

property and within the City of Boston pedestrian right-of-way. 

If the pedestrian right-of-way is on 

private property, will the proponent 

seek a pedestrian easement with 

the City of Boston Public 

Improvement Commission? 

The extent to which an easement or other authorization is required from PIC will 

be determined as the Project plans advance during the public review process. 

Will sidewalk cafes or other 

furnishings be programmed for the 

pedestrian right-of-way?  

These details will be determined as the design advances. 

If yes above, what are the proposed 

dimensions of the sidewalk café or 

These details will be determined as the design advances. 
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furnishings and what will the right-

of-way clearance be? 

  



Article 80 | ACCESSIBILTY CHECKLIST 
 

Proposed Accessible Parking: 

See Massachusetts Architectural Access Board Rules and Regulations 521 CMR Section 23.00 regarding 

accessible parking requirement counts and the Massachusetts Office of Disability Handicap Parking 

Regulations. 

What is the total number of parking 

spaces provided at the 

development site parking lot or 

garage?     

The Garage will provide up to the existing permitted capacity of 2013 spaces. 

What is the total number of 

accessible spaces provided at the 

development site?  

To be determined as the design advances, however, the Project will fully comply 

with all state and local regulatory requirements. 

Will any on street accessible 

parking spaces be required? If yes, 

has the proponent contacted the 

Commission for Persons with 

Disabilities and City of Boston 

Transportation Department 

regarding this need?    

No on-street accessible parking spaces are anticipated to be required and none 

are proposed at this time. 

Where is accessible visitor parking 

located?  

Accessible visitor parking will be available within the Garage at the Project Site, 

and located near entrances and elevators. 

Has a drop-off area been 

identified? If yes, will it be 

accessible? 

Yes, accessible drop-off areas are planned along Stuart Street, Dartmouth Street, 

and off Clarendon Street in proximity to Station and lobby entrances. 

Include a diagram of the accessible 

routes to and from the accessible 

parking lot/garage and drop-off 

areas to the development entry 

locations. Please include route 

distances. 

Please see figure attached. 
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Circulation and Accessible Routes:  

The primary objective in designing smooth and continuous paths of travel is to accommodate persons of all 

abilities that allow for universal access to entryways, common spaces and the visit-ability* of neighbors.   

*Visit-ability – Neighbors ability to access and visit with neighbors without architectural barrier limitations 

Provide a diagram of the accessible 

route connections through the site.    

Please see figure attached. 

Describe accessibility at each 

entryway: Flush Condition, Stairs, 

Ramp Elevator.  

Entryways are anticipated to include a combination of flush connections, stairs, 

ramps and elevators to provide ADA compliant access to all individuals. 

Are the accessible entrance and the 

standard entrance integrated?  

As currently designed, the accessible and standard entrances are anticipated to 

be integrated. 

If no above, what is the reason?   

Will there be a roof deck or outdoor 

courtyard space? If yes, include 

diagram of the accessible route.    

Yes.  Roof decks are presently planned at all parcels. See attached figure. 

Has an accessible routes way-

finding and signage package been 

developed? If yes, please describe. 

No.  At this early stage of design, accessible routes and way-finding signage 

packages have not yet been developed. 

 

Accessible Units: (If applicable) 

In order to facilitate access to housing opportunities this section addresses the number of accessible units that 

are proposed for the development site that remove barriers to housing choice.  

What is the total number of 

proposed units for the 

development?  

The Garage East building includes approximately 240 residential units and the 

Station East building includes approximately 360 residential units. 

How many units are for sale; how 

many are for rent? What is the 

market value vs. affordable 

breakdown?  

The mix of rental vs. for-sale units in the Garage East and Station East residential 

buildings will be determined as the project design advances.  

How many accessible units are 

being proposed?  

The number of accessible units at the Project will be determined as the project 

advances, however, as required by 521 CMR, it is anticipated that 5% will be 

designed to be accessible.  



Article 80 | ACCESSIBILTY CHECKLIST 
 

Please provide plan and diagram of 

the accessible units. 

These details will be determined as the Project design advances. 

How many accessible units will also 

be affordable? If none, please 

describe reason.    

The number of affordable accessible residential units will be determined as the 

Project design advances.  

Do standard units have 

architectural barriers that would 

prevent entry or use of common 

space for persons with mobility 

impairments? Example: stairs at 

entry or step to balcony. If yes, 

please provide reason.   

The interior building design is early in its development, however, it is not 

anticipated that neither residential units or common space will have any 

architectural barriers.  

Has the proponent reviewed or 

presented the proposed plan to the 

City of Boston Mayor’s Commission 

for Persons with Disabilities 

Advisory Board?  

The Project has not yet presented the proposed plan to the City of Boston Mayor’s 

Commission for Persons with Disabilities Advisory Board.  The Project Team is 

scheduled to meet with the Board on February 27, 2017. 

Did the Advisory Board vote to 

support this project? If no, what 

recommendations did the Advisory 

Board give to make this project 

more accessible?  

The Project has not yet been reviewed by the Advisory Board. 
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Boston Climate Change Resiliency and Preparedness Checklist –Page 1 of 10 December 2013 

 

Climate Change Preparedness and Resiliency Checklist for New Construction 

 
 

In November 2013, in conformance with the Mayor's 2011 Climate Action Leadership Committee's 

recommendations, the Boston Planning and Development Agency (BPDA) adopted policy for all development 

projects subject to Boston Zoning Article 80 Small and Large Project Review, including all Institutional Master 

Plan modifications and updates, are to complete the following checklist and provide any necessary responses 

regarding project resiliency, preparedness, and to mitigate any identified adverse impacts that might arise 

under future climate conditions. 

 

For more information about the City of Boston's climate policies and practices, and the 2011 update of the 

climate action plan, A Climate of Progress, please see the City's climate action web pages at 

http://www.cityofboston.gov/climate  

 

 

In advance we thank you for your time and assistance in advancing best practices in Boston. 

 

Climate Change Analysis and Information Sources: 
1. Northeast Climate Impacts Assessment (www.climatechoices.org/ne/) 

2. USGCRP 2009 (http://www.globalchange.gov/publications/reports/scientific-assessments/us-

impacts/) 

3. Army Corps of Engineers guidance on sea level rise 

(http://planning.usace.army.mil/toolbox/library/ECs/EC11652212Nov2011.pdf) 

4. Proceeding of the National Academy of Science, “Global sea level rise linked to global temperature”, 

Vermeer and Rahmstorf, 2009 

(http://www.pnas.org/content/early/2009/12/04/0907765106.full.pdf) 

5. “Hotspot of accelerated sea-level rise on the Atlantic coast of North America”,  Asbury H. Sallenger Jr*, 

Kara S. Doran and Peter A. Howd, 2012  (http://www.bostonredevelopmentauthority.org/ 

planning/Hotspot of Accelerated Sea-level Rise 2012.pdf) 

6. “Building Resilience in Boston”: Best Practices for Climate Change Adaptation and Resilience for 

Existing Buildings, Linnean Solutions, The Built Environment Coalition, The Resilient Design Institute, 

2103  (http://www.greenribboncommission.org/downloads/Building_Resilience_in_Boston_SML.pdf) 

 

 

 

Checklist 

Please respond to all of the checklist questions to the fullest extent possible.  For projects that 

respond “Yes” to any of the D.1 – Sea-Level Rise and Storms, Location Description and Classification 

questions, please respond to all of the remaining Section D questions. 

 

Checklist responses are due at the time of initial project filing or Notice of Project Change and final 

filings just prior seeking Final BPDA Approval.  A PDF of your response to the Checklist should be 

submitted to the Boston Redevelopment Authority via your project manager. 

 

Please Note: When initiating a new project, please visit the BPDA web site for the most current 

Climate Change Preparedness & Resiliency Checklist.   

http://www.cityofboston.gov/climate/
http://www.climatechoices.org/ne/
http://www.globalchange.gov/publications/reports/scientific-assessments/us-impacts/
http://www.globalchange.gov/publications/reports/scientific-assessments/us-impacts/
http://planning.usace.army.mil/toolbox/library/ECs/EC11652212Nov2011.pdf
http://www.pnas.org/content/early/2009/12/04/0907765106.full.pdf
http://www.bostonredevelopmentauthority.org/%20planning/Hotspot%20of%20Accelerated%20Sea-level%20Rise%202012.pdf
http://www.bostonredevelopmentauthority.org/%20planning/Hotspot%20of%20Accelerated%20Sea-level%20Rise%202012.pdf
http://www.greenribboncommission.org/downloads/Building_Resilience_in_Boston_SML.pdf
http://www.bostonredevelopmentauthority.org/planning/planning-initiatives/climate-change-preparedness-and-resiliency
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Climate Change Resiliency and Preparedness Checklist 

 

A.1 - Project Information  

Project Name: The Back Bay / South End Gateway Project 

Project Address Primary: 145 Dartmouth St. and 165 Dartmouth St., also known as 100 Clarendon St. 

Project Address Additional:    

Project Contact (name / Title / 

Company / email / phone):   

Melissa Schrock, Senior Project Manager, Development 

Boston Properties, Inc. 

mschrock@bostonproperties.com 

617-236-3300 

 

A.2 - Team Description  

Owner / Developer: BP Hancock LLC, owner through its affiliate Boston Properties Limited Partnership 

Architect: Pelli Clarke Pelli Architects – Garage West, Garage East, Station East 

Arrowstreet, Inc. – Station West 

Engineer (building systems):   Bard, Rao + Athanas Consulting Engineers – Garage West, Garage East, Station 

East 

AHA Consulting Engineers. – Station West 

Sustainability / LEED:   ARUP 

Permitting:   VHB  

Construction Management:   Turner Construction Company 

Climate Change Expert:   ARUP 

 

A.3 - Project Permitting and Phase  

At what phase is the project – most recent completed submission at the time of this response? 

 PNF / Expanded 

PNF Submission 

Draft / Final Project Impact Report 

Submission 

BPDA Board 

Approved 

Notice of Project 

Change 

 Planned 

Development Area 

BPDA Final Design Approved Under 

Construction 

Construction just 

completed: 

 

A.4 - Building Classification and Description – *Building descriptions assume Base Schemes* 

List the principal Building Uses: Office, retail, residential and parking 

List the First Floor Uses: Garage West: lobby, retail, public transit access and back of house 

Garage East: lobby and back of house 

Station East: lobby, retail, public transit access and back of house 

Station West: lobby, retail, public transit access and back of house 
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What is the principal Construction Type – select most appropriate type?  

  Wood Frame  Masonry  Steel Frame  

(Garage West, 

Station West, 

Station East) 

Concrete  

(Garage East) 

Describe the building? The Project is comprised of up to approximately 1.245 million square feet of mixed-use 

redevelopment across four Air Rights Development Parcels (Garage West Parcel, Garage East Parcel, Station East 

Parcel and Station West Parcel), consisting of a new office building with ground floor retail, two new residential 

buildings, a one-story vertical retail expansion of the existing Back Bay/South End Station building, and the partial 

redevelopment of the existing 100 Clarendon Street Parking Garage. 

Site Area:  Garage West: 68,846 sf 

Garage East: 52,966 sf 

Station East: 38,413 sf 

Station West: 64,676 sf 

 

Building Area:1  

(for Base Schemes) 

  Garage West: 606,400 sf 

 Garage East: 222,100 sf 

 Station East: 387,000 sf 

 Station West: 30,000 sf 

 

Building Height:2     Garage West: 365’ 

 Garage East: 305’  

 Station East: 400’  

Station West: 462’ 

 

Number of Stories:   Garage West: 26 

 Garage East: 28 

 Station East: 35 

 Station West: 1 

 

First Floor Elevation 

(reference Boston City Base):   

Garage West: 17.5-22’ 

(Stuart St.) and 31’ on 

(Dartmouth St.) 

 Garage East: 18’ 

 Station East: 29’ – 31.5’ 

 Station West: 29.2’ 

 

Are there below grade 

spaces/levels, if yes how 

many: 

There will not be below 

grade spaces at the 

Station East, or Station 

West Parcels. There may 

be a partial basement 

level at the Garage West 

and /or the Garage East 

Parcel for services uses. 

 

A.5 - Green Building  

Which LEED Rating System(s) and version has or will your project use (by area for multiple rating systems)? 

Garage West: LEED 2009 for Core and Shell – GOLD 

Garage East: LEED 2009 for New Construction and Major Renovations – SILVER  

Station East: LEED 2009 for New Construction and Major Renovations – SILVER  

Station West: LEED 2009 for Core and Shell – SILVER  

 

                                                 
1 Unless labeled otherwise, all areas provided herein are described in gross floor area as such term is used in the definition of “Floor Area Ratio” in  

the Code; therefore, such areas specifically exclude floor area devoted to garage use, whether or not in the basement of a building or serving 

residential uses, mechanical equipment, storage, service and loading areas, and areas serving as access to, egress from or use by public transit 

services, including pedestrian bridge connections providing access to such public transit services, whether directly or indirectly as part of the overall 

Project.  Please note that given the fact that the majority of the Project Site is on and over air rights, it is not possible to reconstruct parking spaces 

beneath one or more of the buildings, and thus this filing and PDA No.2 as amended will expressly exclude the square footage allocated to such 

parking for the purposes of calculating FAR.  
2 Notwithstanding the definition of “Building Height” set forth in the Code, with respect to each of the Air Rights Development Parcels, the 

following shall be the “grade” for each: (i) Garage West: 20’-6” BCB; (ii) Garage East: 19’-2” BCB; (iii) Station East: 31’-6” BCB; (iv) Station 

West: 29’-2” BCB; and the “Building Height” shall be the vertical distance from said “grade” to the top of the structure of the last occupied floor; 

Provided further that any elevator penthouse, stairway bulkhead or any other roof structure built for the purpose of accessing a roof deck or roof 

terrace as well as the said roof decks and roof terraces and other roof top amenities themselves, shall be excluded from the calculation of building 

height under the PDA. 
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Will the project be USGBC Registered and / or USGBC Certified? 

 Registered: Yes / No  Certified: Yes / No 

A.6 - Building Energy   

 

Garage West 

What are the base and peak operating energy loads for the building? 

Electric: 11.6 MW Heating: 16,210 mbh 

What is the planned building 

Energy Use Intensity: 

61 Cooling: 2,200 tons 

What are the peak energy demands of your critical systems in the event of a service interruption? 

Electric: 2 MW Heating: 10,000 mbh 

  Cooling: 0 tons 

Garage East 

What are the base and peak operating energy loads for the building? 

Electric: 4.6 MW Heating: 5,000 mbh 

What is the planned building 

Energy Use Intensity: 

63 Cooling: 800 tons 

What are the peak energy demands of your critical systems in the event of a service interruption? 

Electric: 1.5 MW Heating: 3,600 mbh 

  Cooling: 0 tons 

Station East 

What are the base and peak operating energy loads for the building? 

Electric: 6 MW Heating: 7,310 mbh 

What is the planned building 

Energy Use Intensity: 

63 Cooling: 1,300 tons 

What are the peak energy demands of your critical systems in the event of a service interruption? 

Electric: 1.5 MW Heating: 6,000 mbh 

  Cooling: 0 tons 

Station West 

What are the base and peak operating energy loads for the building? 

Electric: 2.4 MW Heating: 3,000 mbh 

What is the planned building 

Energy Use Intensity: 

120-220 Cooling: 300 tons 

What are the peak energy demands of your critical systems in the event of a service interruption? 

Electric: None (no generator) Heating: None (no 

generator) 

  Cooling: None (no 

generator) 
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What is nature and source of your back-up / emergency generators? 

Electrical Generation: Electrical 

generation = peak 

electric demands 

of critical systems 

Fuel Source: Diesel  

System Type and Number of Units: Combustion Engine Gas Turbine Combine Heat 

and Power 

Single (Units) 

 

 

 

B - Extreme Weather and Heat Events 

Climate change will result in more extreme weather events including higher year round average temperatures, higher peak 

temperatures, and more periods of extended peak temperatures.  The section explores how a project responds to higher 

temperatures and heat waves. 

 

B.1 - Analysis 

What is the full expected life of the project?  

Select most appropriate: 10 Years 25 Years 50 Years | (60 yrs.) 75 Years 

What is the full expected operational life of key building systems (e.g. heating, cooling, and ventilation)?  

Select most appropriate: 10 Years 25 Years 50 Years 75 Years 

What time span of future Climate Conditions was considered? 

 Near term: 2030 for Sea Level Rise (SLR) and storm surge; and span of 2015-2045 for temperature and 

precipitation. 

Longer term: 2070 for SLR and storm surge and span of 2055-2085 for temperature and 2050 and 

2100 for precipitation. 

Analysis Conditions - What range of temperatures will be used for project planning – Low/High?  

There are several sources that could be consulted with respect to projected temperature changes.  

They include the 2007 NECIA UCS report, EEA’s Climate Adaptation Report (2011), the National 

Climate Assessment (2014) and Katharine Hayhoe’s downscaled projections (2013) for the City of 

Cambridge, which include Boston-specific data, among others.  In all of these, there is a general trend 

showing an increase in annual temperature, including both increases during the summer and winter 

months.  Of these increases, those seen during the summer months will present the greatest challenges 

in terms of cooling loads and associated energy demands.  Therefore, this project will focus on the 

summer peak temperatures and heat waves. 

What Extreme Heat Event characteristics will be used for project planning – Peak High, Duration, and Frequency? 

The City of Cambridge study provides downscaled data that provides a more robust baseline with 

respect to localized projections than the larger, more regionalized studies that were presented in the 

NECIA, EEA and NCA reports.  Katharine Hayhoe’s work predicted the following change in temperature 

under low and high emission scenarios for the 2030 (2015-2045) and 2070 (2055-2085) time horizons 

when compared to the present-day baseline (1971-2000).  In those compilations, the following trends 

are observed: 
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Temp Changes 1971-2000 2030-low 2030-high 2070-low 2070-high 

Annual Temp 50 53.3 53.5 55.8 58.7 

Summer Temp 70.6 74.5 74.8 77.4 80.6 

Winter Temp 29.8 32.2 33 34.6 38 

Days >90 per year 11 29 31 47 68 

Days >100 per year <1 2 2 6 16 

 

Assuming there are 90 days of summer within the June, July and August time frame, then by 2030, a 

third of the summer would have temps over 90; by 2070 under the low emission scenario, this would 

increase to nearly 50% and as much as 66% under the high emission scenario. 

While there has been no study on the direct increase in heat waves during this time, a first order 

approximation is that those would increase concurrently with the increase in the number of days 

above 90 degrees F. Given that there are currently 1-2 heatwaves per summer in this area historically, 

one could project a similar increase in heatwaves based on the percent of days above 90 degrees – 

perhaps as many as 2-4 in 2030s and 6-8 in 2070s.  
 

What Drought characteristics will be used for project planning – Duration and Frequency?  

The Northeast has been trending towards a much wetter climate over the last 50 years in MA (Hayhoe 

et al, 2013; NCA, 2014).  Since 1958, there has been a 74% increase in the frequency of extreme 

precipitation events both in terms of rain and snow.  This trend is expected to continue (IBID).  Based 

on that data, drought is not considered to be concern for this project. 
 

What Extreme Rain Event characteristics will be used for project planning – Seasonal Rain Fall, Peak Rain Fall, and 

Frequency of Events per year?  

The Project anticipates using the precipitation projections that were used in the recent BWSC 

Wastewater and Storm Drainage System Facility Plan (2015). Several joint workshops between BWSC, 

City and Cambridge and other entities were held to vet these numbers with those developed as part of 

the City of Cambridge Vulnerability Assessment study to ensure a level of standardization / 

compatibility across the Charles River. While there were some slight differences in the two 

methodologies (e.g., different projection horizons and GCMs were used), the two approaches yielded 

very similar results, providing independent verification of the projections and additional confidence in 

the recommended design storms.   

 

Total Storm Volume          Peak Hourly Intensities  

          (inches)                          (inches per hour) 

Scenario Year       2035       2060       2100          2035 2060 2100  

Medium (B2)         5.55        5.76        6.08 1.76 1.83 1.93  

Precautionary (A1F1)       5.60        6.03        6.65 1.78 1.91 2.11 
 

What Extreme Wind Storm Event characteristics will be used for project planning – Peak Wind Speed, Duration of 

Storm Event, and Frequency of Events per year?  

There is still significant uncertainty with respect to how wind patterns and intensities will change with 

respect to future climatological conditions. Some models predict that a warming would lessen the 
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difference in air mass temperatures, others show a decrease in atmospheric wind shear aspects – both 

of which would potentially lead to less intense wind events. Other models predict an increase in wind 

intensities based on the increase of energy in the atmosphere. El Nino/La Nina add another layer of 

complexity to the projections.  Based on this uncertainty, current wind design criteria are adopted for 

the Project.  
 

B.2 - Mitigation Strategies  

What will be the overall energy performance, based on use, of the project and how will performance be determined? 

Building energy use below code: Garage West: 21%* 

Garage East: 20%* 

Station East: 20%* 

Station West: complies with 90.1-2013 ECB 

*reference code = new 2017 Stretch Energy Code 

 

How is performance determined: Preliminary Energy Models 

What specific measures will the project employ to reduce building energy consumption? 

Select all appropriate:  High performance 

building envelope 

High performance 

lighting & controls 

Building day 

lighting 

EnergyStar 

equip. / 

appliances 

  High performance 

HVAC equipment 

Energy recovery 

ventilation 

No active cooling No active heating 

Describe any added measures: See Section 5.4 of the DPIR/DEIR and Appendix G for LEED compliance narratives.  

 

What are the insulation ® values for building envelope elements? 

 Garage West Garage East Station West Station East 

Foundation  

(R value) 

7.5 

(continuous) 

7.5 

(continuous) 

N/A 7.5 

(continuous) 

Windows 

(R Value / U 

Value) 

R=2.56 /  

U= 0.39 

R=2.56 /  

U= 0.39 

R=2.56 /  

U= 0.39 

R=2.56 /  

U= 0.39 

Walls / Curtain 

Wall 

(R value) 

18.18 

(opaque) 

5 

(spandrel) 

18.18 

(opaque) 

5 

(spandrel) 

18.18 

(opaque) 

5 

(spandrel) 

18.18 

(opaque) 

5 

(spandrel) 

Basement / Slab 

(R value) 

15 (for 24”) 15 (for 24”) N/A 15 (for 24”) 

Doors  

(R Value) 

2 2 2 2 

  
 

What specific measures will the project employ to reduce building energy demands on the utilities and infrastructure? 

  On-site clean 

energy / CHP 

system(s) 

Building-wide 

power dimming 

Thermal energy 

storage systems 

Ground source 

heat pump 

  On-site Solar PV On-site Solar 

Thermal 

Wind power None 
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Describe any added measures: Preliminary feasibility studies for the systems identified above have been 

conducted and results indicate minor energy savings, except for CHP systems, 

refer to Section 5.4.3 for full details. While not included in the base design 

proposal, these systems will continue to be evaluated as the Project design 

develops. 

Will the project employ Distributed Energy / Smart Grid Infrastructure and /or Systems? 

Select all appropriate: 

The Project will consider 

implementation of these strategies 

where feasible. 

Connected to local 

distributed 

electrical  

Building will be 

Smart Grid ready 

Connected to 

distributed steam, 

hot, chilled water  

Distributed 

thermal energy 

ready 

Will the building remain operable without utility power for an extended period? 

  Yes / No If yes, for how long: Days 

If Yes, is building “Islandable?  

If Yes, describe strategies:  

Describe any non-mechanical strategies that will support building functionality and use during an extended 

interruption(s) of utility services and infrastructure: 

Select all appropriate: Solar oriented – 

longer south walls 

Prevailing winds 

oriented 

External shading 

devices 

Tuned glazing, 

 Building cool 

zones 

Operable windows 

(Residential only) 

Natural ventilation Building shading 

 Potable water for 

drinking / food 

preparation 

Potable water for 

sinks / sanitary 

systems 

Waste water 

storage capacity 

High 

Performance 

Building 

Envelope 

Describe any added measures: The measures noted above have been and will continue to be explored for their 

feasibility as the Project design develops. 

What measures will the project employ to reduce urban heat-island effect?  

Select all appropriate: High reflective 

paving materials 

Shade trees & 

shrubs 

High reflective roof 

materials 

Vegetated roofs 

Describe other strategies: The measures noted above are all strategies the project will incorporate and 

related credits are indicated for achievement in their respective LEED checklists.  

What measures will the project employ to accommodate rain events and more rain fall?  

Select all appropriate: On-site infiltration 

systems & ponds* 

*A portion of the 

P 

roject stormwater 

is planned to be 

infiltrated on-site 

as part of meeting 

GCOD 

requirements  

Infiltration 

galleries & areas 

vegetated water 

capture systems 

Vegetated roofs 

Describe other strategies:  
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What measures will the project employ to accommodate extreme storm events and high winds?  

Select all appropriate: Hardened building 

structure & 

elements 

Buried utilities & 

hardened 

infrastructure  

Hazard removal & 

protective 

landscapes  

Soft & permeable 

surfaces (water 

infiltration) 

Describe other strategies: The measures noted above will be explored for their feasibility as the Project 

design develops. 

 

–C - Sea-Level Rise and Storms  

Rising Sea-Levels and more frequent Extreme Storms increase the probability of coastal and river flooding and enlarging 

the extent of the 100 Year Flood Plain.  This section explores if a project is or might be subject to Sea-Level Rise and Storm 

impacts. 

 

C–1 - Location Description and Classification: 

Do you believe the building to susceptible to flooding now or during the full expected life of the building? 

  Yes / No There is no risk posed in the near term as evidenced in the 

2030 flood map. The 2070 high emissions scenario from the 

Woods Hole Group’s Boston Harbor Flood Risk Model shows 

that the Project Site has minimal risk of flooding. This 

reflects a scenario in which the Charles River Dam fails, 

regional infrastructure is inundated and indicates the need 

for a regional discussion to mitigate the impact of flood 

pathways in the event of dam failure.  

Regardless of minimal risk of flood, the Project is planning to 

locate critical building systems above grade. Additionally, at 

the appropriate time in the future, the Project would 

consider implementing temporary flood barriers, as 

necessary.  

Describe site conditions? The Project Site is outside the floodplain. 

Site Elevation – Low/High Points: Garage West: High: EL 31 @ entrances to Harvard Vanguard / Eastern Bank; Low: 

EL 14 @ entrance to Mass Pike Access Ramp @ intersection with Trinity Place 

Garage East: High: EL 28 along Clarendon Street; Low: EL 15 along Access Road @ 

intersection with Trinity Place 

Station East: High: EL 29 @ entrance to Back Bay Station along bus loop; Low: EL 

27 along Clarendon Street 

Station West: High: EL 29 @ entrance to Back Bay Station along Dartmouth Street; 

Low: EL 27 along Dartmouth Street 

 

Elevations refer to Boston City Base (BCB) as shown on the Existing Conditions 

Plan of Land prepared by Feldman Land Surveyors, dated March 27, 2015. 

Building Proximity to Water:  Approx. 0.5 miles 

to Charles River 

   

Is the site or building located in any of the following? (based on existing) 

 Coastal Zone: Yes / No Velocity Zone: Yes / No  

 Flood Zone: Yes / No Area Prone to Flooding: Yes /  No  

Will the 2013 Preliminary FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps or future floodplain delineation updates due to Climate 

Change result in a change of the classification of the site or building location? 
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 2013 FEMA 

Prelim. FIRMs: 
Yes /  No Future floodplain delineation updates: Yes /  No 

 

What is the project or building proximity to nearest Coastal, Velocity or Flood Zone or Area Prone to Flooding? 

  Approx. 0.5 miles   

 

If you answered YES to any of the above Location Description and Classification questions, please complete the 

following questions (Removed from document).   Otherwise you have completed the questionnaire; thank you! 

 

Thank you for completing the Boston Climate Change Resilience and Preparedness Checklist!  

 

For questions or comments about this checklist or Climate Change Resiliency and Preparedness best 

practices, please contact: John.Dalzell.BRA@cityofboston.gov 
 

 

mailto:John.Dalzell.BRA@cityofboston.gov
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1 Introduction 
Boston Properties engaged Arup USA Inc (Arup) to conduct solar glare analysis 
for the Back Bay / South End Gateway project (Gateway) in support of the 
development of the DPIR/DEIR. 

The Boston Planning and Development Agency (BPDA) Development Guidelines 
require projects undergoing Large Project Review to analyze the potential impacts 
from solar glare on the following areas to identify the potential for visual 
impairment or discomfort due to reflective spot glare at (1) potentially affected 
streets, (2) public open spaces and/or (3) pedestrian areas.  
 
Additionally, projects must consider the potential for solar heat  
buildup in any nearby buildings receiving reflective sunlight from the  
Project, as applicable.  

1.1 Solar Glare  
The thresholds established to determine acceptable levels of glare are as follows; 

 Imperceptible glare: No glare can be perceived.  

 Perceptible glare: Glare can be perceived in the scene from the specific 
location but does not contribute to high reflectance values and has little 
effect on the observer.  

 Disturbing glare: Potential for after image may occur if viewer is directly 
in line of sight of glare source for elongated periods of time (e.g. hours).  

 Intolerable glare: Potential for eye damage if viewer is directly in line of 
sight at the source. 

For more detailed information on glare criteria ranges please refer to Appendix A.  
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2 Executive Summary  
Key findings from the solar glare analysis are as follows; 

 There are no instances of intolerable glare at any of the locations.  

 There are instances of disturbing glare at 8 locations. These are 
brief instances lasting typically one hour and will not cause 
hazardous conditions or issues. For pedestrians, glare can be 
remedied by looking away, for drivers by looking away or turning 
down the internal visor in the vehicle and at buildings, utilizing 
internal blinds.  

 There were no glare issued indicated at six (6) locations. 

 Heat buildup that has the ability to cause hazards due to solar 
exposure are not anticipated for the Gateway project due the lack of 
curvilinear geometries, lack of highly reflective glazing and lack of 
intolerable glare instances from the solar glare analysis.  

A summary table for each location and analysis results is as follows; 

Location Type Glare Experienced 
1 Copley Square Pedestrian No glare issues to be addressed.  

2 Stuart & Dartmouth Streets Pedestrian One instance of disturbing glare is 
experienced and indicated to be no 
longer than one to two hours. It can be 
remedied by looking away from the 
point source. 

3 Stuart & Clarendon Streets Pedestrian No glare issues to be addressed. 

4 Southwest Corridor Park Pedestrian Two (2) instances of disturbing glare 
are experienced and indicated to be no 
longer than one to two hours. They can 
be remedied by looking away from the 
point source.  

5 Columbus Ave at Cahners 
Place 

Pedestrian No glare issues to be addressed. 

6 Stuart Street Driver No glare issues to be addressed. 

7 Mass Pike westbound Driver Two (2) instances of disturbing glare 
are experienced and indicated to be no 
longer than one to two hours. They can 
be remedied simply by looking away 
from the point source or turning down 
the internal visor in the vehicle. 
Additionally, given cars are moving at 
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high speeds any glare experienced will 
be momentary. 

8 Columbus Ave Driver No glare issues to be addressed. 

9 Dartmouth Street Driver No glare issues to be addressed. 

10 100 Clarendon Building Minimal instances of disturbing glare 
are experienced and indicated to be no 
longer than one hour.  
They can be remedied simply by 
utilizing internal blinds. 

11 Copley Place Tower Building Minimal instances of disturbing glare 
are experienced and indicated to be no 
longer than one hour.  
They can be remedied simply by 
utilizing internal blinds. 

12 40 Trinity  Building Minimal instances of disturbing glare 
are experienced and indicated to be no 
longer than one hour.  
They can be remedied simply by 
utilizing internal blinds. 

13 131 Dartmouth Building Minimal instances of disturbing glare 
are experienced and indicated to be no 
longer than one hour.  
They can be remedied simply by 
utilizing internal blinds.  

2.1 Mitigation Strategies for Consideration 
Mitigation strategies that could be implemented as the project develops to ensure 
that the minor disturbances identified in the analysis are reduced include;  

 Glazing: Further reducing the visible reflectance (below 20%) for glass at 
given parcels or specific façade orientations. Also, implementing glass 
with frit (i.e. ceramic coating) could reduce and mitigate glare. 

 Window to wall ratio: Reducing the glazing ratio, particularly on the west 
façades could also reduce and mitigate glare.  

 External shading devices: Integrating exterior shading to block out high 
angle (summer) reflections and/or vertical louvers to block low angle (i.e. 
winter and early morning, later afternoon) reflections could help reduce 
and mitigate glare.  

 Building Materials: At this stage where building materials are undefined. 
Low reflectance building claddings are recommended as materials such as 
reflected metal panels may lead to severe glare problems.   
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3 Methodology 

3.1 Software 
The analysis was conducted using DIVA version 4 in the Grasshopper Parametric 
Modeling Platform. DIVA uses RADIANCE and DAYSIM as its daylight 
simulation engines. 

A ray tracing approach was used for the simulations.  

All simulations were carried out under CIE Clear Sky which assumes no cloud 
cover for the simulated period. This helped identify a worst case scenario for the 
analysis results. The Boston Logan International Airport TMY3 weather file was 
used for the analysis.  

3.2 Key Assumptions 
The following are key assumptions that have been included in the analysis; 

 The massing model was provided to Arup by Pelli Clarke Pelli Architects 
(PCPA) and represents the current massing for the Gateway project.  

 Only building massing is present in the model. Vegetation or other non-
architectural obstructions are not included in the model or subsequent 
analysis. 

 The analysis only includes light that has been reflected once from the new 
buildings. No further reflectance has been included, i.e. from other 
buildings. As such, all surrounding buildings have been treated in the 
model as non-reflective.  

 The cone of vision was defined at 20 degrees for drivers and 30 degrees 
for pedestrians.  

 Areas of glazing were defined as 20% reflective. Opaque wall areas were 
defined as 0% reflective. It is important to note that more detailed façade 
material properties (fore opaque wall materials for instance) would likely 
affect the results of the glare analysis results. 

3.3 Analysis Locations 
Locations for the analysis were selected for pedestrians, drivers and buildings at 
areas of concern around the project site. The locations were reviewed and agreed 
with Boston Planning and Development Agency and include the following; 
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1. Pedestrians: 5 proposed locations were identified which represent 
locations of high pedestrian traffic in the project area that have a view 
corridor to the Gateway project. These include locations at Copley square 
(1), along Stuart Street (2 & 3), at the Southwest Corridor Park (4) and 
along Columbus Ave (5). 

2. Drivers:  4 proposed locations were identified which represent locations 
where drivers have a view corridor to the Gateway project. These include 
locations on Stuart Street eastbound (6), the Mass Pike westbound (7), 
Columbus Ave (8) and Dartmouth Street northbound (9).  

3. Buildings: 4 proposed locations were identified which represent buildings 
immediately adjacent to the project site that are of sufficient height and 
façade articulation where glare impacts could arise. Both existing and 
planned/approved buildings were selected for analysis and include 100 
Clarendon (10), Copley Place Tower (11), 40 Trinity (12), and 131 
Dartmouth Street (13). 

3.4 Analysis Model 
The model for the analysis was simplified as follows; 
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Image: Solar glare model 

Garage West has been modeled as all glass as shown below. 

 

 
 
Image: Garage West massing model 
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Station East and Garage East have been modeled as 55% glass and 45% opaque 
wall. The glass to opaque wall module has been enlarged from the one sent by 
PCPA. Therefore, the one in the model represents a worst case scenario as the 
actual glass width (9’-4”) is larger than what would be designed. 

  

Image: Station East (left) and Garage East (right) massing models 
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4 Analysis Results 

Understanding the results 
The results of the solar glare analysis for each location are presented by the 
following image which is an annual view of potential solar glare at the given 
location. The month of the year is across the horizontal axis and time of day is on 
the vertical axis.  

This output serves to identify the frequency, intensity and exact occurrence of any 
glare exposure throughout the year. 

 

 

The colors indicate the level of solar glare experienced. The thresholds established 
to determine acceptable levels of glare are as follows; 

 Imperceptible glare: No glare can be perceived.  

 Perceptible glare: Glare can be perceived in the scene from the specific 
location but does not contribute to high reflectance values and has little 
effect on the observer.  

 Disturbing glare: Potential for after image may occur if viewer is directly 
in line of sight of glare source for elongated periods of time (e.g. hours).  

 Intolerable glare: Potential for eye damage if viewer is directly in line of 
sight at the source. 

For more detailed information on glare criteria ranges please refer to Appendix A.  
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Annual Radiation & Sun Path  
The radiation map below highlights the level of luminance on each building 
annually. Roof areas have the highest exposure followed by southern façade areas. 

 

The sun path diagrams below indicate (1) the annual sun path for Boston and (2) 
the annual sun path as it specifically relates to the Gateway project.  

 

Image: Sun path diagrams for Boston, MA, plan view (left), view facing south (upper right) and 
view facing west (lower right). 
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Image: Sun path diagram at the project site 

 

  



Boston Properties Back Bay / South End Gateway Project
Solar Glare Analysis

 

  | Issue | November 4, 2016 | Arup USA, Inc 

J:\BOS\240000\247581-00\4 INTERNAL PROJECT DATA\4-05 REPORTS & NARRATIVES\SOLARGLARE\2016-11-04_SOLARGLAREREPORT_ISSUE.DOCX 

Page 11
 

4.1 Pedestrian #1: Copley Square 
The solar glare analysis results for the pedestrian location at Copley Square are as 
follows; 

 

Results: There are two (2) instances of disturbing glare that are indicated to 
occur mid-February at 4pm and in mid-June at 9am. These are indicated to be no 
longer than one hour and can be remedied simply by looking away from the point 
source. Winter reflections can be attributed to reflections off of Station East. 
There are no instances of intolerable glare. 

This is not anticipated to cause glare disturbances. There are no recommendations 
required. 

Glare Source Point in Time: February 15, 4:00pm 

 

 

 

  

Views to Station East 
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4.2 Pedestrian #2: Dartmouth & Stuart Streets 
The solar glare analysis results for the pedestrian location at Dartmouth & Stuart 
Streets are as follows;  

 

 

Results: There is one (1) instance of disturbing glare occurring at 4pm and 5pm 
in late January and mid-December. These are indicated to be no longer than one to 
two hours and can be remedied simply by looking away from the point source. 
These can be attributed to reflections off the western façade of Garage West. 
There are no instances of intolerable glare. 

Refer to executive summary for recommendations. 

Glare Source Point in Time: December 15, 4:00 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Views to West Façade of 
Garage West 
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Pedestrian #3: Clarendon & Stuart Streets 
The solar glare analysis results for the pedestrian location at Clarendon & Stuart 
Streets are as follows; 

 

Results:  
Perceptible glare is indicated in the morning (predominantly early morning) 
during summer months. No disturbing or intolerable glare is experienced at this 
location.  

There are no recommendations required. 
 

 

 

  



Boston Properties Back Bay / South End Gateway Project
Solar Glare Analysis

 

  | Issue | November 4, 2016 | Arup USA, Inc 

J:\BOS\240000\247581-00\4 INTERNAL PROJECT DATA\4-05 REPORTS & NARRATIVES\SOLARGLARE\2016-11-04_SOLARGLAREREPORT_ISSUE.DOCX 

Page 14
 

4.3 Pedestrian #4: Southwest Corridor Park 
The solar glare analysis results for the pedestrian location at the Southwest 
Corridor Park are as follows; 

 

 

Results: There are two (2) instances of disturbing glare indicated in February 
and November around 3pm and 4pm. These are indicated to be no longer than one 
to two hours and can be remedied simply by looking away from the point source. 
The glare can be attributed to the south façade of Garage West being in direct 
view of pedestrians at this location. There are no instances of intolerable glare. 

Refer to executive summary for recommendations. 

Glare Source Point in Time: February 15, 15:00  

 

  

View to south façade of 
Garage West 
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4.4 Pedestrian #5: Columbus Ave & Cahners Place 
The solar glare analysis results for the pedestrian location at Columbus Ave & 
Cahners Place are as follows; 

 

Results: Perceptible glare can be experienced annually in the morning hours. 
This can be attributed to reflections off of Garage West and Station East. No 
disturbing or intolerable glare can be experienced from this location.  

There are no recommendations required. 
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4.5 Driver #6: Stuart Street & Huntington Ave 
The solar glare analysis results for the driver location at Stuart Street & 
Huntington Ave are as follows; 

 

Results: Perceptible glare can be experienced during summer months in the 
Afternoon. Winter sun reflections are blocked off by surrounding construction. No 
disturbing glare can be seen from this location.  

There are no recommendations required. 
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4.6 Driver #7: Mass Pike Westbound 
The solar glare analysis results for the driver location on the Mass Pike westbound 
are as follows; 

 

 

Results: There are two (2) instances of disturbing glare indicated in February 
and November around 10am to 12pm. These are indicated to be no longer than 
one to two hours and can be remedied simply by looking away from the point 
source or turning down the internal visor in the vehicle. Additionally, given cars 
are moving at high speeds any glare experienced will be momentary. The glare 
can be attributed to eastern reflections off of all three buildings in the proposed 
development. There are no instances of intolerable glare. 

Refer to executive summary for recommendations. 

Glare Source Point in Time: February 15, 10:00am 

 

  

View to Station East  
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4.7 Driver #8: Columbus Ave  
The solar glare analysis results for the driver location on Columbus Ave are as 
follows; 

 

Results: Perceptible glare can be experienced from October through to March 
from 10am to 3pm and is attributed to south façade reflections off Garage West 
and Station East. No disturbing or intolerable glare can be seen from this location.  

There are no recommendations required. 
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4.8 Driver #9: Dartmouth Street Northbound 
The solar glare analysis results for the driver location on Dartmouth Street are as 
follows;  

 

Results: Perceptible glare can be experienced August through May from 1pm to 
4pm. In June and July the minimal glare becomes imperceptible. No disturbing or 
intolerable glare is experienced from this location.  

There are no recommendations required. 
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4.9 Building #10: 100 Clarendon Street 
The solar glare analysis results for the building location at 100 Clarendon Street 
are as follows; 

Results: This receptor point was placed at mid-height of 100 Clarendon Street at 
approximately 390 feet. At this height, there are less obstructions resulting in 
more perceptible glare. Minor instances of disturbing glare can be experienced in 
June and July between 8am and 10am. These are indicated to be no longer than 
one hour and can be remedied simply by utilizing internal blinds. There are no 
instances of intolerable glare.  

Refer to executive summary for recommendations. 

Glare Source Point in Time: June 21, 9:00am 

 

 
  

View to Garage West 
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4.10 Building #11: Copley Place Tower 
The solar glare analysis results for the building location at the proposed 
development at Copley Place Tower are as follows; 

 

 

Results: This receptor point was placed at mid-height of Copley Place Tower at 
approximately 304 feet. At this height, there are less obstructions resulting in 
more perceptible glare. Minor instances of disturbing glare occur at 3pm and 4pm 
in February, June and December. These are attributed to reflections off the 
western façade of Garage West. These are indicated to be no longer than one hour 
and can be remedied simply by utilizing internal blinds. There are no instances of 
intolerable glare.  

Refer to executive summary for recommendations. 

Glare Source Point in Time: June 21, 4:00pm 

 

  

View to Garage West 
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4.11 Building #12: 40 Trinity Place 
The solar glare analysis results for the building location at the proposed 
development at 40 Trinity Place are as follows; 

 

 

Results: This receptor point was placed at mid height of the proposed building 
(40 Trinity Place) at approximately 197 feet off the ground. At this height, there 
are less obstructions resulting in more perceptible glare. Instances of disturbing 
glare are indicated in mid-May, early June, late July and early August between 
8am and 11am. These are indicated to be no longer than one hour and can be 
remedied simply by utilizing internal blinds. There are no instances of intolerable 
glare. 

Refer to executive summary for recommendations. 

Glare Source Point in Time: June 2, 10:00am 
 

 

 

Views to Garage West 
east facade 
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4.12 Building #13: 131 Dartmouth  
The solar glare analysis results for the building location at 131 Dartmouth Street 
are as follows; 

 

Results: This receptor point was placed at the mid-point of the top level of 131 
Dartmouth Street approximately 100ft. At this height, there are less obstructions 
resulting in more perceptible glare. Instances of disturbing glare care indicated in 
June and July between 12pm and 2pm. These are indicated to be no longer than 
one hour and can be remedied simply by utilizing internal blinds. There are no 
instances of intolerable glare. 

Refer to executive summary for recommendations. 

Glare Source Point in Time: June 21, 1:00pm 

 

 

 

View to Garage West 
southern facade 
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5 Heat Buildup Assessment 
Heat buildup that have the ability to cause hazards due to solar exposure are not 
anticipated for the Gateway project due to several reasons as follows; 

 None of the proposed buildings have curvilinear geometries.  

According to Yang et al 11 curved envelopes could magnify sunlight in the 
same way as solar concentrators and cause higher thermal intensities in 
surrounding neighborhoods. In extreme scenarios where longer exposure 
is experienced melting of urban elements can be witnessed.  

 Glazing has been established at 20% reflectivity. As this is not categorized 
as highly reflective, hazardous thermal irradiance values are not likely to 
occur.  

 Solar glare analysis results presented in this report did not indicate any 
instances of intolerable glare. Drawing on the proportionate relationship 
between solar reflectance and thermal energy, high thermal irradiance 
values are therefore not anticipated.  

The location with the highest glare indicated was location #7 on the 
MassPike. There is no anticipated heat buildup risk as cars are not 
stationary on the highway to allow for heat buildup.  

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

                                                 
1 X Yang, L Grobe1 “Simulation of Reflected Daylight From Building Envelopes”, Proceedings of BS2013 



 

 

Appendix A

Glare Evaluation Criteria 
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A1 Glare Evaluation Criteria 
The thresholds referenced in the solar glare analysis (e.g. imperceptible glare, 
perceptible glare, disturbing glare and intolerable glare) rely on the below criteria 
developed by Ho et al2 

Image: Glare hazard plot illustrating the ocular impact as a function of retinal irradiance and 
subtended source angle. 

The subtended source angle represents the size of the glare viewed by an observer, 
while the retinal irradiance determines the amount of energy impacting the retina 
of the observer. Larger source angles can result in glare of high intensity, even if 
the retinal irradiance is low.  
 

 

 

                                                 
2 C. Ho, C. Ghanbari and R. Diver, "Methodology to Assess Potential Glint and Glare Hazards 
From Concentrating Solar Power Plants: Analytical Models and Experimental Validation," J. Sol. 
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October 12, 2016 
 
 
Brona Simon, Executive Director 
Massachusetts Historical Commission 
220 Morrissey Boulevard 
Boston, Massachusetts 02125 
 
Re: The Back Bay/South End Gateway Project at MBTA Back Bay Station, Boston, MA 
 MHC# RC.60158; EEA#15502 
 
Dear Ms. Simon: 
 
VHB is providing this letter on behalf of BP Hancock LLC (the “Proponent” and an affiliate of Boston 
Properties). We are in receipt of the Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) comment letter to the 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA), dated June 15, 2016, regarding the proposed 
Back Bay/South End Gateway Project at MBTA Back Bay Station (the “Project”). The MHC provided 
comments on the Environmental Notification Form, which will be addressed in the forthcoming the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). In advance of the DEIR, the Proponent wants to clarify two issues 
raised in your letter as they relate to compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966, as amended (36 CFR 800), specifically regarding the closure of the I-90 westbound on-ramp and 
the fact that the Project requires air rights development agreements from the Massachusetts Department 
of Transportation (MassDOT). 
 
The closure of the I-90 ramp is a separate project being proposed and studied by the MassDOT. Although 
the Project’s Garage West Alternate Scheme takes into consideration the proposed removal of the ramp, 
its removal is not part of this Project. Removal of the ramp will be the subject of its own federal 
environmental review lead by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) with MassDOT, in compliance 
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Please refer to the attached letter from MassDOT to 
FHWA dated August 25, 2016 and the attached response from FHWA dated September 20, 2016 
confirming the independent utility of MassDOT’s proposed ramp closure project. 
 
Regarding air rights, the Proponent occupies and utilizes the majority of the Project Site pursuant to an 
existing Ground and Air Rights Lease with MassDOT, which authorizes four future ground and air rights 
development parcels. The Project team has confirmed with MassDOT that existing and future air rights 
agreements do not require any FHWA participation or approval because there was no federal funding 
applicable to this portion of I-90 and there is no connected action between the ramp closure and the 
Proponent. It was concluded, in consultation with MassDOT, that the Project would not trigger review 
under NEPA or Section 106. 
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The Proponent looks forward to providing thoughtful response to MHC’s other comments regarding the 
Project, which will be addressed in the DEIR. 
 
If you have any questions or require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me at 
(617) 607-1590. 

Sincerely, 

Maureen A. Cavanaugh 
Director of Cultural Resources 

 
Enclosures 
 

Cc: Secretary Matthew A. Beaton, EEA 
Deirdre Buckley, Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Unit 
Alex Strysky, Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Unit 
John McVann, FHWA  
Carol Almeida, FHWA 
Joshua Grzegorzewski, FHWA 
Mark Boyle, MassDOT 
Bryan Gubbins, MassDOT 
Steve McLaughlin, MassDOT 
Michael Trepanier, MassDOT 
Jeffrey Shrimpton, MassDOT 
Roseanne Foley, Boston Landmarks Commission 

 Greg Galer, Boston Preservation Alliance 
 Mike Cantalupa, Boston Properties 
 Melissa Schrock, Boston Properties 
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Garage West Alternate Scheme

Figure 4.3
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         Tel: (617) 626-1000 
Fax: (617) 626-1081 

http://www.mass.gov/eea 
 
 

June 24, 2016 
 

 
CERTIFICATE OF THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS 

ON THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL NOTIFICATION FORM 

 
 
PROJECT NAME : The Back Bay/South End Gateway Project 
PROJECT MUNICIPALITY  : Boston 
PROJECT WATERSHED  : Boston Harbor/Charles River 
EEA NUMBER   : 15502 
PROJECT PROPONENT : BP Hancock LLC 
DATE NOTICED IN MONITOR : April 20, 2016 
 
 

Pursuant to the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (M.G.L. c. 30, ss. 61-62I) and 
Section 11.03 of the MEPA Regulations (301 CMR 11.00), I hereby determine that this project 
requires the preparation of a mandatory Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  

 
The project proposes a major air rights development in the Back Bay and South End of 

Boston. It will include up to 1.2 million square feet (msf) of commercial, residential and retail 
space built over and around the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority’s (MBTA) Back 
Bay/South End Station, Interstate-90/Massachusetts Turnpike (I-90) and the 100 Clarendon 
Street Parking Garage (Garage).  

 
This transit-oriented development provides an opportunity to enhance the public realm 

and vital transportation resources while providing economic development and new housing 
consistent with the Commonwealth’s economic, environmental and transportation goals. It will 
develop high-density office, residential uses and retail adjacent to the MBTA Station. It is 
intended to revitalize the area and create a better connection between the Back Bay and South 
End neighborhoods by integrating the site and its uses with the neighborhood and street-level 
activity. Underutilized ground level areas along Stuart Street and the bus turn-around on 
Clarendon Street will be replaced with more active uses. 

 
A common theme of comment letters is ensuring that the project provides a balanced 

development that places an appropriate emphasis on preserving and improving the public realm. 
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EEA# 11502 ENF Certificate June 24, 2016 
 
Comment letters express concern with the impact of the project on the urban environment and 
historic resources, including the effects of wind and shadow. A particular concern is the potential 
impact of the project and proposed vehicular access on transit operations and pedestrian access. 
To conform with the Commonwealth’s and the City’s urban design and development goals, the 
project must strive not only to preserve and improve operations and access but to increase 
capacity to the extent possible to support increased ridership that will be generated by this 
project. These concerns are similar to those that have been identified and addressed on other 
major redevelopment projects around transit hubs, including the Boston Garden project (EEA# 
15052) at North Station and the South Station Air Rights project (EEA# 9131) at South Station. 
  

As described in the Environmental Notification Form (ENF), the project consists of the 
construction of approximately 1.2 msf of mixed use development, including 575,000 sf of 
commercial office space, 100,000 sf of retail/restaurant space, and 600 residential units. It will 
include parking, loading and service areas. It includes the demolition of an existing parking 
garage and construction over ground and air rights covering the MBTA station. The project is 
comprised of four severable components that may be undertaken in phases by individual owners 
or developers: 
  

1. Garage West Parcel: The existing western garage drum and a portion of the garage 
will be demolished. A new 26-story building with 575,000 sf of commercial office 
space, up to 27,000 sf ground floor retail/restaurant uses, and approximately 200,000 
sf of parking (up to 2,013 spaces) will be constructed.  Most of this project 
component will be constructed over I-90. The Proponent has developed design 
alternatives for the development of this parcel with and without closure of the 
existing on-ramp that connects Clarendon Street and I-90 westbound.  The garage exit 
will be located either on Dartmouth Street or on Trinity Place depending on whether 
the I-90 ramp is eliminated or not. 
 

2. Garage East Parcel: The existing eastern garage drum will be demolished.  A 28-
story, approximately 215,000 sf residential building with 240 units will be 
constructed. Most of this project component will be constructed over I-90. A parking 
garage entrance/exit will be located on Clarendon Street. 

 
3.    Station East Parcel: The existing MBTA bus drop-off will be relocated and an existing 

ventilation tower demolished.  A 34-story, 377,000-sf building will be constructed 
with 360 residential units, 8,500-sf of retail space, and a new entrance to the MBTA 
station. This component of the project may also include reactivation of the Commuter 
Rail head house on the south side of Columbus Ave. Most of this project component 
will be constructed over the MBTA station and/or subway and railroad tracks. 

 
4.    Station West Parcel: The project includes a one- or two-story vertical expansion of the 

MBTA station to provide 30,000 to 65,000 sf of retail.  
  
 Portions of the site are owned by the Massachusetts Department of Transportation 
(MassDOT), the MBTA, and the Proponent. Pursuant to the Proponent’s ground and air rights 
development agreement with the Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT), and 
its property management responsibilities, the Proponent will renovate Back Bay Station. The 
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station improvements include the following elements to improve customer experience and 
access: 
 

• Restore the station architecture to its original condition; 
• Create new and expanded waiting areas; 
• Add lighting and temperature controls; 
• Clarify signage and wayfinding components; 
• Improve access and egress into the station;  
• Renovate the public restrooms;  
• Add retail opportunities to serve MBTA riders and the community; and 
• Provide a monetary contribution that may be used to improve the track-level 

ventilation system.   
 
 The location of this project with direct access to transit offers the most important 
opportunity to minimize the long-term traffic and air quality impacts of the project. I received 
considerable public comment concerning the Proponent’s proposed design for the station 
renovation.  Commenters expressed concern about the lack of public input into the design, about 
vehicular and pedestrian access within and around the station, and whether the design would be 
able to support existing operations in addition to enhancing capacity of the station to 
accommodate increased ridership. I note that MassDOT is initiating a public process regarding 
station improvements which should afford opportunities to learn more about the project and 
goals and to provide input. The Scope for the DEIR requires more information regarding the 
station improvements, including identification of project goals, a detailed description of changes, 
and discussion of how changes address project goals.  
  
Project Site 
 
 The 5.2-acre project site is bounded by Dartmouth Street to the west, Stuart Street and 
Trinity Place to the north, Clarendon Street to the east, and abutting properties along Columbus 
Avenue to the south.  The site is located between the dense commercial development in Copley 
Square and Back Bay and the residential neighborhood of the South End.   
 
 Approximately three-quarters of the site is located on and over the MBTA station and I-
90.  A small portion of the site is located at ground level along Stuart Street between Trinity 
Place and Dartmouth Street.  The MBTA station and tracks occupy the southern half of the site. 
The station serves the MBTA’s Orange Line subway and Commuter Rail, and Amtrak passenger 
rail which provides service between Boston and New York. The station concourse occupies the 
southwest quadrant of the site and its main entrance is located at the street level on Dartmouth 
Street.  The southeast quadrant consists of a second entrance to the station from Clarendon 
Street.  The parcel includes a surface driveway with a bus turnaround and drop-off/pick-up area, 
sidewalks, and a plaza.  Two ventilation stacks are also located on this parcel. A 2,013-space 
parking garage occupies the northern half of the site, most of which spans I-90 between 
Dartmouth and Clarendon Streets. A ramp from Clarendon Street to the westbound lanes of I-90 
is located on the northeast quadrant of the site along the northern edge of the parcel below the 
parking garage.   
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 The portions of the site over I-90 and the subway and railroad tracks are constructed on a 
structural deck supported by pilings.  The pilings are installed on either side of I-90 and in the 
subway and rail platform.  The elevation of the deck along the northeast corner of the site is 
higher than the surrounding streets.  The approximately six-foot difference in elevation between 
Dartmouth Street and the first floor of the garage building requires stairs and ramps to provide 
pedestrian access to the site. Along Stuart Street, the deck elevation is up to 13 feet higher than 
the street.  This side of the site is dominated by a concrete wall at the rear of the sidewalk that 
makes up the difference in elevation and separates the site from pedestrian and street-level 
activity.  Redevelopment of the site is constrained by the deck, existing pilings, cost and 
complexity of constructing the foundation systems, and the need to maintain operations of the 
transportation infrastructure and vehicular and pedestrian corridors. 
 
 The site is located in several zoning areas designated by the Boston Redevelopment 
Authority (BRA).  The majority of the site is located within Area 4 of the Stuart Street District 
established by Article 48 of the Boston Zoning Code in an area designated as Planned 
Development Area (PDA) No. 2. A small part of the site near the intersection of Clarendon 
Street and Columbus Avenue is located in the Community Commercial Zoning Subdistrict 
established in accordance with Article 64 of the Boston Zoning Code.  The site is also located in 
the Groundwater Conservation Overlay District (GCOD) and Restricted Parking Overlay District 
(RPOD).   
 
 The site contains one property, the parking garage at 100 Clarendon Street, that is listed 
in the Massachusetts Historical Commission’s (MHC) Inventory of Historic and Archaeological 
Assets of the Commonwealth.  The site is within one-quarter mile of five historic districts listed 
or eligible to be listed on the State and National Registers, including the Back Bay Historic 
District (BOS.BT)/Back Bay Architectural District (BOS.BW), South End District 
(BOS.AB)/South End Landmark District (BOS.AC), Saint Botolph Architectural Conservation 
District (BOS.BV), Bay Village Historic District (BOS.BQ), and Park Square-Stuart Street 
Historic District.  Sixteen individually designated or inventoried properties are located within 
these districts.  Among the significant buildings in proximity to the site are the YWCA Building 
(BOS.2368) adjacent to the site on Stuart Street, the Boston Public Library- McKim Building 
(BOS.2624), Trinity Church (BOS.2623), New Old South Church (BOS.2653), Trinity Rectory 
(BOS.2371), Youth’s Companion Building, and the Armory of the First Corp of Cadets 
(BOS.2371).  The site is also within landlocked tidelands approximately one-half mile from the 
Charles River.  The site does not include any wetland resource areas.   
 
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation 
 
 The new office, retail, and residential uses will generate 12,980 new average daily trips 
(adt), but the Proponent expects the actual number of new vehicular trips to be considerably 
lower when adjusted to reflect the use of alternate modes of transportation, such as transit and 
walking, to access the site.  No new parking spaces will be added to the existing 2,013 spaces.  
The project will consume 176,574 gallons per day (gpd) of water and generate 160,522 gpd of 
wastewater.  The project will not significantly alter the site’s impervious area.  Emissions of 
Greenhouse Gasses (GHG) and other air pollutants are associated with the burning of fossil fuels 
for on-site energy use and automobile travel by residents and visitors to the site.  The height of 
the proposed buildings may cast shadows and caused changes to wind patterns that affect 
adjacent historic resources. 
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 The project will minimize and mitigate transportation-related impacts through the use of 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures such as encouraging use of public transit 
and other alternate modes of travel.  The project will employ measures to conserve water and 
contribute to Infiltration/Inflow (I/I) reduction to preserve sewer capacity.  The project will 
employ stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs) to improve the water quality and flow 
rate of stormwater discharged from the site, including infiltrating stormwater to the ground.  As 
indicated in the PNF, the project will mitigate GHG emissions by incorporating energy 
efficiency measures into the building design and potentially generating renewable energy on-site.   
 
Permitting and Jurisdiction 
 

The project is undergoing MEPA review and subject to preparation of a mandatory 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) pursuant to Section 11.03 (6)(a)(6) because it requires State 
Agency Permits and will generate 3,000 or more new average daily trips (adt) on roadways 
providing access to a single location.  The project requires approvals for construction in the 
ground and air rights on and above the MBTA station, subway and rail tracks, and I-90 and it 
requires a Vehicular Access Permit from MassDOT. The project may require a Construction Site 
Dewatering Discharge Permit from the Massachusetts Water Resource Authority (MWRA).  It 
will require review by the Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) in connection with the 
project’s potential impacts on historic properties.  The project includes modification to an urban 
renewal plan in accordance with M.G.L. c.121A.  It is also subject to the MEPA GHG Emissions 
Policy and Protocol and will require a Public Benefit Determination.   

 
The project requires a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 

construction permit from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and a Determination 
of No Hazard to Air Navigation from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).   

 
The project will require multiple permits and approvals from the City of Boston, 

including Large Project Review pursuant to Article 80B of the Boston Zoning Code, PDA 
approval, a Construction Management Plan (CMP) and approval of a Transportation Access Plan 
Agreement (TAPA). The Proponent filed a Letter of Intent to the BRA on December 30, 2015. A 
Project Notification Form (PNF) was filed in March and is undergoing review. The Proponent is 
seeking a Planned Development Area from the BRA. PDA3 Review, as required pursuant to 
Article 80C of the Zoning Code. 
 

Because the Proponent is seeking a land transfer in the form of air-rights and ground 
leases from MassDOT, MEPA jurisdiction extends to those aspects of the project within the area 
subject to the land transfer that are likely, directly or indirectly, to cause Damage to the 
Environment. In addition, I note that the project may pursue State Financial Assistance in the 
form of Infrastructure, Investment and I (I-cubed) funding. Pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(2)(a)(3), 
MEPA subject matter jurisdiction is functionally equivalent to full scope jurisdiction. 
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SCOPE 
 
 
General 
 

The DEIR should follow Section 11.07 of the MEPA regulations for outline and content, 
as modified by this scope.  The DEIR should clearly demonstrate that the Proponent has sought 
to avoid, minimize and mitigate Damage to the Environment to the maximum extent feasible. 
 
Project Description and Permitting 
 

The ENF described the existing site conditions and provided a basic project description 
and conceptual plans.  It identified the project’s impacts on transportation, water and sewer use, 
stormwater management, and historic properties and the short-term impacts anticipated during 
the constriction period, and acknowledged the need to mitigate these impacts. A brief list of 
alternatives was provided.  The ENF included a copy of the PNF submitted to the BRA that 
contained a significantly more detailed project description and analysis of the project and its 
impacts and mitigation measures. The PNF provided important context for the project, including 
a discussion of relevant zoning, urban design and planning goals and site constraints, which are 
critical to evaluation of the Preferred Alternative in comparison to other alternatives.  Much of 
the review of the project reflected in this Certificate, including its impacts, and potential 
mitigation measures, is based on information provided in the PNF.  To provide a full and self-
contained description and analysis of the project for the MEPA record, the DEIR should include 
the information contained in the PNF, updated as relevant, in addition to the additional analyses 
and information required in this Scope. 
 
 The DEIR should include a detailed description of existing conditions.  It should clearly 
identify ownership of the site and quantify areas that are on solid ground and areas over the I-90, 
subway, commuter rail, and Amtrak rights-of-way.  The DEIR should describe the project and 
identify any changes to the project since the filing of the ENF.  The DEIR should include 
updated site plans, if applicable, for existing and post-development conditions at a legible scale.  
Conceptual plans should be provided at a legible scale and clearly identify buildings, public 
areas, impervious areas, pedestrian and bicycle accommodations, transportation facilities 
managed by MassDOT, MBTA, and the City of Boston, and stormwater and utility 
infrastructure. 
 
 The DEIR should identify and describe State, federal and local permitting and review 
requirements associated with the project including requests for Financial Assistance and provide 
an update on the status of each of these pending actions. The DEIR should include a description 
and analysis of applicable statutory and regulatory standards and requirements, and a discussion 
of the project’s consistency with those standards. It should describe the project’s consistency 
with the existing Urban Renewal Plan and what modifications to the plan are proposed in 
accordance with M.G.L. c.121A to accommodate the proposed development program. It should 
identify permits and approvals required by the City of Boston and describe the status of these 
reviews and approvals, in particular, in regards to any implications to the project uses or design.   
 
 The DEIR should provide more information about the Proponent’s obligations to manage 
and upgrade the station as part of the Ground and Air Rights Lease. The DEIR should provide a 
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description of the proposed changes to the MBTA station, describe the design review process for 
the changes, including any public review, and respond to the issues and concerns identified in 
comment letters.  It should assess the project’s potential impact on capacity and describe how the 
changes will accommodate existing and future ridership at the station.  
 
 The DEIR should identify and describe projects in the immediate project area which may 
be constructed concurrent with or prior to the proposed development (e.g. Copley Place, EEA# 
14790) and describe related roadway, transit and pedestrian improvements and construction 
phasing.  
 
Project Phasing 
 
 According to the PNF, the development of each of the four parcels is severable from the 
others and therefore the project may be constructed in phases by the Proponent or successor(s) in 
interest based on future market conditions.  The DEIR should describe likely phasing scenarios 
based on site and structural constraints, interdependence of uses such as parking supply, 
mitigation commitments, and any other relevant factors.  The DEIR should discuss how 
mitigation measures will be implemented in the phasing scenarios to ensure that project impacts 
are appropriately mitigated as development proceeds. It should also address how the need for 
subsequent review by MEPA and/or the City of Boston will be addressed.  
 
Alternatives Analysis 
 
 The ENF included a brief description of alternative designs and relatively minor changes 
in programming. The alternatives include the following designs: 
 

• No-Build; 
• Reduced Build; and 
• Increased Build.  

 
 The No-Build Alternative would maintain the existing configuration of the garage and 
station property and continue routine maintenance of the station.  The Reduced Build Alternative 
would involve the construction of a significantly smaller building on one or more of the parcels 
compared to the towers proposed in the Preferred Alternative.  According to the ENF, this 
alternative is not feasible because the high costs related to the foundation and structural systems 
required for construction over the transportation infrastructure present at the site would render a 
smaller development infeasible based on cost.  The Increased Build Alternative would include a 
taller building on the Station West parcel in place of the one- or two-story vertical addition 
proposed in the Preferred Alternative. The Proponent indicates that this alternative would require 
additional foundation and support systems that are costly and not technically feasible because of 
the existing configuration of the station and the need to maintain access to it during construction.  
The Garage West Parcel Bridge Alternative would involve the reorientation of the office 
building proposed for this parcel from an east-west orientation to a north-south orientation.  The 
Proponent has determined this alternative is infeasible and cost-prohibitive because of the 
impacts to space and circulation within the station associated with additional foundation 
elements. These elements would be required through the station concourse and track level to 
bridge I-90 with a structural deck.   
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 MassDOT’s comments indicate that it has considered closure of the I-90 westbound on-
ramp from Clarendon Street independent of the proposed project and that it intends to prepare an 
Interchange Modification Report (IMR) to evaluate the effects of the closure and make a final 
determination. As requested by MassDOT, the ENF described an alternate design for the Garage 
West Preferred Alternative that could be implemented if the I-90 westbound on-ramp were to be 
closed. The proposed development program is essentially the same in both alternatives, but the 
closure of the ramp (Garage West Alternate Scheme) would allow traffic to exit the garage onto 
Trinity Place rather than onto Dartmouth Street, as proposed in the Garage West Base Scheme.  
According to the ENF, the Garage West Alternate Scheme is advantageous because it will avoid 
conflicts with the high level of pedestrian activity on Dartmouth Street, allow a through-block 
pedestrian connection from Stuart Street and Trinity Place to the station, and will make a retail 
space at the corner of Trinity Place and Stuart Street viable.   
 

Should MassDOT determine that the closure would be beneficial, it will consult with the 
City of Boston and submit the IMR to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) for 
approval.  Many commenters noted the conflict between pedestrians and vehicles that would be 
created by a garage exit onto Dartmouth Street.  The DEIR should include a modified version of 
the Garage West Base Scheme that eliminates the Dartmouth Street garage exit and either relies 
solely on the Clarendon Street entrance/exit and/or identifies a second exit into Trinity Place. 
The DEIR must include at least one alternative that provides access to Trinity Place or provide a 
clear analysis of why that is infeasible if the I-90 ramp remains open.  
 
 MassDOT’s and FHWA’s determination regarding the I-90 ramp may have a significant 
impact on traffic flow and operations in the project area. Closure of the ramp would benefit the 
development, primarily, by facilitating an alternate exit on Trinity Street and, secondarily, 
through a relatively small increase in development potential. MassDOT did not provide a 
schedule for completion of the IMR. The DEIR should discuss how schedule and phasing may be 
affected by MassDOT’s determination regarding the ramp and how timing of that decision 
relates to the development project. 
 
 According to the PNF, the project conforms closely to the Stuart Street District zoning 
requirements, but the Proponent will seek PDA approval from the BRA because of the 
complexity of the project and the underlying zoning. The DEIR should include an analysis of at 
least two alternatives, including but not limited to: 
  

• A third residential tower in place of the proposed office tower; and 
• A development that strictly conforms to Stuart Street District and Community 

Commercial Zoning Subdistrict zoning requirements. 
 
 The DEIR should provide a detailed comparison of the alternatives, including detailed 
descriptions and plans of each alternative.  The DEIR should compare the environmental impacts 
of each alternative, quantitatively to the extent practicable, with respect to trip generation, traffic 
operations, pedestrian and bicycle access, water use, wastewater generation, impervious area, 
shadow, wind, GHG emissions, and potential for renewable energy generation. The DEIR should 
describe any impacts or opportunities for improved access to the MBTA station associated with 
the alternatives. 
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In recognition of the likely possibility that the phasing and development will change due 
to market conditions, I encourage the Proponent to think strategically about alternative 
development scenarios and structure them to facilitate subsequent MEPA review (e.g. Notice of 
Project Change (NPC)).  
 
Land 
 
 The project site has complex patterns of ownerships and easements.  Portions of the site 
are owned by MassDOT, the MBTA, and the Proponent. When the Proponent purchased its 
property in 1990, 54 years remained on the lease of the Garage and its air rights from the 
Massachusetts Turnpike Authority (MTA) (which has been incorporated into MassDOT). On 
January 5, 2015, the Proponent entered into a Ground and Air Rights Lease with MassDOT 
which extended the timeframe of the lease to 99 years and expanded the air rights to include 
Back Bay Station. The lease includes provisions (Section 15.8 and 15.9 of the Ground and Air 
Rights Lease) that may authorize air rights development of up to four parcels; these provisions 
are referred to by MassDOT as the Development Agreement. The Ground and Air Rights Lease 
includes a requirement that air rights development undergo MEPA review and other 
“Governmental Approvals.” A Form of Air Rights Development Project Lease was entered into 
on August 1, 2015.  
 
 On February 2, 2016, the Proponent filed a Proposed Air Rights Development Project 
Development Plan (Development Plan) with MassDOT. It describes new development of up to 
1.7 million gross sf (equivalent to approximately 1.3 million Floor to Area Ratio (FAR) sf) in the 
aggregate on the four development parcels described in the Ground and Air Rights Lease, and 
includes conceptual plans, massing diagrams, and other materials that describe and illustrate the 
project. Full execution of the lease will not occur until completion of MEPA review and other 
required reviews, approvals and conditions. 
 

The Proponent occupies the majority of the site pursuant to the Ground and Air Rights 
Lease with MassDOT, which authorizes the ground and air rights development on the four 
parcels.  As noted above, the Proponent has property management responsibilities for the MBTA 
Station concourse and has commenced a series of station upgrades. The site is also subject to 
easements for rail service, utilities, and other private parties that must be maintained as part of 
the site redevelopment.   
 

The DEIR should include one or more graphics that clearly identifies the areas subject to 
the MassDOT lease. It should identify and quantify current ownership, proposed ownership/ 
development rights, and temporary and permanent easement areas, including any easements 
required by the project from the City of Boston. It should include, in an appendix, the Ground 
and Air Rights Lease and the Development Plan. The DEIR should describe any additional 
ownership or lease arrangements that would be required to implement project alternatives related 
to the closure of the I-90 ramp. 
 
Traffic and Transportation 
 
 The PNF provided a description of existing traffic patterns, on-site parking capacity, and 
public transportation service to the site. It included trip generation estimates and likely travel 
routes for vehicles arriving to and departing from the site.  The DEIR should include a Traffic 
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Impact Assessment (TIA) as described below and provide additional analysis regarding the 
project’s impact and proposed mitigation measures related to vehicular traffic, pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities, and public transportation.  MassDOT comments stress that the TIA should 
include a comprehensive multimodal assessment of transportation impacts including vehicular, 
transit and pedestrian capacity analysis.  A major focus of this section of the DEIR should be a 
detailed analysis of existing conditions and measures the project could implement to encourage 
and facilitate transit, bicycle and pedestrian access to the buildings and MBTA station and the 
surrounding area. 
 
 Existing Conditions 

 
 Vehicles currently enter the parking garage through the entrance on Clarendon Street or, 
for pass-holders only, the entrance drum on the Garage West Parcel accessible from Stuart Street 
via Trinity Place.  Vehicles may exit the garage on either Clarendon Street or pass-holders may 
use the exit drum on the Garage East parcel.  Vehicles leaving through the exit drum have access 
to the I-90 westbound ramp and Trinity Place/Stuart Street via a MassDOT service road.  
Because Clarendon Street is a one way street with traffic flowing south, vehicles using this 
entrance must come from the direction of Stuart Street or Stanhope Street and make a right turn 
into the garage; exiting vehicles must turn right toward Columbus Avenue.  A police officer or 
garage employee typically controls traffic entering or exiting the garage during peak periods 
because of the high volume of pedestrians crossing the garage driveway to access or leave the 
nearby MBTA station entrance.  
 
 The site is served by multiple transit options.  The Back Bay Station provides access to 
the MBTA’s Orange Line subway; the Franklin, Needham, Providence/Stoughton, and 
Framingham/Worcester commuter rail lines; and Amtrak service to points south.  The Copley 
Square Station provides access to four branches on the Green Line. The MBTA operates nine bus 
routes in the vicinity of the project site, including Routes 10, 39, and 170 that stop or terminate at 
the station.  The Route 39 bus terminates in the drop-off area on the Station East parcel.  
According to the PNF, the Proponent is working with the MBTA to determine a suitable new 
terminus for the Route 39 bus prior to construction of the proposed residential building on the 
Station East parcel.   
  
 Proposed Parking Garage Ingress and Egress 
  
 The project will not increase the number of parking spaces at the site.  Parking will be 
provided on the Garage West and Garage East parcels but the entry and exit drums will be 
demolished.  Under the Garage West Base Scheme, the connections between Stuart Street/Trinity 
Place and the garage would be eliminated. Direct access from the garage to the I-90 westbound 
on-ramp would also be eliminated, but the ramp would remain accessible from Clarendon Street.  
A new exit would be provided onto Dartmouth Street and the Clarendon Street driveway would 
be maintained.  Under the Garage West Alternate Scheme, the I-90 westbound on-ramp would be 
removed, allowing for an exit from the garage to Stuart Street.  The only entrance to the garage 
would be through the Clarendon Street driveway, which would continue to serve as an exit from 
the driveway. 
 
 As noted above, the Garage West Base Scheme could create a significant conflict 
between pedestrians and vehicles.  The sidewalk along Dartmouth Street is heavily used and 
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provides direct access to the MBTA station from Copley Square. Many comment letters 
expressed concern with this exit. I expect that the DEIR will include an assessment of this 
potential conflict and identify alternatives to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts to pedestrian 
flow along Dartmouth Street.  The DEIR requires analysis of an alternative Garage West Base 
Scheme that does not include a garage exit in this location.  As described below, the DEIR will 
also provide a detailed pedestrian impact analysis that will include an evaluation of the Garage 
West Base and Alternate Scheme. 
 
 Traffic Operations 
 
 According to the PNF, the project will generate 12,980 adt based on the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Land Use Codes (LUC) 220 (Apartment), 710 (Office) and 820 
(Shopping Center).  The project will generate 1,261 trips during the AM peak period and 1,458 
during the PM peak period.  The Garage West Alternate Scheme would result in higher trip 
generation, with a total of 14,620 adt, 1,302 trips during the AM peak, and 1,602 trips during the 
PM peak. Most of the site’s visitors and residents are expected to use alternate modes of 
transportation such as transit, walking, biking, or ridesharing.  Adjusting for the anticipated high 
level of non-single occupant vehicle (SOV) trips, the project is expected to generate 4,180 adt 
under the base scheme and 4,974 adt under full build conditions with the Garage West Alternate 
Scheme. 
 

The DEIR should include a Transportation Impact Assessment (TIA) consistent with the 
EEA/MassDOT Transportation Impact Assessment (TIA) Guidelines issued in March 2014 and 
the analyses and data requested in MassDOT’s comment letter. The traffic study should provide 
a comprehensive multimodal evaluation of transportation impacts and identify appropriate 
mitigation.  The TIA should provide transit and capacity analyses and evaluate bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities for the existing conditions, future No-Build conditions, and future Build 
conditions.  The Proponent should provide a clear commitment to implement integrated 
multimodal mitigation measures to improve vehicular traffic operations and accommodate 
walking, bicycling and transit use by employees, residents, and visitors to the site. The TIA 
should describe the timing of impacts and mitigation measures, particularly with respect to any 
phasing of the project build-out. The TIA should include an analysis of any intersections in the 
study area that have crash rates higher than the State and/or MassDOT District 6 average, and 
discuss causality and potential mitigation measures to be implemented by the Proponent. 

 
In addition to the trip generation estimates included in the PNF, the DEIR should provide 

estimates for the average Saturday daily trips and Saturday peak period trips based on the ITE 
Trip Generation Manual (9th Edition).  Adjustments of the trip generation estimates should be 
calculated using applicable methodologies for pass-by and/or internal capture trips from the most 
recent editions of the ITE Trip Generation Manual and Trip Generation Handbook.  The DEIR 
should include a trip distribution for the project using a gravity model based on factors such as 
census data, origin-destination, travel time, and distance to determine trip characteristics for 
employees and residents of the project site. The model should also consider the impact of the 
potential closure of the I-90 on ramp to the transportation network and trip distribution. The 
Proponent should consult with MassDOT, the City of Boston, and the MBTA to develop travel 
demand and trip generation characteristics in light of the difficulty in adequately modeling the 
transit trip generation and trip assignments for the project.  The City of Boston’s mode split data 
for this section of the city should be compared to the ITE values to better estimate the share of 
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trips accomplished by walking, bicycling, and transit use. The DEIR should fully document how 
the trip generation estimates and trip assignments were derived. If appropriate, the study area 
defined below should be modified on the basis of these results. 

 
MassDOT has requested that additional locations be added to the study area proposed in 

the PNF. The TIA study area should include the following 32 intersections and roadways: 
 
• Boylston Street at Clarendon Street; 
• Boylston Street at Berkeley Street; 
• St. James Avenue at Dartmouth Street; 
• St. James Avenue at Trinity Place; 
• St. James Avenue at Clarendon Street; 
• St. James Avenue at Berkeley Street; 
• St. James Avenue at Arlington Street; 
• Huntington Avenue at Exeter Street and Stuart Street; 
• Stuart Street at Dartmouth Street; 
• Stuart Street at Trinity Place; 
• Stuart Street at Clarendon Street; 
• Stuart Street at Berkeley Street; 
• Stuart Street at Arlington Street; 
• Clarendon Street at Stanhope Street; 
• Clarendon Street at Back Bay Station; 
• Clarendon Street at the I-90 westbound on-ramp 
• Columbus Avenue at Dartmouth Street; 
• Columbus Avenue at Clarendon Street; 
• Columbus Avenue at Cahners Place; 
• Columbus Avenue at Berkeley Street; 
• Arlington Street at Marginal Road and the I-90 on-ramp; 
• Arlington Street at Stuart Street/Columbus Avenue; 
• Arlington Street/Herald Street at Tremont Street; 
• Herald Street at Albany Street; 
• Albany Street at I-93 southbound on-ramp; 
• Albany Street at Traveler Street; 
• Berkeley Street at Storrow Drive on-ramps; 
• Storrow Drive eastbound off-ramp at Clarendon Street; 
• Stuart Street at I-90 westbound off-ramp; and 
• Huntington Avenue at Blagden Street/I-90 westbound on-ramp. 

 
 The TIA should include operational analyses for the I-90 mainline, including the merge 
sections for the Arlington Street, Clarendon Street, and Huntington Avenue on-ramps.  The TIA 
should provide comprehensive analyses for both the No-Build and Future Build scenarios in 
which the I-90 westbound ramp remains open or is permanently closed.   
 
 The TIA should also include trips that will be generated by nearby planned and/or 
approved projects in establishing traffic volumes for the future No-Build and Build scenarios.  In 
addition, an annual growth factor should be applied to existing traffic volumes prior to addition 
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project-specific background growth.  The planning horizon for the TIA should be seven years 
from the filing of the DEIR, with the exception of the analyses of the I-90 westbound on-ramp 
closure, which should use a 20-year planning horizon consistent with FHWA requirements.  The 
Proponent should consult with MassDOT regarding the modeling of impacts to area traffic 
conditions associated with proposed I-90 westbound ramp closure. 
 

The DEIR should characterize existing and future traffic operations with capacity 
analyses for the weekday AM and PM and Saturday peak hour conditions for all intersections. 
The capacity analyses should be performed for the entire build-out including both the Garage 
West Base Scheme and Garage West Alternative Scheme which is based on the elimination of 
the I-90 westbound on-ramp.  The DEIR should document the project’s impacts to vehicular 
flow and bus headway at the station entrance and consider impacts due to the proposed 
signalized exits.  The DEIR should depict the peak hour 50th (average) and 95th percentile queue 
lengths for each lane group/turning movement at each study area intersection for all scenarios.  
The results of this analysis should be provided in a tabular format that identifies Existing, No 
Build, Future Build and Future Build with Mitigation scenarios for all peak hour conditions.  The 
analysis should clearly identify any extended queues that would affect vehicle movements and 
identify appropriate mitigation.  The level of service (LOS) for each lane group/turning 
movement should be clearly depicted for each scenario using color coded illustrations.  The 
DEIR should include a traffic signal warrant study (TSWS) and document the need at any 
intersection where signalization is proposed.  The DEIR should also identify any locations where 
a left turn lane is proposed and fully document the need for the turning lane.  The DEIR should 
include sufficiently detailed conceptual plans (preferably 80-scale) for proposed roadway 
improvements in order to verify the feasibility of constructing improvements.  The plans should 
show proposed lane widths and offsets, layout lines and jurisdictions, and land uses adjacent to 
areas where improvements are proposed.  

 
Any proposed mitigation within the state highway layout and all internal site circulation 

must be consistent with a Complete Streets design approach that provides adequate and safe 
accommodations for all roadway users, including bicyclists, pedestrians, and public transit riders.  
Guidance on Complete Streets design guidelines is included in the MassDOT Project 
Development and Design Guide.  I expect the Proponent to consult with the City of Boston 
regarding its Complete Streets Initiative and opportunities for incorporating “green infrastructure 
into the design of streets and sidewalks.  
 
 Parking 
 
 The project will include up to 2,013 parking spaces.  The DEIR should discuss the 
rationale for determining the number of parking spaces to be provided.  According to MassDOT, 
the most recent edition of ITE’s Parking Generation document should be consulted, but it may 
not effectively predict parking rates for this mixed-use project.  The DEIR should include a 
summary of the parking need and supply for comparable facilities using multiple data sources, 
including consultation with the Boston Transportation Department (BTD).  The DEIR should 
describe how occupancy of parking spaces at these facilities varies during the day and identify 
peak periods of use. 
 
  

13 
 

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
1.32 cont.

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
1.33

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
1.34

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
1.35

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
1.36

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
1.37

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
1.38

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
1.39

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
1.40



EEA# 11502 ENF Certificate June 24, 2016 
 
 Public Transportation 
 
 As achieving a high transit mode share for this project is predicated on the project’s 
proximity to transit, the DEIR should include a detailed transit capacity analysis to determine the 
existing conditions and potential impacts of the project on the transit system. The analysis should 
be developed in consultation with the MBTA and the Central Transportation Planning Staff 
(CTPS). The analysis should be based on the existing Orange Line system and any planned 
service enhancements and include projected conditions upon completion of individual phases 
and the Full Build.  The DEIR should evaluate the additional demand the project will place on 
public transportation facilities and services.  The DEIR should address the expected additional 
ridership on the Orange Line and the impact of the additional ridership throughout the day, 
including peak periods.  The DEIR should include tables showing the peak period headway and 
the MBTA’s Policy Load and Crush Load Capacity for both inbound and outbound directions on 
the Orange Line.  The data should be provided for future conditions upon completion of project 
phases and the full buildout. This information should be shown graphically to indicate the 
project’s added ridership in comparison to base ridership and the load capacities. 
 
 The DEIR should describe existing conditions at the station, describe how employees, 
visitors, and residents will access the station, identify any measures that may be necessary to 
improve conditions and capacity to address increased transit ridership.  The DEIR should include 
a discussion of the ongoing improvements the Proponent is implementing at the station as part of 
its management responsibilities and how those improvements will accommodate growth in the 
volume of transit riders generated by the project and adjacent projects.  I note that MassDOT 
intends to initiate public review of proposed improvements this year and expect this process will 
inform the DEIR. 
 
 The DEIR should provide a detailed analysis of the project’s impact to the MBTA bus 
network that serves the site, including Routes 10, 39, and 170. The DEIR should review the 
capacity of bus service to the site under existing conditions and upon completion of the project, 
taking into account other projects in the vicinity that are under construction or planned.  The 
DEIR should evaluate options for relocating the Route 39 terminus and identify the potential 
impacts to service.  The Proponent should provide the analysis of impacts to bus service 
requested in MassDOT’s comment letter.   
 
 Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 
 
 The DEIR should provide an inventory of pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the study 
area and bicycle network in the vicinity of the project as requested in MassDOT’s comment 
letter.  The inventory should document the width and condition of sidewalks and crosswalks, 
bikeway types, bikeway widths, and number and speed of bicyclists.  Travel routes of bicyclists 
through the area should be identified and evaluated in terms of safety and origin-destination of 
potential employees and residents of the project site. The DEIR should identify measures for 
improving deficient pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the area and expanding or adding new 
bicycle routes. The DEIR should quantify the capacity of sidewalks and bicycle facilities 
adjacent to the project site and identify any impacts or improvements on pedestrian and bicycle 
passage that are related to the project.  Plans included in the PNF showed potential locations of a 
pedestrian bridge spanning Dartmouth Street and another that would connect the Proponent’s 
property at 40 Trinity Place to 200 Clarendon Street.  The DEIR should discuss the pedestrian 

14 
 

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
1.41

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
1.42

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
1.44

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
1.45

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
1.46

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
1.47

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
1.43



EEA# 11502 ENF Certificate June 24, 2016 
 
bridges in the context of overall pedestrian circulation in the area and provide more detail about 
potential locations and designs of the bridges. 
 
 The DEIR should include a pedestrian impact analysis to determine the quality of service 
provided to pedestrians at intersections and pedestrian facilities in the vicinity of the project site.  
The analysis should provide a pedestrian LOS for each intersection and crosswalk under the 
Existing, No Build, and Build conditions, for the Garage West Base Scheme, Garage West 
Alternative Scheme, and version of the Garage West Alternative Scheme that does not include a 
garage exit onto Dartmouth Street.  The pedestrian impact analysis should be prepared using 
methodologies described in the most recent edition of the Highway Capacity Manual.  
 
Transportation Demand Management  
 
 The PNF indicated that the Proponent will develop and implement a robust 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program to provide incentives for using alternative 
transportation and discourage SOV trips. The TDM program should evaluate all feasible 
measures to reduce trip generation associated with the project. The TDM plan should seek to 
maximize the use of pedestrian and bicycle facilities, offer incentives for using public 
transportation, and encourage the use of low-emissions vehicles. The Proponent should consider 
implementing the following measures: 
 

• Designation of a full-time on-site TDM coordinator; 
• Provision of commuter information for employees and visitors; 
• Bicycle and pedestrian improvements within the project site and connections to 

adjacent streets, public transportations, and other destinations; 
• Participation in programs providing alternative transportation; 
• Participation in available fixed-route transit services that are or will become 

available in the vicinity;  
• Subsidized passes for residents; 
• Support for ride-sharing matching/carpooling through the active promotion of 

NuRide, the Commonwealth’s web-based trip planning and ride-matching system 
that allows users to earn rewards for taking greener trips; 

• Provide an appropriate number of parking spaces for a car-sharing program; 
• Provide preferential parking for low-emission vehicles; 
• Installing on-site electric vehicle (EV) and solar-powered EV charging stations; 
• Implement a five-year monitoring program to determine the effectiveness of the 

TDM program, on an iterative basis; 
• Organize carpools/vanpools to nearby employment, retail, and health care centers;  
• Provide indoor, secure bicycle parking; and  
• Consult with MassRIDES, the Commonwealth’s Travel Options provider, to help 

implement the program. 
 
 The Proponent should consult with MassRIDES and A Better City Transportation 
Management Association (TMA) to discuss specific measures that have been successful in 
reducing trip generation for similar projects in Boston. 
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Transportation Monitoring Program 
  
 According to MassDOT, the Proponent will be required to conduct annual traffic 
monitoring for a period of five years.  The goal of the monitoring program is to evaluate the 
transportation-related assumptions made in the DEIR, the adequacy of mitigation measures, and 
the effectiveness of the TDM program.  The monitoring program will include: 
 

• Simultaneous automatic traffic recorder (ATR) counts at each garage entrance for a 
continuous 24-hour period on a typical weekday and Saturday; 

• Travel survey of employees, patrons, and residents of the site;  
• Weekday AM and PM peak hour turning movement counts (TMC) and operations 

analysis at mitigated intersections, including the garage entrances; and 
• An update on TDM effectiveness and transit ridership. 

 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions 

 
This project is subject to review under the May 5, 2010 MEPA GHG Policy.  The DEIR 

should include an analysis of GHG emissions and mitigation measures in accordance with the 
standard requirements of this Policy. The Policy requires Proponents to quantify carbon dioxide 
(CO2) emissions and identify measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate such emissions. The 
analysis should quantify the direct and indirect CO2 emissions of the project's energy use 
(stationary sources) and transportation-related emissions (mobile sources).  Direct emissions 
include on-site stationary sources, which typically emit GHGs by burning fossil fuel for heat, hot 
water, steam and other processes. Indirect emissions result from the consumption of energy, such 
as electricity, that is generated off-site by burning of fossil fuels, and from emissions from 
vehicles used by employees, vendors, customers and others. The DEIR should identify and 
commit to mitigation measures to avoid and minimize GHG emissions. The Proponent should 
refer to the Policy for additional guidance on the GHG analysis. MEPA, MassDEP and the 
Department of Energy Resources (DOER) staff are available to assist with these efforts and the I 
Proponent should consult with them regarding the analysis prior to submission of the DEIR. 

  
  I strongly encourage the Proponent to explore the availability of financial incentives 
offered by utility companies to help implement energy efficiency measures that would reduce 
GHG emissions. These incentives may be performance-based and tied to power and fuel avoided 
compared to a building designed to Building Code requirements.  Incentives may also be 
available to offset design charette and energy modeling costs.  For gas, more information is 
available on National Grid’s website and in National Grid’s New Construction Guide.1 For 
electricity, more information can be obtained by contacting  newconstructionMA@eversource.com. 
The GHG analysis should report on financial incentives that may be available from utility 
companies to help offset the cost of energy efficiency measures of this project.  

 

1 National Grid Commercial and Industrial Construction Services:  
https://www.nationalgridus.com/Trade/EE-Programs-Solutions/CI-New-Construction- 
Services?gclid=Cj0KEQjwrte4BRD- 
oYi3y5_AhZ4BEiQAzIFxn_VdWabqesqI52YlID4qJ0nC6a4rTuojTUh33NDqAeoaAmeb8P8HA
Q  
 

New Construction Guide: 
https://www.nationalgridus.com/media/trade/NewConstruction_Guide_Digital_Update.pdf  
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Stationary Sources 
 
I note that the City of Boston is a designated Green Community.  As such, the City has 

adopted the Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Stretch Energy Code (SC). Therefore, the project 
will be required to meet the applicable version of the Stretch Code in effect at the time of 
construction.  The Stretch Code increases the energy efficiency code requirements for new 
construction (both residential and commercial) and for major residential renovations or additions 
in municipalities that adopt it. A revised Stretch Code (SCII) is pending review and approval by 
the Board of Building Regulations and Standards (BBRS).  According to the PNF, the SCII is 
anticipated to require energy use in new large buildings to be approximately 10 percent below 
the baseline of standard established by the Building Code, which will be based on standards of 
the 2015 International Energy Conservation Code (IECC 2015) which references standards 
established by the American Society of Heating, Refrigerating, and Air-Conditioning Engineers 
(ASHRAE 90.1-2013).   

 
According to the PNF, the project has been designed to incorporate energy efficiency 

measures to meet the anticipated requirements of SCII.  The PNF included a discussion of the 
preliminary energy efficiency design measures and modeling results for the proposed buildings.   
The buildings will use approximately 20 percent less energy than the IECC 2015 standard, 
resulting in a reduction in GHG emissions of approximately 18 percent.  Energy efficiency 
measures incorporated into the design of the project include: 

 
• High efficiency condensing boilers to meet space heating demands and hot water 

demands; 
• High-efficiency vertical stacked water source heat pumps connected to condensing 

boilers and cooling towers; 
• Dedicated outside air system with energy recovery; 
• Floor-by-floor variable air volume (VAV) reheat units serving chilled beams; 
• Premium efficiency water-cooled chiller plant with variable frequency drives; 
• Low lighting power densities to be achieved by using LED lighting; 
• Forty-six percent window to wall ratio with insulated shadow box or spandrel in the 

Station West retail units;  
• Low U-value wall and roof insulation; and  
• Fifteen percent skylight to roof ratio in the Station West retail units. 

 
The DEIR should include a GHG emissions analysis that calculates and compares GHG 

emissions from: 1) a Base Case corresponding to the current Massachusetts Building Code and 
2) a Preferred Alternative that achieves greater reductions in energy use and GHG emissions than 
required by the Building Code. The GHG analysis should model energy use, emissions, and 
mitigation measures associated with the project in accordance with the GHG Policy and the 
Department of Energy Resource’s (DOER) comment letter.  
 
  The GHG analysis should clearly demonstrate consistency with the objectives of MEPA 
review, one of which is to document the means by which Damage to the Environment can be 
avoided, minimized and mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. The Proponent should 
identify the model used to analyze GHG emissions, clearly state modeling assumptions, 
explicitly note which GHG reduction measures have been modeled, and identify whether certain 
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building design or operational GHG reduction measures will be mandated by the Proponent to 
future occupants or merely encouraged for adoption and implementation. The DEIR should 
include the modeling printout for each alternative and emission tables that compare base case 
emissions in tons per year (tpy) with the Preferred Alternative showing the anticipated reduction 
in tpy and percentage by emissions source (direct, indirect and transportation). Other tables and 
graphs may also be included to convey the GHG emissions and potential reductions associated 
with various mitigation measures as necessary. The DEIR should provide the information and 
formatted tables requested in the DOER comment letter.  

 
The DEIR should present an evaluation of mitigation measures identified in the GHG 

Policy Appendix. In particular, the feasibility of each of the mitigation measures outlined below 
should be assessed for each of the major project elements, and if feasible, GHG emissions 
reduction potential associated with major mitigation elements should be evaluated to assess the 
relative benefits of each measure. The DEIR should explain, in reasonable detail, why certain 
measures, which could provide significant GHG reductions, were not selected – either because it 
is not applicable to the project or is considered technically or financially infeasible. The DEIR 
should assess the feasibility of the following mitigation measures: 
 

• Minimize energy use through building orientation and evaluate its impacts on energy 
usage, including solar gain, day-lighting and viability of solar photovoltaic (PV) systems; 

• Use of high-albedo roofing materials; 
• Install high-efficiency HVAC systems and adequate numbers of thermal zones to support 

temperature controls; 
• Reduce energy use through peak shaving or load shifting strategies; 
• Maximize interior day-lighting through floor-plates, increased building perimeter and use 

of skylights, clerestories and light wells; 
• Incorporate window glazing to balance and optimize daylighting, heat loss and solar heat 

gain performance; 
• Incorporate roof and wall insulation to minimize heat loss and minimize uncontrolled 

infiltration through the building envelope; 
• Incorporate lighting motion sensors, climate control and building energy management 

systems; 
• Install energy efficient LED lighting, both exterior and interior;  
• Evaluate additional measures to reduce project plug loads, including the use of more 

efficient equipment (such as Energy Star), consider energy consumption as a factor in the 
selection of special equipment, and consider power management techniques; 

• Use of combined heat and power (CHP) units for the residential component of the 
project; 

• Develop a tenant manual to encourage energy and water conservation, recycling, and use 
of Energy Star rated appliances to reduce plug loads; and 

• Consider the development of a “green lease” program whereby tenants agree to pay the 
landlord recovery costs for energy efficiency improvements based on predicted cost 
savings to the tenant.  

 
The DEIR should include an analysis of at least three wall/fenestration scenarios, 

including the use of spandrels, which exceed minimum Building Code specifications.  It should 
analyze the feasibility and benefits of incorporating on-site generation and renewable energy 
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sources thoroughly in the DEIR. At a minimum, the DEIR should analyze the feasibility of 
employing solar photovoltaic (PV), solar hot water, CHP systems, and document the expected 
energy savings and reduction in GHG emissions from each generating technology. The 
Proponent should consider the use of one or more CHP systems for this project. Beyond 
providing efficient power for lighting and heating, CHP can also create greater reliability for 
electricity, greater control over uncertainties associated with energy prices, and produce off-grid 
power in the event of a black-out. I encourage the Proponent to consult with DOER regarding 
this analysis to ensure that the analysis accurately reflects the benefits of CHP. 

 
 The solar feasibility analysis should consider solar PV for both a first-party and a third-
party ownership structure.  The Proponent should contact the MEPA office for recently updated 
data on solar installation costs and a solar financial modeling spreadsheet. The analysis should: 
 

• Estimate available roof area (excluding areas dedicated for mechanical equipment) or 
ground space for solar panel installation; 

• State the assumed panel efficiency; 
• Estimate electrical or thermal output of the potential system; and 
• Estimate annual GHG reductions due to the use of renewable energy versus electricity or 

natural gas. 

 The analysis should include a narrative and data to support the Proponent’s adoption (or 
dismissal) of solar PV or solar thermal systems as a feasible measure to avoid, minimize or 
mitigate project-related GHG emissions and Damage to the Environment.  For those projects that 
choose not to implement the use of solar in conjunction with the project, the analysis should 
include: 
 

• A commitment to construct the project as “solar-ready”. At a minimum, this commitment 
should include design of a structure capable of supporting solar-related infrastructure.  
Such a commitment may also include provision of interconnection and inverter 
equipment, or other design features to facilitate future solar installations. 

• Completion of cost analysis to determine the overall financial feasibility of installation of 
solar, including potential payback periods for first-party and third-party ownership 
systems.  

• Discussion of potential environmental constraints (shading, presence of wetlands, etc.) 
limiting the application of solar on-site. 

I encourage the Proponent to consider design options that will allow for cost-effective 
integration of efficiency or renewable energy measures in the future when such measures may 
become more financially or technically feasible.   
 
Mobile sources  
 
 The GHG analysis should include an evaluation of potential GHG emissions from mobile 
emissions sources. The DEIR should follow the guidance provided in the Policy for Indirect 
Emissions from Transportation to determine mobile emissions for Existing Conditions, Build 
Conditions, and Build Conditions with Mitigation. The Proponent should thoroughly explore 
means to improve traffic operations and minimize overall single occupancy vehicle trips. 
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Improvements in traffic operations that minimize idling time can minimize overall project-
related mobile source emissions. The DEIR should also review measures to promote the use of 
low-emissions vehicles, including installing EV charging stations and providing designated 
parking spaces for these vehicles. The Build with Mitigation model should incorporate roadway 
improvements and TDM measures to be implemented by the Proponent.   
 
Mitigation 
 

The DEIR should include a commitment to provide a self-certification to the MEPA 
Office at the completion of the project. It should be signed by an appropriate professional (e.g. 
engineer, architect, transportation planner, general contractor) indicating that all of the GHG 
mitigation measures, or equivalent measures that are designed to collectively achieve identified 
reductions in stationary source GHG emission and transportation-related measures, have been 
incorporated into the project.  
 
Air Quality 
 

In accordance with the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for ozone attainment, the 
proponent must conduct an indirect source review analysis. This analysis should be conducted in 
accordance with MassDEP Guidelines for Performing Mesoscale Analysis of Indirect Sources.  
The proponent should consult with MassDEP for guidance and for confirmation of the 
appropriate study areas. The purpose of the analysis is to determine whether and to what extent 
the project will increase the amount of volatile organic compounds (VOC) and nitrogen oxides 
(NOx) emitted in the project area and to determine consistency with the SIP. The analysis should 
model emissions under No Build and Build conditions. If VOC emissions are greater than the No 
Build scenario, the proponent must provide measures to mitigate this impact, including a TDM 
Program. 
 

Commenters have noted the potential impacts of locating residential development 
adjacent or proximate to a source of ultra fine particulate matter (UFP) such as vehicle emissions 
from I-90.  I encourage the proponent to incorporate measures to enhance indoor air quality, 
including the installation of High-Efficiency Particulate Air (HEPA) filters into the heating, 
ventilating, and air conditioning (HVAC) system.   Additionally, I recommend that the 
Proponent locate air intakes as far away as possible from sources of pollutants.   
 
Climate Change and Sustainability 
 
 The DEIR should provide an analysis of potential effects of climate change that could 
affect the project and identify and describe resiliency measures that will be incorporated into the 
project design, including any resiliency measures to be incorporated into the station upgrade.  
The PNF included an evaluation of the project’s climate change preparedness and a copy of the 
BRA Climate Change Resiliency and Preparedness Checklist.  According to the PNF, the site is 
not located within a flood hazard area as delineated on the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency’s (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map for the area. The PNF also included inundation 
probability maps published in the MassDOT-FHWA Pilot Project Report: Climate Change and 
Extreme Weather, Vulnerability Assessments and Adaptation Options for the Central 
Artery/Tunnel ((June 2015).  According to this report, the site is located in an area of minimal 
flood risk on the projected 2070 inundation probability map under the high emissions scenario.  
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The Proponent is considering incorporating the following features into the project design to 
increase resiliency from climate change-induced flooding, sea level rise, and more frequent and 
intense storms and extreme heat events: 
 

• Energy-efficient equipment; 
• Back-up generators for critical systems; 
• On-site renewable energy; 
• Rainwater harvesting; 
• Fortification of buildings and utilities against extreme storm events; 
• Locating critical equipment above grade; 
• Implementing flood barriers in the future, if necessary; 
• Operable windows in residential buildings to provide natural ventilation;  
• Capacity for water storage; and,  
• Low-carbon building design. 

 
I urge the Proponent to consider any additional design features that may provide 

resiliency and support adaptation under future climate scenarios. 
 
The DEIR should discuss sustainable design features of the project.  Article 37 of the 

Boston Zoning Code requires that the project be certifiable by the U.S. Green Building Council’s 
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design program.  The PNF included an outline of 
measures the project will implement that are creditable toward LEED certification.  The DEIR 
should include a full evaluation of ustainable design elements for the buildings and exterior site 
areas, including measures identified in the LEED rating system. The DEIR should also describe 
how the project will use recycled building materials and incorporate recycling and source 
reduction. 
 
Stormwater and Groundwater 
 

The PNF described existing stormwater facilities on each parcel and traced the flow of 
stormwater through the BWSC system to the ultimate discharge points.  The PNF described the 
preliminary design of the project’s stormwater management facilities, including infiltration 
systems and components to improve water quality, including removal of Total Suspended Solids 
(TSS) and phosphorous. The stormwater management system will be designed to comply with 
the SMS, including requirements for maintaining pre-development peak discharge stormwater 
flow rates and volumes.  The project is considered a Land Use with Higher Potential Pollutant 
Loads (LUHPPL) and the stormwater management system will be designed to treat the one-inch 
water quality volume to the maximum extent practicable.    

 
The project is located in the City of Boston’s GCOD.  The project must therefore 

undertake measures to infiltrate stormwater runoff to replenish groundwater.  According to the 
PNF, observation wells in the vicinity of the site have reported the groundwater elevation to vary 
from elevation 2 feet to elevation 7 feet Boston City Base (BCB) between 1999 and 2015. 
According to the PNF, approximately three-quarters of the site is located above transportation 
infrastructure, including I-90 travel lanes and subway and railroad tracks, that are at an elevation 
below the desired groundwater recharge elevation.  Because of this, it may not be possible to 
meet the standard of recharging the first inch of runoff over the entire post-development 
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impervious area. The stormwater management system will be designed to include recharge 
chambers designed to infiltrate runoff over a 72-hour period to maximize recharge to 
groundwater.  The DEIR should provide details about infiltration methods included in the 
stormwater management design and any necessary data and analysis to document the extent to 
which the project will meet the GCOD infiltration standard. 
 

The DEIR should include the information and plans provided in the PNF describing the 
existing stormwater management infrastructure, including connections to the Boston Water and 
Sewer Commission (BWSC) system, and ultimate discharge points. The DEIR should identify 
stormwater modeling assumptions, detail the proposed stormwater management system, and 
provide supporting documentation or data to demonstrate that it will comply with the SMS and 
BWSC standards. The DEIR should describe the proposed management system and include 
calculations, plans at a readable scale, and design details for Best Management Practices 
(BMPs). It should identify specific BMPs for the parking garage to mitigate stormwater runoff, 
in particular oil separators or similar BMPs.  
 

 Stormwater runoff from the site will be directed to the Charles River. MassDEP has 
established Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL) for the Charles River for phosphorous and 
pathogens.  The DEIR should identify BMPs and low impact development measures to maximize 
groundwater recharge.  The DEIR should provide sufficient detail to demonstrate that the 
stormwater management system will meet the Charles River TMDLs requirements for 
phosphorous and pathogens.  
 
Water and Wastewater 
 

The project will consume 176,574 gpd and generate 160,522 gpd of wastewater.  The 
DEIR should tabulate wastewater generation and water consumption by use, including estimates 
of peak and continuous maximum water demand for each proposed use and for landscape 
irrigation and air conditioning make-up water. The DEIR should include information provided in 
the PNF concerning the existing and proposed water and wastewater systems on site and in the 
BWSC system.  The DEIR should analyze flow pressure and/or existing capacity of the BWSC 
water and sewer system that serve the site. The DEIR should describe the location and size of 
infrastructure, connections to the BWSC water and sewer systems, and the path and ultimate 
disposal of wastewater from the site. The DEIR should identify and describe water conservation 
measures that will be incorporated into design and operations. At a minimum, the DEIR should 
review the feasibility of installing low-flow fixtures and using rainwater or gray water for 
irrigation and other purposes.   

 
It should identify any combined sewers along the project’s wastewater flow path, discuss 

potential impacts to system capacity during dry and wet weather conditions, and identify 
opportunities to minimize combined sewer overflow (CSO) events within the system. The 
project will be required to mitigate its contribution of flow into the BWSC sanitary system.  
MassDEP regulations at 314 CMR 12.04(2)(d) specify that communities with combined sewer 
overflows (CSOs), such as Boston,  must require projects generating 15,000 gpd or more of new 
wastewater flow to remove four gallons of infiltration and inflow (I/I) for each gallon of 
wastewater.  The DEIR should include a commitment to I/I removal and identify any mitigation 
projects or monetary contribution by the Proponent.  The Proponent should consult with BWSC 
to identify appropriate I/I mitigation in connection with this project. 
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Historic Resources 
 
 The PNF provided a description of the historic resources within and adjacent to the 
project site, including a map of historic districts and properties listed in MHC’s Inventory of 
Historic and Archaeological Assets of the Commonwealth located within a quarter-mile of the 
site.  The PNF included a summary of a shadow impact analysis that concludes that shadow 
impacts of the project have been minimized to the extent practicable.   
 
 As requested in MHC’s letter, the DEIR should include a historic resources assessment of 
historic properties within a quarter-mile of the project site.  The DEIR should include pedestrian-
level perspectives of the project from nearby historic resources to assist MHC in evaluating the 
effect of the project’s size, scale and massing will have in these resources. The DEIR should 
include the shadow impact analysis with illustrations of the shadows on the facades of historic 
buildings.  The DEIR should include the results of a quantitative wind tunnel analysis, document 
the project’s effect on pedestrian-level wind conditions, and identify any necessary mitigation 
measures. 
 
Solid Waste 
 
            The DEIR should characterize the solid waste expected to be generated by the project.  In 
2014, Massachusetts banned the disposal of commercial organic wastes by businesses and 
institutions that generate a ton or more of organic materials per week.  Business subject to the 
ban must use composting, conversion (such as anaerobic digestion), recycling or reuse of organic 
waste. The DEIR should indicate whether any proposed uses may be subject to the waste ban and 
how it may dispose of its organic waste.   
 
            The DEIR should describe measures to reduce and recycle organic and other wastes 
through waste diversion and recycling programs. As noted by MassDEP, incorporating the 
design, infrastructure, and contractual components of the project’s solid waste facilities at this 
stage will help ensure the success of future waste reduction and recycling efforts. The Proponent 
should refer to MassDEP’s comment letter for additional information and links to web sites 
providing technical assistance.  
 
Construction Period  
 
 The DEIR should identify the schedule for construction of various elements and phases. 
It should identify construction-period impacts and mitigation relative to noise, air quality, water 
quality, and traffic, including pedestrians, bicyclists and transit riders.  The DEIR should 
document any contaminated soil or groundwater regulated under the Massachusetts Contingency 
Plan (MCP) and describe remediation and mitigation measures if necessary.  The DEIR should 
confirm that the project will require its construction contractors to use Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel 
fuel, and discuss the use of after-engine emissions controls, such as oxidation catalysts or diesel 
particulate filters.  More information regarding construction-period diesel emission mitigation 
may be found on MassDEP’s web site at http://www.mass.gov/dep/air/diesel/conretro.pdf.  
 

The DEIR should provide drafts of the Construction Management Plan (CMP) and 
Transportation Access Plan Agreement (TAPA) and specifically identify construction period 
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impacts to public access to transit, including bus routes and stops.  The DEIR should identify 
measures to be taken during the construction of each phase to ensure safe and convenient 
passage for transit riders between Orange Line and Amtrak facilities and the project site.  Several 
commenters noted that this will be one among several large projects to be under construction 
concurrently. The DEIR should review any additional coordination with the City of Boston, 
MBTA, MassDOT, and other project Proponents that may be warranted to coordinate 
construction schedules and develop mitigation measures necessary to minimize construction-
period impacts. 
 

The DEIR should provide more information regarding the project’s generation, handling, 
recycling, and disposal of construction and demolition debris (C&D) and identify measures to 
reduce solid waste generated by the project.  I strongly encourage the Proponent to commit to 
C&D recycling activities as a sustainable measure for the project. Demolition of any structures 
must comply with the MassDEP Asbestos Regulations (310 CMR 7.15) that became effective on 
June 20, 2014. These regulations require a pre-demolition and post-abatement surveys and 
inspections by a licensed asbestos monitor.   The Proponent should consult the MassDEP 
comment letter with regard to regulatory requirements and potential mitigation measures for the 
removal, handling, and disposal of asbestos containing material (ACM) and other demolition 
debris during the construction period. The Proponent is reminded that any contaminated material 
encountered during construction must be managed in accordance with the MCP and with prior 
notification to MassDEP. 
 
 The DEIR should describe potential construction period dewatering requirements, discuss 
how dewatering will be conducted in a manner consistent with MWRA, MassDEP and/or BWSC 
regulations/guidelines, and identify any necessary permits.  The draft CMP should include 
appropriate erosion and sedimentation control BMPs. I encourage the Proponent to adopt erosion 
and sedimentation controls consistent with a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan prepared in 
accordance with the NPDES Construction General Permit requirements.   
 
Public Benefit Determination 
 
 This project is subject to a mandatory Public Benefit review pursuant to 301 CMR 13.00.  
The DEIR should include detailed information describing the nature of the tidelands affected by 
the project and the public benefit of the project. The DEIR should discuss the impact of the 
project on abutters and the surrounding community, including effects of wind and shadow, 
enhancement to the property, and benefits to the public trust rights in tidelands and other rights.  
The DEIR should identify benefits of the project provided through municipal permits, 
community activities on the site, environmental protection and preservation, public health and 
safety, and the general welfare.   
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Mitigation 

 
The DEIR should include a separate chapter summarizing proposed mitigation measures.  

This chapter should also include draft Section 61 Findings for each permit to be issued by State 
Agencies. The DEIR should contain clear commitments to implement these mitigation measures, 
estimate the individual costs of each proposed measure, identify the parties responsible for 
implementation, and a schedule for implementation.  The DEIR should clearly indicate which 
mitigation measures will be constructed or implemented based upon project phasing, either tying 
mitigation commitments to overall project square footage/phase or environmental impact 
thresholds, to ensure that measures are in place to mitigate the anticipated impact associated with 
each development phase. 
 
Responses to Comments 
 
 The DEIR should contain a copy of this Certificate and a copy of each comment letter 
received.  In order to ensure that the issues raised by commenters are addressed, the DEIR should 
include direct responses to comments to the extent that they are within MEPA jurisdiction.  This 
directive is not intended to, and shall not be construed to, enlarge the Scope of the DEIR beyond 
what has been expressly identified in this certificate.   
 
Circulation 
 
 The Proponent should circulate the DEIR to those parties who commented on the ENF, to 
any State Agencies from which the Proponent will seek permits or approvals, and to any parties 
specified in section 11.16 of the MEPA regulations. Per 301 CMR 11.16(5), the Proponent may 
circulate copies of the EIR to commenters in CD-ROM format or by directing commenters to a 
project website address. However, the Proponent must make a reasonable number of hard copies 
available to accommodate those without convenient access to a computer and distribute these 
upon request on a first-come, first-served basis. The Proponent should send correspondence 
accompanying the CD-ROM or website address indicating that hard copies are available upon 
request, noting relevant comment deadlines, and appropriate addresses for submission of 
comments. The DEIR submitted to the MEPA office should include a digital copy of the 
complete document.  A copy of the DEIR should be made available for review at the Boston 
Public Library.  

         
     June 24, 2016         ___________________________           
           Date                           Matthew A. Beaton 
 
 
 
Comments received:  
 
05/05/2016 Boston Water and Sewer Commission (BWSC) 
05/06/2016 Massachusetts Water Resources Authority (MWRA) 
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05/10/2016 Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP)/Northeast 
  Regional Office (NERO) 
05/18/2016 Gerry Ives 
05/23/2016 Charles River Watershed Association (CRWA) 
05/30/2016 Elliott Laffer 
05/31/2016 Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP)/ Bureau of 
   Air and Waste 
05/31/2016 Department of Energy Resources (DOER) 
05/31/2016 Kenneth E. Kruckemeyer 
05/31/2016 Shirley Kressel 
06/13/2016 Lynn V. Foster 
06/15/2016 Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) 
06/16/2016 Kenneth E. Kruckemeyer 
06/16/2016 Tracy Pesanelli 
06/16/2016 Susan D. Prindle 
06/16/2017 Vicki C. Smith, Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay (NABB) 
06/16/2016 Barry L. Solar, Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay (NABB) 
06/16/2016 Anne Swanson 
06/16/2016 Ann Hershfang 
06/16/2016 Betsy Hall, Ellis South End Neighborhood Association 
06/17/2016 Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT) 
06/17/2016 Dr. P MacKenzie Bok, Bay Village Neighborhood Association 
06/17/2016 Paula Griswold 
06/17/2015 Heyward Parker James 
06/17/2016 Jacquelin S. Yessian 
06/17/2016 City Councilor Josh Zakim, District 8 
06/17/2016 Pamela Humphrey 
06/17/2016 Ann Beha 
06/24/2016 Pam Lassiter 
 
 
 
MAB/AJS/ajs 
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May 10, 2016

Matthew A. Beaton, Secretary
Executive Office of

Energy & Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street
Boston MA, 02114

Attn: MEPA Unit

Dear Secretary Beaton:

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) has reviewed the
Environmental Notification Form (ENF) and Project Notification Form submitted by Boston
Properties limited Partnership to demolish the existing facilities on the Garage West, Garage East,
Station East, and Station West parcels in order to construct a mixed-use project consisting of about
575,000 square feet (sf) of commercial office space, about 100,000 sf of retail and restaurant space,
and 600 residential units on the site that totals 5.2 acres in Boston (EEA #15502). Three quarters of
the site is on air-rights over I-90, the Station, the MBTA Orange and commuter rail lines, and
AMTRAK rail lines. Each of the four parcels may be owned and developed by separate developers
in the future. The 2,013 parking spaces will not increase for the proposed project, which is
categorically included for the preparation of an environmental impact report and subject to the City
of Boston’s Article 80B, large project review. MassDEP provides the following comments.

Wastewater
The ENF states that there is sufficient capacity in the existing collection system to

accommodate the estimated 176,574 gallons per day (gpd) of sanitary sewage of wastewater flow
that would be generated by the project. As of April 25, 2014, the sewer regulations changed and
the requirements for self-certification or a sewer connection/extension permit from MassDEP
were eliminated. Under the terms of the new regulations at 314 CMR 12.04(2)(d), MassDEP
requires sewer authorities with permitted combined sewer overflows, including the Boston Water
& Sewer Commission, to require removal of four gallons of infiltration and inflow (I/I) for each
gallon of new wastewater flows generated for any new connection where greater than 15,000
gallons per day of new wastewater flows will be generated. The EIR should describe the sewer

RE: Boston
The Back Bay/South End Gateway Project
145 & 165 Dartmouth Street
EEA #15502 (EEA #2081 and 3074)
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system for the project and identify any sewer system deficiencies within the combined sanitary
sewer system serving the project site.

Stormwater
One reported sustainability goal of the stormwater management system is to manage

runoff to minimize flooding risks caused by extreme weather events. The Project Notification
Form (PNF) indicates that consideration is being given to designing the stormwater management
system with onsite-retention systems, infiltration galleries, vegetated rooftops, and rainwater
harvesting. These best management practices and the addition of other low impact development
(LID) measures would improve post-development stormwater characteristics by removing
phosphorus as required for stormwater discharging to the Charles River, and increasing
groundwater recharge and evapotranspiration within this highly urbanized area. However, the
stormwater checklist associated with the MassDEP stormwater management standards in Section
6.4.3 of the PNF, indicates that the stormwater management system will be comprised of deep-
sump catch basins, and/or proprietary particle separators, and a subsurface infiltration system.
This more conventional stormwater management system would not be as effective as the system
described in the sustainability section of the PNF. The EIR should explain the stormwater
management system in greater detail and expand on the information in the PNF by providing
stormwater management plans to demonstrate that the project achieves the sustainability goals as
well as the applicable stormwater management standards.

Stormwater discharges to the Charles River need to be consistent with the established
water quality standards and goals for phosphorus and pathogen removal in the Final Total
Maximum Daily Load for Nutrients in the Lower Charles River Basin (June, 2007) and the Total
Maximum Daily Loads for Pathogens within the Charles River Watershed (January 2007).
Accordingly, the EIR should provide sufficient information to demonstrate that the stormwater
management system would be designed to address the water quality impairments covered by the
applicable TMDLs.

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions
As a categorically included project for the preparation of an environmental impact report,

this project is subject to the MEPA Greenhouse Gas Emissions Policy and Protocol. The
sustainability and green building section of the PNF indicates each building is being designed to
be Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Certified (Gold and Silver) in
compliance with Article 37-Green Buildings of the Boston Zoning Code. MEPA project reviews
such as this one are projected to contribute towards the reduction of about 100,000 Metric Tons
of CO2 equivalent emissions by 2020, in the Massachusetts Clean Energy and Climate Plan
2020. The GHG analysis must consider and provide details on commitments to measures that
will reduce the CO2 emissions to the greatest extent practicable. Buildings themselves are
estimated by the US Department of Energy to consume 40 percent of the energy annually in the
United States, and 44 percent of all buildings’ energy use is for heating and cooling, which
equates to 20 percent of the CO2 emission in the United States. As a result, significant efforts are
being made to advance high performance and zero net energy in this sector.

According to the preliminary energy assessment, the stationary source GHG analysis will
be based on a comparison of the Base Case and the Mitigation Alternative. The baseline
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alternative assumes minimum compliance with ASHRAE 90.1-2013, and the revised Stretch
Energy Code requirements that energy use per square foot be reduced by at least 10 percent
below the energy requirements of ASHRAE 90.1-2013 Appendix G will be used for the
Mitigation Alternative. This energy efficiency goal is reported to be achievable using energy
peak shaving with on-site energy storage and efficient HVAC systems and high efficiency
lighting that maximizes LED integration and reduces lighting power density. A general
overview of the modeling assumptions for HVAC and lighting systems in the office,
retail/restaurant space, and the residential space also was provided in the PNF.  Overall, it is
estimated that stationary source CO2 emissions would be reduced by 18.2 percent. The
preliminary study showed that the retail space had a much smaller emission reduction at 6.8
percent (34 tons/year) than either the office or the residential space. If the energy demand cannot
be reduced to a greater extent, the EIR should provide a reasonable explanation.

The PNF indicates that renewable energy will be incorporated into the development to
the extent feasible. A feasibility study of photovoltaics, wind turbines, and combined heat and
power should be included in the GHG analysis for the potential of renewable energy sources on
site to reduce the project’s carbon footprint.

Recycling
The project includes demolition and reconstruction, which will generate a significant

amount of construction and demolition (C&D) waste. Even though the ENF indicates that C&D
waste will be recycled to the greatest extent feasible, the ENF has not made a specific
commitment. MassDEP encourages the project proponent to make a significant commitment in
the EIR to C&D recycling activities as a sustainable measure for the project. In addition, the
proponent is advised that demolition activities must comply with both Solid Waste and Air
Pollution Control regulations, pursuant to M.G.L. Chapter 40, Section 54, which provides:

“Every city or town shall require, as a condition of issuing a building permit
or license for the demolition, renovation, rehabilitation or other alteration of a
building or structure, that the debris resulting from such demolition, renovation,
rehabilitation or alteration be disposed of in a properly licensed solid waste disposal
facility, as defined by Section one hundred and fifty A of Chapter one hundred and
eleven. Any such permit or license shall indicate the location of the facility at which
the debris is to be disposed. If for any reason, the debris will not be disposed as
indicated, the permittee or licensee shall notify the issuing authority as to the
location where the debris will be disposed.  The issuing authority shall amend the
permit or license to so indicate.”

For the purposes of implementing the requirements of M.G.L. Chapter 40, Section 54,
MassDEP considers an asphalt, brick, and concrete (ABC) rubble processing or recycling facility,
(pursuant to the provisions of Section (3) under 310 CMR 16.05, the Site Assignment regulations
for solid waste management facilities), to be conditionally exempt from the site assignment
requirements, if the ABC rubble at such facilities is separated from other solid waste materials at the
point of generation. In accordance with 310 CMR 16.05(3), ABC can be crushed on-site with a
30-day notification to MassDEP. However, the asphalt is limited to weathered bituminous
concrete, (no roofing asphalt), and the brick and concrete must be uncoated or not impregnated
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with materials such as roofing epoxy.  If the brick and concrete are not clean, the material is
defined as construction and demolition (C&D) waste and requires either a Beneficial Use
Determination (BUD) or a Site Assignment and permit before it can be crushed.

Pursuant to the requirements of 310 CMR 7.02 of the Air Pollution Control regulations, if
the ABC crushing activities are projected to result in the emission of one ton or more of
particulate matter to the ambient air per year, and/or if the crushing equipment employs a diesel
oil fired engine with an energy input capacity of three million or more British thermal units per
hour for either mechanical or electrical power which will remain on-site for twelve or more
months, then a plan application must be submitted to MassDEP for written approval prior to
installation and operation of the crushing equipment.

Asbestos removal notification on permit form ANF 001 and building demolition
notification on permit form AQ06 must be submitted to MassDEP at least 10 working days prior
to initiating work. Except for vinyl asbestos tile (VAT) and asphaltic-asbestos felt and shingles,
the disposal of asbestos containing materials within the Commonwealth must be at a facility
specifically approved by MassDEP, (310 CMR 19.061). No asbestos containing material
including VAT, and/or asphaltic-asbestos felts or shingles may be disposed at a facility operating
as a recycling facility, (310 CMR 16.05). In addition, the demolition project contain asbestos, the
project proponent is advised that asbestos and asbestos-containing waste material are a special
waste as defined in the Solid Waste Management regulations, (310 CMR 19.061).  he disposal of
the asbestos containing materials outside the jurisdictional boundaries of the Commonwealth
must comply with all the applicable laws and regulations of the state receiving the material.

The demolition activity also must conform to current Massachusetts Air Pollution
Control regulations governing nuisance conditions at 310 CMR 7.01, 7.09 and 7.10.  As such,
the proponent should propose measures to alleviate dust, noise, and odor nuisance conditions,
which may occur during the demolition.  Again, MassDEP must be notified in writing, at least 10
days in advance of removing any asbestos, and at least 10 days prior to any demolition work.
The removal of asbestos from the buildings must adhere to the special safeguards defined in the
Air Pollution Control regulations, (310 CMR 7.15 (2)).

Waste Ban Regulation – 310 CMR 19.017
Section 310 CMR 19.017 Waste Bans of the Massachusetts Solid Waste regulations prohibit

the disposal of certain wastes in Massachusetts. These wastes include, but are not limited to,
recyclable paper (including cardboard). On October 1, 2014, the Massachusetts Organics Waste
Ban on the disposal of commercial organic wastes by businesses and institutions takes effect. It
prohibits the disposal of organic wastes from businesses and institutions that generate a ton or more
of organic materials per week, which necessitates the composting, conversion (such as anaerobic
digestion), recycling or reuse of organic the waste.

As the lead state agencies responsible for helping the Commonwealth achieve its waste
diversion goals, MassDEP and EEA have strongly supported voluntary initiatives by the private
sector to institutionalize source reduction and recycling into their operations. Adapting the
design, infrastructure, and contractual requirements necessary to incorporate reduction, recycling
and recycled products into existing large-scale developments has presented significant challenges
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to recycling proponents. Integrating those components into developments such as The Back
Bay/South End Gateway project at the planning and design stage enable the project’s
management and occupants to establish and maintain effective waste diversion programs. For
example, facilities with minimal obstructions to trash receptacles and easy access to main
recycling areas and trash chutes allow for implementation of recycling programs and have been
proven to reduce cleaning costs by 20 percent to 50 percent. Other designs that provide sufficient
space and electrical services will support consolidating and compacting recyclable material and
truck access for recycling material collection.

By incorporating recycling and source reduction into the design, the proponent has the
opportunity to join a national movement toward sustainable design. Sustainable design was
endorsed in 1993 by the American Institute of Architects with the signing of its Declaration of
Interdependence for a Sustainable Future. The project proponent may be aware of organizations
that provide additional information and technical assistance, including Reuse Marketplace
(http://www.reusemarketplace.org/), USEPA’s WasteWise Program (www.epa.gov/wastewise/),
and MassRecycle (http://www.massrecycle.org/). The listed organizations and programs are
notable for offering valuable and effective waste reduction and recycling assistance, web-based
resources, case studies, and tools for C&D projects.

Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP)/M.G.L. c.21E
Contaminated Soil and Groundwater: The ENF indicates that the project has not been regulated
under the MCP/MGL c21E. Even so, the PNF acknowledges that the urban fill on site is the
source of low levels of contamination. Accordingly, the proponent is reminded that excavating,
removing and/or disposing of contaminated soil, pumping of contaminated groundwater, or
working in contaminated media must be done under the provisions of MGL c.21E (and,
potentially, c.21C) and OSHA. If permits and approvals under these provisions are not obtained
beforehand, considerable delays in the project can occur.  The project proponent cannot manage
contaminated media without prior submittal of appropriate plans to MassDEP, which describe
the proposed contaminated soil and groundwater handling and disposal approach, and health and
safety precautions. If contamination at the site is known or suspected, the appropriate tests
should be conducted well in advance of the start of construction and professional environmental
consulting services should be readily available to provide technical guidance to facilitate any
necessary permits. If dewatering activities are to occur at a site with contaminated groundwater,
or in proximity to contaminated groundwater where dewatering can draw in the contamination, a
plan must be in place to properly manage the groundwater and ensure site conditions are not
exacerbated by these activities. Dust and/or vapor monitoring and controls are often necessary
for large-scale projects in contaminated areas.  The need to conduct real-time air monitoring for
contaminated dust and to implement dust suppression must be determined prior to excavation of
soils, especially those contaminated with compounds such as metals and PCBs. An evaluation of
contaminant concentrations in soil should be completed to determine the concentration of
contaminated dust that could pose a risk to health of on-site workers and nearby human
receptors.  If this dust concentration, or action level, is reached during excavation, dust
suppression should be implemented as needed, or earthwork should be halted.

Potential Indoor Air Impacts: Parties constructing and/or renovating buildings in contaminated
areas should consider whether chemical or petroleum vapors in subsurface soils and/or

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
2.13 cont.

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
2.14



The Back Bay/South End Gateway Project EEA# 15502

6

groundwater could impact the indoor air quality of the buildings.  All relevant site data, such as
contaminant concentrations in soil and groundwater, depth to groundwater, and soil gas
concentrations should be evaluated to determine the potential for indoor air impacts to existing or
proposed building structures.  Particular attention should be paid to the vapor intrusion pathway
for sites with elevated levels of chlorinated volatile organic compounds such as
tetrachloroethylene (PCE) and trichloroethylene (TCE). MassDEP has additional information
about the vapor intrusion pathway on its website at
http://www.mass.gov/dep/cleanup/laws/vifs.htm.

New Structures and Utilities:  Construction activities conducted at a disposal site shall
not prevent or impede the implementation of likely assessment or remedial response actions at
the site. Construction of structures at a contaminated site may be conducted as a Release
Abatement Measure if assessment and remedial activities prescribed at 310 CMR 40.0442(3) are
completed within and adjacent to the footprint of the proposed structure prior to or concurrent
with the construction activities.  Excavation of contaminated soils to construct clean utility
corridors should be conducted for all new utility installations.

Air Quality-Boiler
Pre-installation approval from MassDEP, pursuant to regulation 310 CMR 7.02, is

required if the project will include any boiler regulated under 310 CMR 7.26(30)-(37), inclusive.
Natural gas or distillate fuel oil-fired boilers with an energy input capacity less than 10,000,000
British thermal units per hour (Btu/hr) are exempt from the above listed regulations. In addition,
if the project will be equipped with emergency generators equal to or greater than 37 kW, then
each of those emission units must comply with the regulatory requirements in 310 CMR
7.26(42).

The MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to comment on this proposed project. Please
contact Kevin.Brander@state.ma.us , at (978) 694-3236 for further information on the wastewater
issues If you have any general questions regarding these comments, please contact
Nancy.Baker@state.ma.us , MEPA Review Coordinator at (978) 694-3338.

Sincerely,

John D. Viola
Deputy Regional Director

cc: Brona Simon, Massachusetts Historical Commission
Kevin Brander, MassDEP-NERO
John E. Sullivan, BWSC
Paul Ormond, DOER
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May 31, 2016 

 

Matthew A. Beaton, Secretary   Re:  Boston 

Executive Office of Energy and    The Back Bay South End Gateway Project 

 Environmental Affairs   145 & 165 Dartmouth Street 

100 Cambridge Street     EEA #15502 (EEA #2081 & 3074) 

Boston, MA  02114 

 

Attn:  MEPA Unit 

 

Dear Secretary Beaton: 

 

This letter supplements the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) 

letter dated May 10, 2016 on the Backbay South End Gateway Project Environmental 

Notification Form (ENF).   

 

The project will generate 14,602 average daily traffic (4,180 adjusted), with 340 trips in the AM 

and PM peak hours.  The project includes approx 575,000 sf of office, 600 residential units, and 

90,000 to 120,000 sf of office space.  30 % of the vehicle trips will be from the office use, 19% 

residential, 30% retail.  The project will require an air quality mesoscale analysis as outlined 

below. 

 

Mesoscale Analysis 

In view of the number of projected vehicle trips, the proponent must conduct an air quality 

mesoscale analysis of project-related emissions, as required by MassDEP.  The purpose of the 

mesoscale analysis is to determine to what extent the proposed project vehicle trips will increase 

the amount of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) emitted in the 

project area.   

 

The proposed project is also subject to the MEPA Greenhouse Gas Emissions Policy and 

Protocol, as amended on May 5, 2010.  This policy requires the project proponent to quantify 

project-related carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions and identify measures to avoid, minimize, and 

mitigate these emissions.  The mesoscale analysis should also be used to quantify the CO2.   
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The mesoscale analysis must quantify and compare the indirect emissions of VOCs, NOx and 

CO2 from transportation sources under the project’s future No Build, Build, and Build with 

Mitigation conditions.  The Build with Mitigation condition should reflect the local roadway 

improvements and transportation demand management (TDM) measures to be implemented by 

the proponent.   

 

The proponent should use the latest version of the MOVES emissions model approved by the 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to conduct the mesoscale analysis and generate motor 

vehicle emission factors for VOC, NOx and CO2 for the roadway network in the project area.  

The subsequent environment filing should contain the results and a discussion of the results of 

the mesoscale analysis under the three conditions.       

  

Construction-Related Measures 

MassDEP requests that the proponent specifically use construction equipment with engines 

manufactured to Tier 4 federal emission standards, which are the most stringent emission 

standards currently available for off-road engines.  If a piece of equipment is not available in the 

Tier 4 configuration, then MassDEP requests that the proponent use construction equipment that 

has been retrofitted with the best available after-engine emission control technology, such as 

diesel oxidation catalysts (DOCs) or diesel particulate filters (DPFs), to reduce exhaust 

emissions during the construction period of the project.  Additional information is available on 

the MassDEP website:  http://www.mass.gov/dep/air/diesel/conretro.pdf. 

 

The subsequent environmental filing should contain a list of the construction engines to be used 

at the project, their emission tiers, and, if applicable, the retrofit technology installed on their 

engines. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Christine Kirby 

Director, Air and Climate Programs 

Bureau of Air and Waste 
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Secretary 

 

Judith F. Judson 

Commissioner 

 

          31 May 2016 

 

Matthew Beaton, Secretary 

Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, Massachusetts 02114 

Attn:  MEPA Unit   

 

 

RE:  Back Bay / South End Gateway Project, Boston, Massachusetts, EEA #15502 

 

Cc:  Arah Schuur, Director of Energy Efficiency Programs, Department of Energy Resources 

 Judith Judson, Commissioner, Department of Energy Resources 

   

Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 

We’ve reviewed the Environmental Notification Form for the above-referenced project.  The 

purpose of this memorandum is to: 

 

 Help ensure that the content of sequent submissions to MEPA conforms to the 

application of the MEPA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Policy and Protocol for this project;  

 

 Help ensure that the project is made aware of the requirements of Chapter 5 of the 

building code (“Advanced Energy Efficiency), also known as the “Stretch Code”; and to 

  

 Highlight design and proposed mitigation measures which appear potentially promising 

for the project.   

 

GHG Policy and Stretch Code: 

 

In general, the Policy requires that:   

 

 GHG emissions be identified and quantified; 
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 The proposed design incorporate ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate GHG emissions; 

 

The GHG Policy and supporting documentation is available at 
http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/mepa/greenhouse-gas-emissions-policy-and-protocol-generic.html 

 

Boston has adopted the Mass Stretch Energy Building Code (SC).  For more information on SC 

is available at http://www.mass.gov/eopss/consumer-prot-and-bus-lic/license-type/csl/stretch-energy-code-

information.html   
 

Avoiding, Minimizing, and Mitigating GHG Emissions:  

 

With respect to stationary sources of GHG, the next future submission should demonstrate that 

the project is taking all feasible measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate GHG emissions.  We 

recommend the following be investigated:  

 

 Utility Incentives: The project may be able to access financial incentives to help offset the 

cost of energy efficiency measures which would also reduce emissions.  These incentives 

are sometimes performance-based and tied to power (kWhr/year) and fuel (therm/year) 

avoided compared to a code building.  We recommend reaching out to the local utilities 

and analyzing how incentives can help advance requirements to avoid, minimize and 

mitigate GHG emissions.  Incentives are also available for offsetting design charette and 

energy modeling costs.   

 

For gas, more information is available on National Grid’s website (footnote (1) below) 

and in National Grid’s New Construction Guide (footnote (2) below).  For electricity, 

obtain more information by reaching out to newconstructionMA@eversource.com.   

 

 Building Envelop: We anticipate building envelop (wall, roof, and fenestration) 

improvements will be a key GHG reduction strategy.  We recommend at least three 

above-code wall/fenestration scenarios be investigated, including scenarios using 

spandrels. 

 

 HVAC Systems: We were pleased to see many HVAC systems improvements described 

in the Project Notification Form.  The DOER encourages the proponent to continue to use 

HVAC and domestic water heating mitigation as a key GHG reduction strategy.   

 

                                                           
1
   https://www.nationalgridus.com/Trade/EE-Programs-Solutions/CI-New-Construction-

Services?gclid=Cj0KEQjwrte4BRD-

oYi3y5_AhZ4BEiQAzIFxn_VdWabqesqI52YlID4qJ0nC6a4rTuojTUh33NDqAeoaAmeb8P8HAQ 

 
2
 https://www.nationalgridus.com/media/trade/NewConstruction_Guide_Digital_Update.pdf 

 
 

mailto:newconstructionMA@eversource.com
https://www.nationalgridus.com/Trade/EE-Programs-Solutions/CI-New-Construction-Services?gclid=Cj0KEQjwrte4BRD-oYi3y5_AhZ4BEiQAzIFxn_VdWabqesqI52YlID4qJ0nC6a4rTuojTUh33NDqAeoaAmeb8P8HAQ
https://www.nationalgridus.com/Trade/EE-Programs-Solutions/CI-New-Construction-Services?gclid=Cj0KEQjwrte4BRD-oYi3y5_AhZ4BEiQAzIFxn_VdWabqesqI52YlID4qJ0nC6a4rTuojTUh33NDqAeoaAmeb8P8HAQ
https://www.nationalgridus.com/Trade/EE-Programs-Solutions/CI-New-Construction-Services?gclid=Cj0KEQjwrte4BRD-oYi3y5_AhZ4BEiQAzIFxn_VdWabqesqI52YlID4qJ0nC6a4rTuojTUh33NDqAeoaAmeb8P8HAQ
https://www.nationalgridus.com/media/trade/NewConstruction_Guide_Digital_Update.pdf
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 CHP: The residential portion of the project is well-suited for use of combined heat and 

power, which can also qualify for generous incentives.  MEPA allows the use of a source 

energy path compliance with the stretch energy code.    

 

 Solar:  Solar PV on the roofs provides a means to develop both an economic asset while 

reducing GHG emissions, often at no cost via third party ownership models.  We 

recommend that this option be evaluated.   

 

 Energy Star Appliances:  MEPA allows proponents to reduce internal plug loads by 10% 

if the proponents commit to using only Energy Star appliances and devices.  If the space 

is to be leased, the proponents must commit to having leases which require tenants to use 

Energy Star appliances and devices.    

 

 LED Lighting:  Interior and exterior LED lighting can also contribute to GHG reduction.   

 

 Electric Vehicle Charging Stations: Consider electric vehicle charging stations.  Grants 

are potentially available.  See http://www.mass.gov/eea/docs/dep/air/community/evipwpc-ap.pdf 

 

Recommendations for Submission:  

 

In order to expedite the DOER review, we recommend the following accompany the submission:   

 

 A table similar to the example below should be included: 

 

Measure/Area Baseline Code Proposed % Improvement Comment 

Roof  Assembly U-value (Btu/hr-Ft2-f) 
   

 Bldg 1 0.048 0.040 17% 

 Bldg 2 0.055 0.051 7% 

 Area Window/Area Wall (%) 
   

 Bldg 1 0.4 0.54 -35% 

 Bldg 2 0.4 0.30 25% 

 Window U-value (Btu/hr-Ft2-f) 
   

 Bldg 1 0.55 0.47 15% 

 Bldg 2 0.55 0.40 27% 

 AC Efficiency (EER) 
   

 Bldg 1 13.5 14.5 7% 
 

Bldg 2 11.7 14.9 27% 

 ERV Effectiveness (%) 
   

 Bldg 1 none none − 

 Bldg 2 none none − 

Boiler (% efficiency) 
   

 

Bldg 1 0.8 0.93 16%  

Bldg 2 0.8 0.93 16%  

LPD (Watts/sq ft) 
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Bldg 1 1.0 0.7 30%  

Bldg 2 0.9 0.8 11%  

Notes: 

1. Values and proposed measures are examples, populate with proposed values and measures 

2. Table shows examples of 2 buildings.  Adjust the rows to the actual number of buildings 

 

 A description of the proposed building envelop assembly: report both component R-

values and whole assembly U-factor.  Utilize the pre-calculated relationships between R-

Value and U-factor contained in Appendix A of the applicable code (Appendix A is the 

applicable appendix in both ASHRAE and IECC).   

 

Baseline buildings’ total wall (and roof) assemblies shall match the applicable U value as 

required in Appendix G, table G3.1 part 5b of the code. 

 

Estimate the total greenhouse gas reduction compared to baseline associated with each of 

the three above-code envelope/fenestration scenarios investigated. 

 

 Submit the following:  

 

o A description of the building energy simulation model and procedures utilized. 

 

o A detailed and complete table of modeling inputs showing the item and the input 

value for both the base and as-designed scenarios.  The area of the buildings 

should be included. 

 

o The output of the model showing the monthly and annual energy consumption, 

totalized and by major end use system. 

 

o Code energy use intensity and proposed mitigated building energy use intensity, 

demonstrating compliance with Stretch Code requirements. 

 

o Project modeling files are to be submitted to the DOER with the submittal on a 

flash drive or may be transmitted via electronic file transfer to 

paul.ormond@massmail.state.ma.us. 

 

o Separate “side calcs” may be required for non-building energy consuming site 

improvements which are not included in the building energy modeling software 

(e.g. parking lot lighting and parking garage ventilation). 

 

 Estimate area of roof potentially usable for solar development (e.g. ‘Usable Roof Area” 

(URA)).  Estimate resulting power production and associated GHG reduction.  Estimate 

total project GHG reduction both with and without solar PV.   

 

 A description of the proposed project building usage and size, including a site plan and 

elevation views, should be included.  In order to expedite the review, a table similar to 

the example below should be included for each proposed building:  

mailto:paul.ormond@massmail.state.ma.us
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Back Bay / South End Gateway Project, EEA #15502 

Boston, Massachusetts 
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Example  

Building A (one table per building)   

 
 

 Consider comparing modeled baseline and mitigation EUIs to prototype code buildings 

developed by Pactific Northwest National Labs.  Data for Massachusetts buildings is 

located here:  https://www.energycodes.gov/state-and-national-cost-effectiveness-ansiashraeies-

standard-901-2013.   Data for Climate Zone 5A buildings is located here 

https://www.energycodes.gov/sites/default/files/documents/BECP_901_2013_Progress_Indicator_0_0.pdf 
and here http://www.energycodes.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2013EndUseTables.zip 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Paul F. Ormond, P.E. 

Energy Efficiency Engineer 

Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources 

C B EC s o r R EC s 

Usage A rea (sq f t ) % to tal per A rea

Weighted 

A rea

Office             460,000 90% 115                       104 

Retail                 15,000 3% 74                           2 

Residential                35,000 7% 76.3                           5 

T o tal       510,000               111 

B enchmark EUI 

(kB tu/ sf)  fro m 2003 

C B EC S and 2005 R EC S

C o ndit io ned Space

https://www.energycodes.gov/state-and-national-cost-effectiveness-ansiashraeies-standard-901-2013
https://www.energycodes.gov/state-and-national-cost-effectiveness-ansiashraeies-standard-901-2013
https://www.energycodes.gov/sites/default/files/documents/BECP_901_2013_Progress_Indicator_0_0.pdf
http://www.energycodes.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2013EndUseTables.zip
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May 23rd 2016 
 
Secretary Matthew A. Beaton 
Attn: Alex Strysky, Environmental Analyst 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Office 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
Re: The Back Bay / South End Gateway Project EEA#15502 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 
Charles River Watershed Association (CRWA) has reviewed the Environmental Notification Form (ENF) 
on the above mentioned project and would like to submit the following comments.  
 
CRWA is deeply concerned that the proponent has not even mentioned the requirements of the Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for Nutrients in the Lower Charles River Basin that the proposed project is 
subject to, let alone providing information on the strategies being adopted to comply with the 
requirement. In addition to the above the project is expected to meet the 1 inch infiltration 
requirement as per Boston Water and Sewer Commission (BWSC) standards. The proponent 
therefore should quantifiably demonstrate in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) how the 
project will comply with the TMDL as well as the BWSC standards. 
 
TMDL and Stormwater 
According to MA DEP’s 2014 Integrated List of Waters, the Lower Charles River is impaired due to oil and 
grease, high pH, acute toxicity in sediments, E. coli bacteria, low dissolved oxygen, high chlorophyll‐a, 
and high phosphorus levels. The Secretary should therefore require the proponent to use stormwater 
treatment technologies that would be expected to achieve >65% reduction in total phosphorus loads 
exported from the proposed development site.  
 
The proponent notes that the project site is within the Groundwater Conservation Overlay District 
(GCOD)1 which would require the project to infiltrate the 1st inch of runoff from the site. Instead of 
granting a relief from this requirement, the Secretary should require the proponent undertake an 
extensive analysis in the DEIR to show how the projects would meet the requirement.  
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Finally, with no designated pervious areas on site, it is unclear how the functionality of all impervious 
surfaces on site will be maintained during winter months. Snow cleared from roadways, parking spaces, 
and sidewalks needs to be stored somewhere until it melts. If left on the impervious surface, the 
number of parking spaces, width of roads or driveways, or safety and accessibility of sidewalks diminish. 
Prolonged contact with impervious surface and close proximity to fossil‐fuel combusting vehicles would 
concentrate pollutants in the snowmelt, which would leave the site via the storm sewer. It would 
behoove the project proponent to design impervious areas on the site where snow could be stored in 
winter months and be filtered through the ground to recharge the local groundwater table when it 
melts in spring. The Secretary should require the project proponent to account for winter weather 
management in all calculations of the service capacity of the building, roadways, and parking areas on 
site. 
 
Wastewater 
CRWA would like to see the project proponent provide inflow/infiltration mitigation in the project 
neighborhood instead of paying a fee in lieu. The proponent would gain multiple benefits from 
developing a relationship with another landowner in the area that would allow them to manage 
stormwater and wastewater more cost‐effectively on a neighborhood‐scale as opposed to the site‐scale. 
The Secretary should require the project proponent to provide written justification if it is felt that local 
mitigation measures are not feasible. 
 
Landlocked Tidelands and Public Benefits Determination 
While the proponent has acknowledged that the project is located on landlocked and would be subject 
to Public Benefits Determination2, there is no additional information provided on the proposed benefits. 
The DEIR should therefore provide further details on the historic tidelands delineation as well as what 
the proponent would offer as public benefits as part of the Chapter 91 license.  
 
Climate Change Resiliency 
The City of Boston has recently conducted its climate change vulnerability assessment in which they 
conclude that the frequency of intense storm events and heatwaves will intensify in the coming 
decades. The impact due to these events will be greater around the project site because of high 
imperviousness. In fact, this section of Boston already experiences frequent localized inland flooding, 
especially after intense precipitation events such as Nor’easter storms (1‐2 events/year). In particular, 
we urge the Proponent to collaboratively determine with BWSC the precipitation range of the 10‐year 
and 100‐year/24‐hour design storm, as it will help in sizing BMPs throughout the project area. The 
Proponent should therefore look beyond site specific adaptation strategies and address flood 
resiliency more broadly. 
 
Opportunity for Green Streets 
Since the adjoining streets‐ Dartmouth, Stuart and Clarendon might be impacted by the proposed 
project, there is an opportunity to incorporate various “greenscape” elements of Boston’s Complete 
Street Guidelines into the public right of way design. The DEIR should examine these opportunities in 
greater detail.  
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Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at pmande@crwa.org or (781) 788‐0007 
ext. 232. 
         
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Pallavi Mande,  
Director of Blue Cities  



Ellis South End Neighborhood Association • PO Box 170731 • Boston MA 02116 • www.ellisneighborhood.org 
 

 
 
Christopher Tracy (christopher.tracy@boston.gov) 
Senior Project Manager 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square - Room 900 
Boston, MA 
  
Re: Back Bay/South End Gateway Project Comment Letter 
  
Dear Mr. Tracy: 
  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Project Notification Form (“PNF”) for the Back Bay/South End 
Gateway Project. This letter is being submitted on behalf of the Ellis South End Neighborhood Association (“The 
Ellis”). It should be noted that the public involvement has only occurred over the past six weeks – a relatively 
short time for the public to consider all of the ramifications for a project of such size and location. It is also 
important to note that the next meeting of the Citizens Advisory Committee (“CAC”) scheduled to discuss the 
critical issues of parking, traffic and streetscape is June 15th – only two days before the comments are due – 
which provides little time for the public to offer any substantive comments. We appreciate, however, that 
Boston Properties and the BRA will continue to respond to comments as the project review process continues. 
  
As has been voiced at the previous public meetings, concerns have been raised about the separate Back Bay 
Station renovation associated ventilation project and the impact on the commuters using the station. The 
inconvenience to the commuting public will not be insignificant. You have also heard comments from the public 
about the need to immediately address the poor ventilation system before the development project should 
even continue. Recent pronouncements from the government about the air quality for those living within short 
distances from highways recently need to be considered. We appreciate the commitment made by Secretary of 
Transportation Pollack to conduct public meetings beginning this summer to allow public involvement and, most 
importantly, for the questions and concerns raised by the public to be addressed. There have been concerns 
raised, however, by several residents that the two initiatives need to be made one. Can a realistic argument be 
made that the impact on the interior of the station to accommodate the construction project and the needs of 
the developer are separate? It would appear to be a difficult argument. 
  
We will provide preliminary comments below based on what we understand have been raised by the public. 
First, however, some general observations on the impact to the Ellis neighborhood. 
  
There are already three approved projects within what is only a two block area. Copley Place is underway but 
the timing of the projects at 40 Trinity Place and 380 Stuart Street remains unclear. More information about the 
timing of these projects must be provided to the public to allow for a better understanding of the implications 
for those currently using the station and garage. 
  
This is a project that, we believe, will have the most significant impact on the South End with the Ellis 
neighborhood feeling the brunt of the initial impact from all the phases associated with the project. With the 
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proposed closure of the Clarendon Street ramp to I-90 and the demolition of the exit drum from the garage, 
more and more of the vehicles exiting the garage will find themselves on Columbus Avenue heading for a 
MASSPIKE entrance or points north and west while others will be crossing Columbus Avenue to head towards I-
93. 
  
During construction, pedestrian traffic will be pushed into narrow lanes dangerously close to vehicles on 
Dartmouth and Stuart Streets and, perhaps causing more to walk along Clarendon Street and Columbus Avenue 
to either avoid the construction or to access the station. This will be especially true once the Copley Place traffic 
plan eliminates one lane of traffic coming onto Dartmouth Street from Huntington Avenue. While the 
development of a traffic plan remains to be discussed, it is critical for the Boston Transportation Department 
(“BTD”) to be a participant at every meeting of the CAC and those with the public. BTD is the governmental 
agency that is responsible for enforcing agreements with developers regarding traffic during the construction. 
Some have suggested that the area around the proposed project already suffers gridlock throughout the day. 
Would it not only be worsened without a clear and thoughtful traffic control plan discussed from the start of the 
review? BTD’s expertise is needed throughout the project review phase. 
  
Boston Properties has indicated it will work with the MBTA to find a new #39 bus staging area “nearby” once the 
bus turnaround is closed off for construction. With all of the other development projects expected to be 
underway, is there any other location other than some part of Columbus Avenue that would be available 
“nearby”? 
  
We also understand that Boston Properties is exploring the construction of elevators accessible to AMTRAK 
passengers at the existing head-houses on the in-bound side of Columbus Avenue. Increasing the number of 
passengers with luggage crossing Columbus Avenue to access the station or hotels in the area as vehicles leave 
the garage is of concern. 
  
The preliminary internal wind study may suggest minimal changes to the surrounding streets. Many, especially 
those who have avoided Clarendon Street near the former “new” John Hancock Building for years, have 
expressed doubts about the preliminary findings. Standing at the corner on Boylston and Clarendon Streets one 
will often begin to suddenly feel wind gusts that continue along Clarendon Street walking towards Columbus 
Avenue. The same can be said of those crossing Columbus Avenue at Clarendon heading towards Boylston 
Street. It may be true that the only accurate measurement of the impact of wind can be determined after all of 
the approved projects plus this one have been completed. 
  
Specific questions/comments raised by members of the Ellis: 
  
• How will access and egress work for the Orange Line, Commuter Rail and Amtrak?  Will there be input from 
the riding public? 
• As each piece of the project proceeds with more and more people coming to the station and buildings, where 
will the drop-offs be located? Will there be a need for more surface buses and not just Bus #39? It is unclear 
where a new turnaround for Bus #39 could be located anywhere in the vicinity of the station. The answer to the 
location of the new turnaround needs to be provided now – not after the project is underway. 
• What assurances are there that station facilities can grow to meet state and city’s goals to increase transit 
mode-share, reduce air pollution and lower energy consumption? 
• How will the station be able to accommodate future security or ticketing procedures (especially for commuter 
rail and AMTRAK)? 
• How will retail-related activities in the station impact transportation related circulation and operations? 
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• In what way would the reduction of public circulation space impact the ability of the station to handle 
emergencies and special event surges? 
• What are provisions for improved sidewalk access to the station along Dartmouth Street, Clarendon Street? If 
the developer moves the shop facades out to the street line, what will be the impact on pedestrians? 
• How does the increased use of curb and sidewalk space to serve the new development detract from existing or 
increased public transportation use? 
• Boston Properties needs to address their commitment to affordable housing. The commitment should clearly 
state the inclusion of the units on-site rather than at some other location. 
• The neighborhoods and the City have a right to a more functional, more accessible, more flexible, more 
beautiful station, sidewalks and streets than we have today. We need a station than preserves the legacy of the 
citizens in the 1970’s and 1980’s who stopped the South End Bypass and the Southwest Expressway and who 
put countless hours into the creation of the Southwest Corridor Park and, especially, Back Bay Station.  
• It may be that a private developer can help make this happen, but the sales pitch so far is high on words and 
pictures and lacking in clarity and substance.  Just look at the plans.  The narrower sidewalks, the new curb cuts, 
the lack of provision for buses, elimination of the railroad waiting room and a darkened concourse crowded with 
retail stores, seem more like a Penn Station demolition than the creation of, in their words, a first-class, “airport 
quality” transit hub. 
• The Stuart Street Zoning rules would emphasize retail along Stuart Street – Boston Properties has not done so. 
The lobby of an office building is not retail and is not a location that is welcoming outside of normal business 
hours. 
• Will there be 24-hour public access to the station? 
• Will the proposed station layout result in a reduction in available public space that would be sufficient to serve 
the needs of the projected increase in passengers, especially in high-volume periods? 
• Has Boston Properties considered the use of overhead walkways to the station to minimize the impact on 
pedestrians? 
• The idea of creating a new garage exit onto Dartmouth Street should be abandoned – it is much too 
dangerous. 
• Can a project of this magnitude really proceed without the addition of any new parking spaces? With 3000 to 
4000 persons coming to the site won’t there be a need for more parking spaces? 
• The PNF appears to narrow the width of the Dartmouth Street sidewalk as the office building is being brought 
out further than the existing structure. This will cause more pedestrian congestion, especially if there is a new 
garage exit onto Dartmouth Street. Are the additions to the sidewalk and within the station of retail-oriented 
activities really benefits to the public or will they simply result in less space for pedestrians and commuters? 
• If the developer adds a second (and perhaps a third) story with retail activities to the station, can the 
developer really improve natural light and air? 
• Isn’t the elimination of the exit drum simply a benefit to the developer to allow for more retail space? 
  
Thank you for your kind attention to our concerns.  We fully expect there will be additional comments raised as 
the project progresses. We look forward to working with the Citizens Advisory Committee and others interested 
in the project to minimize the impact on the Ellis community. 
  
Sincerely yours, 

 
Betsy Hall 
President 
Ellis South End Neighborhood Association 
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June 16, 2016 

Re: Back Bay South End Gateway 
Mass State Environmental    
Alexander.Strysky@massmail.state.ma.us 
 

Dear Mr. Strysky: 

The Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay thanks you for the opportunity to address 
some of our major questions about the Back Bay/South End Gateway project. We are 
appreciative that our two CAC members, Jackie Yessian and Elliott Lauffer, have so much 
experience and expertise. They will, over the course of the project discussions continue to 
offer our perspective and reflect on what impact ongoing development and construction have 
on all of the Back Bay. 

Taken individually, any single project on Stuart Street may not have significant adverse 
impact. However, we are deeply concerned about the likely cumulative effects of 380 Stuart 
Street, 40 Trinity Place, Neiman Marcus Tower, and the three towers and one additional 
structure of the Back Bay /South End Gateway Project on three major areas: traffic, 
infrastructure and the environment as outlined below. 

Traffic 

Vehicular Traffic 

Recent studies project an additional 80,000 cars and trucks in Boston within the next 
14 years. When these six new towers are completed, traffic will certainly increase in 
the Back Bay. 

We would request that the Boston Traffic Department estimate how additional 
vehicular traffic would affect, in particular the cross streets in the Back Bay. 

What would further gridlock mean for emergency vehicles including fire equipment 
and ambulances seeking to access areas of the Back Bay during rush hours or trying 
to take Storrow Drive to Massachusetts General Hospital? 

Many cross streets are currently at full capacity even with parking lanes cleared; 
afternoon gridlock occurs most of the year. 

Given the current gridlock, what other alternatives are being explored? 

Is a congestion tax a possibility? 

Can we limit driving into the city on weekdays to alternating days of even/odd license 
plates? Will taxis or ride sharing vehicles be more regulated and limited? 

Public Transporation – The MBTA 

During the morning and evening commute, both the Green Line and the Orange Line 
already run at nearly full capacity. 

Is the city and/or developers willing to contribute major funds to the MBTA to 
increase its carrying capacity? Are there other alternatives?  

Are there plans to expand the Commuter Rail trains into Back Bay? Are there plans 
being discussed for commuters arriving at North Station to access the Back Bay when 
the Orange and Green lines are packed? 

Without designated bus lanes would buses be able to move through gridlock? 

mailto:Alexander.Strysky@massmail.state.ma.us
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Bicycles 

Given the increase in cycling in the City and the fact that it may be the fastest way to 
get around, are there designated safe cycling lanes into and around the Stuart Street 
development area? 

Besides, Back Bay Station is there bike storage? 

Pedestrian Traffic 

Are there plans to make sidewalks wide enough to allow for an increased number of 
commuters as well as travelers with luggage going to and from Back Bay Station? 

Infrastructure 

What are the plans to provide the additional electricity, natural gas, sewer lines, internet, 
telecommunications and trash collection that the new residents and businesses will 
require? 

Who will pay for those improvements? 

Environmental Concerns 

Wind 

Wind is already creating a dangerous situation around much of Stuart Street and 
Copley Square. Can we have additional measurements of the wind as it is now in all 
four seasons and as construction proceeds? 

Given the Farmers Market as well as numerous holiday activities in Copley Square 
can we measure the center of the Square as well as all four corners?  

Shadow 

We would request studies to show the combined effect of all towers on year-round 
light in Trinity Church, the Commonwealth Avenue Mall, Copley Square and the 
interior courtyard of the Boston Public Library 

 

Again, thank you for your consideration. The historical neighborhood of the Back Bay 
contains beautiful parks, iconic Boston buildings including Trinity Church, Old South 
Church, the Boston Public Library and many other historical buildings. 

This neighborhood is appreciated daily not just by residents and commuters, but also by 
thousands of visitors from all over the world. It’s important we keep it accessible, safe, and 
workable for everyone. 

Planning, anticipating problems and seeking solutions prior to being overwhelmed is 
something we look forward to working with you to address. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Vicki C. Smith 
Chairman, NABB 
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Matthew A. Beaton, Secretary      
Executive Office of Environmental and Energy Affairs 
Attn: Alexander Strysky, MEPA Office, EOEEA #15502 
100 Cambridge St., Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02114 
           June 17, 2016 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Environmental Notification Form for the Back 
Bay South End Gateway Project.  As the representative of the Bay Village Neighborhood 
Association (BVNA) on the Boston Redevelopment Authority’s Citizens Advisory Committee 
(CAC) for the project, I write on behalf of BVNA.  For context, our neighborhood lies one block 
to the east of the proposed project site.  
 
The four major points we’d like to make in regard to environmental review are as follows: 
 
1) We’re actively concerned about the potential traffic that would result from the Clarendon 
St on-ramp closure and the re-routing of traffic out of the large garage between Clarendon and 
Dartmouth.  So we’re very interested in seeing an extensive traffic study as part of the 
EIR/DPIR.  We’d like to add an additional point to that study, at the un-signaled intersection of 
Arlington and Isabella St.  A turn down the Isabella side-street would become the most direct 
route to I-90 from the garage’s Clarendon Street exit if the on-ramp were closed.  We already 
have serious concerns about the unsafe crosswalk at the corner of Isabella and Arlington, and 
additional through-traffic would be unwelcome on Isabella St., so we need a model of how much 
the traffic there would increase.  The current proposed points of study include Stuart 
St/Arlington St [presumably also Columbus Ave/Arlington St at that intersection] and Arlington 
St/Marginal Rd/I-90, but not Isabella St/Arlington St. 
 
2) The Proponent mentions that it expects the development to have little effect on area 
groundwater, given that so much of it will be over decking rather than terra firma.  Nevertheless, 
they do briefly allude to constructing a stormwater infiltration system to help recharge 
groundwater levels in the vicinity.  We are very interested in ensuring this is done, as any 
diminishment of groundwater levels remains of significant concern to all property-owners in the 
area. 
 
3)  The ventilation system for Back Bay Station is, notoriously, broken.  While the MBTA 
is pursuing a plan to fix it as a separate project, with financial support from the Proponent, we 
think that air quality levels at all levels of the site should be subjected to particular scrutiny by 
the Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs.   We believe they currently constitute a public 
health risk and a solution to this issue should be central to any assessment of the ‘public benefit’ 
of this air-rights development. 
 
4) Furthermore, an academic study was recently conducted in Boston and published in 
April, showing that residents who live within 1500 ft of a public highway are at significantly 
elevated risk of cardiovascular disease because of the ultrafine particles in the air.  It is only a 
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matter of time before the EPA formally regulates ultrafine particles, but in the meantime it’s 
important for our state and local agencies to be proactive.  New residential or office towers in 
such close vicinity to the highway as those in this project should be required to install effective 
air filtration systems, for the health of their occupants.  And while thorough filtration may be 
difficult to install in the station itself, given the openness of the platforms to the outside air, 
partial mitigation through filtration at the concourse level would still be appropriate, as a public 
health measure. 
 
Finally, we’d like to echo the letter submitted by CAC co-chair Elliot Laffer, specifically on the 
following points: 
 

• The Proponent should be asked to rigorously demonstrate that further parking will not 
be required. 
 

• The planned garage exit onto Dartmouth Street, in the event of no on-ramp closure, 
would be dangerous to pedestrians and an intolerable disruption to an accessible 
streetscape around the station. 

 
• Shadow on historic resources (the Boston Public Library courtyard and front steps, the 

Trinity Church windows) should be specifically considered. 
 

• Wind studies should also be done for each of the three individual towers proposed, in 
addition to the whole fully-developed scheme, as neither phasing nor a full build-out is 
guaranteed.  Counter-intuitively, wind conditions can sometimes be worsened more by a 
single tower than by three close together. 

 
• The station layout should be planned for growing public transit capacity. 

 
• A firm plan for relocating Bus 39 should be a requirement for moving forward with 

permissions for the Station East portion of the parcel.  
 
We hope you will take all these comments into consideration as you make your scoping 
determination.  Many thanks for your attention. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Dr. P. MacKenzie Bok 
Planning Co-Chair, Bay Village Neighborhood Association 
35 Melrose St., Boston, MA 02116 
 
P.S.  The study cited in point #4 is attached under separate cover.  A news article on the topic 
can be found at: https://www.bostonglobe.com/metro/2016/04/13/new-evidence-dangers-living-
near-highways/hVyqTnY4iyn9YRoNSwWtGI/story.html 
 
And at: https://nextcity.org/daily/entry/community-activists-want-new-chinatown-park-to-
consider-air-pollution 
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Background: Long-term exposure to fine particulate matter has been linked to cardiovascular disease and systemic
inflammatory responses; however, evidence is limited regarding the effects of long-term exposure to ultrafine par-
ticulate matter (UFP, b100 nm). We used a cross-sectional study design to examine the association of long-term
exposure to near-highway UFP with measures of systemic inflammation and coagulation.
Methods: We analyzed blood samples from 408 individuals aged 40–91 years living in three near-highway and
three urban background areas in and near Boston, Massachusetts. We conducted mobile monitoring of particle
number concentration (PNC) in each area, andused thedata to develop andvalidatehighly resolved spatiotemporal
(hourly, 20 m) PNC regression models. These models were linked with participant time-activity data to determine
individual time-activity adjusted (TAA) annual average PNC exposures. Multivariable regression modeling and
stratification were used to assess the association between TAA-PNC and single peripheral blood measures of
high-sensitivity C-reactive protein (hsCRP), interleukin-6 (IL-6), tumor-necrosis factor alpha receptor II (TNFRII)
and fibrinogen.
Results:After adjusting for age, sex, education, bodymass index, smoking and race/ethnicity, an interquartile-range
(10,000 particles/cm3) increase in TAA-PNC had a positive non-significant associationwith a 14.0% (95% CI:−4.6%,
36.2%) positive difference in hsCRP, an 8.9% (95% CI: −0.4%, 10.9%) positive difference in IL-6, and a 5.1% (95% CI:
−0.4%, 10.9%) positive difference in TNFRII. Stratification by race/ethnicity revealed that TAA-PNC had larger effect
estimates for all three inflammatorymarkers andwas significantly associatedwith hsCRP and TNFRII inwhite non-
Hispanic, but not East Asian participants. Fibrinogen had a negative non-significant association with TAA-PNC.
Conclusions: Our findings suggest an association between annual average near-highway TAA-PNC and subclinical
inflammatory markers of CVD risk.

© 2016 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY license
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

Keywords:
Ultrafine particles
Time-activity
Systemic inflammation
Particle number concentration
Cardiovascular risk

1. Introduction

Studies have shown associations of proximity to traffic with excess
cardiovascular disease (CVD) risk and increases in biomarkers of
systemic inflammation such as high sensitivity C-reactive protein
(hsCRP) and interleukin-6 (IL-6) (Brugge et al., 2007; Hoffmann et al.,
2009; Williams et al., 2009; Lanki et al., 2015; Brugge et al., 2013).
Proximity may be a surrogate for exposure to traffic-related air

pollutants (TRAPs) such as nitrogen oxides (NOx), nitrogen dioxide,
black carbon, particulate matter b10 μm (PM10), and ultrafine particles
(UFP, b100 nm). Concentrations of these pollutants have been shown to
be substantially elevated next tomajor roadways and highways (Karner
et al., 2010; Padró-Martínez et al., 2012; Patton et al., 2014a).

Previous studies have associated UFP exposure with systemic in-
flammation and increased CVD risk. Animal studies show that UFP can
promote inflammatory responses in the lungs as well as translocate to
the circulatory system. This can lead to increases in atherosclerotic le-
sions, upregulation of genes for anti-oxidant responses to oxidative
stress, and decreases in anti-inflammatory high density lipoprotein
(Araujo et al., 2008; Araujo and Nel, 2009). Controlled human exposure
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studies of UFP found associations with inflammatory and coagulation
responses in the lungs as well as in peripheral blood (Devlin et al.,
2014; Nemmar et al., 2002; Samet et al., 2009). Panel studies on short-
term effects of particle number concentration (PNC) have reported in-
creases in CRP, IL-6, tumor-necrosis factor alpha receptor II (TNFRII)
and markers of coagulation such as D-dimer and vonWillebrand Factor
(vWF)with same day UFP exposure and up to three-week lags (Delfino
et al., 2008; Hertel et al., 2010; Fuller et al., 2015). One study reported
significant associations with hsCRP and a suggestive association with
fibrinogen (Ruckerl et al., 2014).

The few studies on the cardiovascular effects of long-term ex-
posure (e.g., ≥ 1 year) to individual TRAPs have produced incon-
sistent results (Gan et al., 2011; Gan et al., 2014). In particular,
until recently, there had been little evidence for effects of long-
term UFP exposure on cardiovascular health, in part due to expo-
sure modeling constraints. A study of the California Teachers
Study Cohort (Ostro et al., 2015) found a significant association
of long-term exposure to UFP mass and constituents with all-
cause, CVD, and ischemic heart disease mortality. Exposure was
estimated with a chemical transport model at 4 × 4 km resolution.
A study using another chemical transport model to examine mul-
tiple PM sizes at 1 × 1 km resolution (Viehmann et al., 2015)
found that long-term exposure to UFP was significantly associated
with hsCRP and fibrinogen in crude models, and positively but in-
significantly associated in adjusted models. While both studies

found associations with long-term UFP, they utilized PNC models
that could not capture within neighborhood (b1 × 1 km) near
roadway PNC variability.

To our knowledge, there are no published studies that used in-
tensive local monitoring of PNC to build highly spatiotemporally-
resolved UFP models (20 m, hourly) and combined them with indi-
vidual time-activity patterns in an epidemiological study. Assigning
area ambient annual average at the residence introduces exposure
misclassification for pollutants such as UFP that have high spatial
and temporal variability (Buonanno et al., 2014; Gu et al., 2015;
Lane et al., 2015). Given the substantial spatial and temporal vari-
ability of near roadway UFP concentrations in urban areas, highly
resolved UFP exposure assessment should improve long-term epi-
demiological studies (HEI, 2013; Sioutas et al., 2005).

Our objectives were to develop individualized annual UFP expo-
sure estimates and to evaluate associations with hsCRP, IL-6,
TNFRII, and fibrinogen. These analyses were performed within the
Community Assessment of Freeway Exposure and Health (CAFEH)
study, a hypothesis driven cross-sectional, community based par-
ticipatory research (CBPR) study evaluating cardiovascular health
risks from exposure to UFP in near-roadway populations. We re-
port here the association of annual average exposure to high reso-
lution time activity adjusted (TAA) PNC with hsCRP, IL-6, TNFRII,
and fibrinogen for study participants living in neighborhoods in
the Boston area (Massachusetts, USA).

Fig. 1. Time-activity adjusted annual average particle number concentration (TAA-PNC) by study area.
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2. Material and methods

2.1. CAFEH study population

Participant recruitment was performed concurrently with air pollu-
tionmonitoring in near-highway (≤500m from Interstate Highways 90
and 93) and urban background areas (≥1000 m from Interstate High-
ways) including Somerville, Malden, and the Boston neighborhoods of
Dorchester, South Boston, and Chinatown (Fig. 1). Individuals 40+
years of age completed an informed consent after being recruited in
each neighborhood using a geographically-weighted, random-
selection process, supplemented by a convenience sample of
participants from senior housing developments in Dorchester and
Somerville. The analysis reported here is of those participants who
had a viable peripheral blood sample on all biomarkers and complete
survey data (n = 408), of whom 327 were from the random sample
and 81 were from the convenience sample. Details on study recruit-
ment, questionnaire, clinics, blood storage and inflammatory assays
have been previously published (Fuller et al., 2014). Here we present
a brief summary, with more detail provided in Supplemental Text 1.

Recruitment was conducted in Somerville (near highway = 101
participants; urban background = 25 participants) from July 2009 to
May 2010, in Dorchester (near highway = 75 participants; urban
background = 21 participants) and South Boston (near highway = 15
participants) from September 2010 to April 2011, and in Chinatown
(near highway = 133 participants) and its paired urban background
neighborhood, Malden (40 participants), from June 2011 to February
2012. Recruitment of participants from high-rise buildings (only
present in Chinatown) was restricted to residents who lived on one of
the first four floors since we found no significant vertical differences in
PNC up to 35 m (Wu et al., 2014).

Participants completed an in-home survey that included questions
about demographics (e.g., age, sex, education, income, race/ethnicity,
and employment status), recent illnesses, major cardiovascular dis-
eases, hypertension, use of statins, insulin, or oral hypoglycemics,
smoking status, and micro-environment time-activity. Peripheral
blood was drawn at study clinics by registered nurses and analyzed
for biomarkers using standard protocols. We measured height and
weight for calculation of body mass index (BMI; in kg/m2).

Geocoding of participant addresses was performed using a multi-
stage process that included address verification by field staff during
home visits. This was followed by parcel and street network geocoding
accompanied by manual correction via orthophotos and apartment/
multi-unit floor plans to reduce positional error (Lane et al., 2013;
Brugge et al., 2013). We used ESRI ArcGIS v10.1 (ESRI, Redlands CA)
software for all geographic information system (GIS) processes.

2.2. PNC monitoring, modeling and exposure assignment

Details on PNC monitoring, regression modeling and time-activity
adjusted exposure assignment have been published (Padró-Martínez
et al., 2012, Patton et al., 2014b; Patton et al., 2015; Lane et al., 2015).
Here we present a brief summary with more detail in Supplemental
Text 2. The Tufts Air PollutionMonitoring Laboratory (TAPL), a converted
recreational vehicle equipped with fast-response monitoring instru-
ments, was used tomeasure air pollutants. The TAPLwas repeatedly driv-
en over fixed routes in each study area during a range of hours of the day,
days of the week and seasons. UFP were measured by a condensation
particle counter (TSI Model 3775) as particle number concentration
(PNC, 4–3000 nm). Multivariable regression modeling was used to build
predictive models to estimate hourly natural log (LN) PNC at locations
within the study areas. The PNC regression models utilized both spatial
(side of and distance to highway, distance to nearest major road) and
temporal (wind speed, wind direction, temperature, day of week, high-
way traffic volume and speed) variables to predict values. The models

were used to estimate ambient PNC at the residence of each participant
for each hour of the year during which air monitoring was performed.

These estimates of exposure to PNC were adjusted for time-activity
based on survey data to reflect the amount of time participants spent
in each of the five micro-environments (details in Lane et al., 2013
and Supplemental Text 2). Time-activity questions were used to assign
hourly locations for the most recent weekday and weekend for
unemployed participants and for the most recent workday and non-
workday for employed participants. Time was assigned by microenvi-
ronments in one-hour increments for (i) inside homes, (ii) outside
homes, (iii) work/school, (iv) other non-highway locations, and
(v) time on highways. Micro-environment time-activity data was
found to be consistent in a subset of participants (n = 169) that
completed a second questionnaire an average of 5.4 months after the
initial questionnaire and resulted in less than an hour of mean differ-
ence in microenvironment time allocation. We assigned exposures to
each participant for every hour of the air monitoring year. We also
adjusted for infiltration of PNC into residences (Fuller et al., 2013).

2.3. Statistical analysis

We evaluated associations of biomarkers (hsCRP, IL-6, TNFRII, and
fibrinogen) with TAA-PNC. Because three of the biomarkers (hsCRP, IL-6
and TNFRII) were not normally distributed, they were first log-
transformed. Fibrinogen was normally distributed, but also examined as
a percent change for association with TAA-PNC to be consistent with
the other biomarkers. Generalized linear models (GLMs) were used to

Table 1
Population characteristics with viable blood samples and complete data on covariates (n
= 408).

Characteristic n % or mean ± SD

Age (years, mean ± SD) 408 61 ± 13
BMI (kg/m2, mean ± SD) 408 27.4 ± 6.8

Underweight (b18.5) 14 3%
Normal weight (18.5–24.9) 168 41%
Overweight (25–29.9) 117 29%
Obese (30+) 109 27%

City/neighborhood
Near highway (≤500 m)
Somerville 100 24%
Dorchester/South Boston 90 22%
Chinatown 133 32%

Urban background (≥1000 m)
Somerville 25 6%
Dorchester/South Boston 20 5%
Malden 40 10%

Sex
Female 238 58%
Male 170 42%

Smoking
Current 83 20%
Former 126 31%
Never 199 49%

Educational attainment
bHigh school diploma 136 34%
High school diploma 123 30%
Undergraduate 99 24%
Graduate school 50 12%

Race/ethnicity
White non-Hispanic 173 42%
East Asian 162 40%
Other 73 18%

Born in US
Yes 179 44%
No 229 56%

Statin medication
Yes 114 28%
No 294 72%

Diabetes medication
Yes 33 9%
No 375 91%
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test the association of TAA-PNC with LN hsCRP, LN IL-6, LN TNFRII (here-
after referred to as hsCRP, IL-6 and TNFRII) as well as fibrinogen. We
approached interpretation of statistical outcomes based on 95% confi-
dence intervals, with effect estimates. Estimates are reported as percent
change in inflammatory biomarker levels for an interquartile-range
(IQR) change in TAA-PNC. Statistical analyses were performed using SAS
(Statistical Analysis Software, Cary, North Carolina) version 9.1.2.

We started with univariate analysis for association between TAA-
PNC and each biomarker. Regression analyses were then adjusted for
age (years), sex (female, male), BMI (continuous, as kg/m2), smoking
status (current, former, never), educational attainment (less than high
school, high school diploma, undergraduate degree, graduate degree),
race/ethnicity (detailed below) and nativity (born in the United States
(US): yes, no). These variables are all known to be cardiovascular
disease risk factors and/or predictors of some of our biomarkers of
interest (McDade et al., 2011), including nativity (Corlin et al., 2014).
For race/ethnicity, we had a large non-Hispanic white population and
a large Chinese and Vietnamese population due to our recruitment in
Chinatown, with more limited numbers for other racial/ethnic groups.
Therefore, we grouped race/ethnicity into non-Hispanic white, East
Asian (Chinese and Vietnamese), and other (African American,
Haitian-Creole, white-Hispanic, Latino, Indian, Pakistani, Pacific Islander
and Native American), a heterogeneous group comprised of multiple
race/ethnicities each of limited sample size. Race/ethnicity and nativity
were highly correlated with one another. For example, 100% of the East

Asian participants were foreign born. Accordingly, we developed regres-
sion models to examine effects of race/ethnicity and nativity separately
while adjusting for the other cardiovascular risk factors. Additionally,
the differences in both TAA-PNC exposure concentrations and inflamma-
tory markers between East Asian and white non-Hispanic populations
led us to conduct a stratified analysis between these two groups.

2.4. Additional analysis

Sensitivity analyses were performed to examine potential effects of
additional variables and constraints on the relationship between TAA-
PNC and the biomarkers. We tested BMI as a categorical term in place
of the linear term as: 1) underweight (≤18.5 kg/m2) and normal weight
(18.6–24.9 kg/m2), combined due to low sample size in the underweight
group; 2) overweight (25–29.9 kg/m2); and 3) obese (≥30 kg/m2). We
also considered a quadratic term along with the continuous linear term
to account for potential U-shaped associations. We evaluated the effects
of including statin medication use, diabetes medication use (insulin or
oral hypoglycemic), personal income in place of education, season of
blood sample, and neighborhood in our models. We also stratified by
CVD risk factors age, sex, BMI, nativity, race/ethnicity, smoking status, di-
abetes and statinmedications. Additional stratificationwas by randomvs.
convenience sample and distance from highway. Because the exposure
regression model predicted LN-transformed PNC at the residence, we

Table 2
Distribution of biomarkers of systemic inflammation (high sensitivity C-reactive protein, (hsCRP), interleukin-6 (IL-6) and tumor necrosis factor alpha receptor II (TNFRII)) and coagula-
tion (fibrinogen) by population characteristics.

Characteristic hsCRP (mg/L) IL-6 (pg/mL) TNFRII (pg/mL) Fibrinogen (mg/dL)

Median (IQR) Median (IQR) Median (IQR) Median (IQR)

Total 1.27 (2.77) 1.28 (1.43) 2244 (1118) 448 (132)
City/neighborhood

Near highway (b500 m)
Somerville 2.02 (2.77) 1.74 (2.20) 2761 (1425) 470 (133)
Dorchester/South Boston 1.47 (3.91) 1.75 (1.92) 2155 (1018) 467 (124)
Chinatown 0.71 (1.63) 1.07 (0.90) 2004 (950) 425 (116)

Urban background (≥1000 m)
Somerville 0.94 (1.02) 0.95 (0.87) 2252 (876) 410 (76)
Dorchester/South Boston 2.16 (5.40) 1.38 (1.31) 2137 (1038) 476 (287)
Malden 0.82 (1.32) 1.14 (0.78) 2315 (908) 492 (112)

Sex
Female 1.18 (2.72) 1.22 (1.38) 2212 (1146) 456 (133)
Male 1.29 (2.73) 1.39 (1.56) 2349 (1001) 440 (131)

Age (quartiles)
40–50 years 0.95 (2.06) 1.01 (1.10) 2100 (777) 424 (103)
51–60 years 1.58 (2.77) 1.22 (1.50) 2383 (778) 431 (137)
61–71 years 1.28 (2.79) 1.34 (1.80) 2509 (1199) 473 (120)
72–91 years 1.34 (2.83) 1.52 (1.71) 2762 (1334) 480 (147)

Smoking
Current 1.40 (3.25) 1.44 (1.66) 2420 (1037) 460 (150)
Former 1.59 (2.78) 1.49 (2.06) 2440 (1427) 459 (140)
Never 0.91 (1.82) 1.16 (1.11) 2103 (1077) 439 (124)

Body mass index (kg/m2)
Under & normal weight (≤24.9) 0.66 (1.44) 1.01 (0.79) 2006 (846) 425 (114)
Overweight (25–29.9) 1.45 (2.26) 1.47 (1.47) 2462 (1012) 443 (116)
Obese (30+) 2.73 (4.71) 1.97 (2.25) 2590 (1517) 510 (179)

Race/ethnicity
White non-Hispanic 1.61 (3.0) 1.63 (2.00) 2520 (1257) 454 (133)
East Asian 0.72 (1.53) 1.07 (0.80) 2042 (943) 435 (132)
Other 2.04 (4.06) 1.56 (1.39) 2183 (978) 473 (133)

Born in US
Yes 1.81 (3.16) 1.69 (2.17) 2473 (1271) 467 (137)
No 0.82 (1.73) 1.14 (1.04) 2102 (1024) 439 (123)

Statin medication
Yes 2.48 (5.51) 2.01 (2.41) 2775 (1634) 544 (151)
No 1.11 (2.10) 1.89 (1.24) 2176 (1005) 457 (124)

Diabetes medication
Yes 2.06 (4.02) 1.75 (1.68) 2553 (1895) 506 (152)
No 1.27 (2.71) 1.31 (1.38) 2589 (1097) 447 (129)
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also evaluated associations for residential ambient annual average (RAA)
PNC and LN-transformed TAA-PNC with the biomarkers.

To examine the shape of the exposure-response functions, we
produced generalized additive models (GAMs) in R version 3.1 with
locally-weighted scatterplot smoothing (LOESS) (R, Vienna, Austria;
Trevor, 2013). Separate GAMs were produced with adjustment for
CVD risk factors and for those factors plus race/ethnicity.

3. Results

The majority of the study population was female, above the age of
60 years, overweight or obese, current or former smokers, and born
outside of the US (Table 1). Non-Hispanic white and East Asian
participants constituted 42% and 40% of the population, respectively.

East Asians were concentrated in the Chinatown and Malden study
areas.

3.1. Biomarker concentrations by population characteristics

Differences in median blood biomarker concentrations by popula-
tion characteristics are shown in Table 2. All four biomarkers were
higher for participants who were older, a current or former smoker,
born in the US, or using statin or diabetes medications. Biomarker levels
were also higher in participants who were obese (25–29.9 kg/m2) and
overweight (25–29.9 kg/m2). East Asian participants had lower median
levels of all biomarkers than white non-Hispanics and the other race/
ethnicity category. Sex was associated with a minor difference for IL-6,
but not for any other biomarker.

3.2. TAA-PNC by population characteristics

There were differences in annual average TAA-PNC exposure by
study area (Table 3 and Fig. 1). Chinatown participants had the highest
median (28,000 particles/cm3) and maximum (35,000 particles/cm3)
annual average exposures, while Malden had the lowest median
(10,000 particles/cm3) and minimum (9000 particles/cm3) annual
average exposures. Somerville participants experienced an exposure
gradient based on proximity to Interstate-93 (median near highway
annual average = 24.000 particles/cm3; median urban background
annual average = 18.000 particles/cm3). Dorchester and South Boston
participants had the lowest median near highway annual average
TAA-PNC (18,000 particles/cm3) out of the three near-highway neigh-
borhoods, with an urban background median annual average of
13,000 particles/cm3. Annual average TAA-PNC was higher among
participants identifying as East Asian or born outside the US compared
to those identifying as white non-Hispanics or born in the US. This is
consistentwith the preponderance of the East Asian population residing
in Chinatown. Nevertheless, the range of TAA-PNC exposures for East
Asians overlapped substantially with exposures for the rest of the
study population. Additionally, median annual average TAA-PNC
decreased with increasing educational attainment and was lowest
among obese individuals (Table 3).

3.3. Association of TAA-PNC and biomarkers

In univariate analysis of the full population, there was almost no as-
sociation between TAA-PNC and the inflammatory markers (Table 4).
Bivariate analysis showed that adjusting for BMI, race/ethnicity, nativity
and smoking status changed the effect estimate between TAA-PNC and
all the biomarkers by N10%. Sex had a small effect on the relationship
between TAA-PNC and IL-6, but not the other biomarkers. The descrip-
tive statistics for biomarkers and TAA-PNC for racial and ethnic subpop-
ulations (Tables 2 and 3) are consistent with the possibility of negative
confounding, with unadjusted associations resulting in essentially null
associations (Table 4). Consistent with negative confounding given pat-
terns in Table 3, multivariable adjustment for age, sex, BMI, smoking
status and education led to positive associations of TAA-PNC with

Table 3
Distribution of time-activity adjusted annual average particle number concentration
(TAA-PNC) by distance to highway groups and demographic variables.

Characteristic TAA-PNC (104 particles/cm3)a

Median IQR Min–max

Total 2.3 1.0 0.9–3.5
City/neighborhood

Near highway (≤500 m)
Somerville 2.4 0.3 2.0–3.1
Dorchester/South Boston 1.8 0.4 1.1–2.8
Chinatown 2.8 0.4 1.7–3.5

Urban background (≥1000 m)
Somerville 1.8 0.2 1.6–2.0
Dorchester/South Boston 1.3 0.3 1.0–1.6
Malden 1.0 0.1 0.9–1.2

Sex
Female 2.3 0.9 0.9–3.4
Male 2.2 1.1 0.9–3.5

Age (quartiles)
40–50 years 2.2 0.9 0.9–3.3
51–60 years 2.3 0.8 1.0–3.3
61–71 years 2.2 1.2 0.9–3.4
72–91 years 2.6 1.0 0.9–3.5

Smoking
Current 2.4 1.1 0.9–3.5
Former 2.2 0.8 0.9–3.2
Never 2.1 0.8 0.9–3.1

Body mass index (kg/m2)
Under & normal weight (≤24.9) 2.4 1.0 0.9–3.5
Overweight (25–29.9) 2.4 0.9 0.9–3.4
Obese (30+) 2.1 0.9 0.9–3.0

Education
Less than high school diploma 2.6 0.7 0.9–3.5
High school diploma 2.4 0.9 0.9–3.4
Undergraduate 2.0 1.0 0.9–3.1
Graduate school 1.8 0.7 0.9–3.0

Race/ethnicity
White non-Hispanic 2.0 0.7 0.9–3.1
East Asian 2.8 0.7 0.9–3.5
Other 2.2 0.7 1.0–3.1

Born in US
Yes 2.0 0.8 0.9–3.1
No 2.6 0.8 0.9–3.5

a Significant figures for PNC are to the 0.1 × 104.

Table 4
Comparison of regressionmodels for association between an interquartile-range change in time-activity adjusted annual average particle number concentration (IQR= 10.000 particles/
cm3) and biomarkers of systemic inflammation (hsCRP, IL-6 and TNFRII) and coagulation (fibrinogen).

Model hsCRP IL-6 TNFRII Fibrinogen

% change (95% CI) % change (95% CI) % change (95% CI) % change (95% CI)

Unadjusted −8.0% (−23.3%, 11.7%) −2.1% (−12.9%, 10.2%) −0.05% (−6.1%, 5.4%) −3.3% (−7.0%, 0.4%)
Adjusteda 9.8% (−8.3%, 31.4%) 5.8% (−5.6%, 18.5%) 3.6% (−1.9%, 9.4%) −1.9% (−5.5%, 1.6%)
Adjustedb 14.0% (−4.6%, 36.2%) 8.9% (−2.6%, 21.8%) 5.1% (−0.4%, 10.9%) −1.9% (−5.5%, 1.6%)
Adjustedc 14.8% (−4.1%, 37.4%) 8.1% (−3.6%, 21.2%) 4.6% (−1.0%, 10.5%) −2.1% (−5.7%, 1.5%)

a Adjusted for age, sex, continuous BMI, smoking status and education.
b Adjusted for age, sex, continuous BMI, smoking status, education and race/ethnicity.
c Adjusted for age, sex, continuous BMI, smoking status, education and nativity.
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hsCRP, IL-6 and TNFRII (adjustment a, Table 4). Separate adjustment by
race/ethnicity (adjustment b, Table 4) and nativity (adjustment c,
Table 4) increased the TAA-PNC effect estimates and strength of
association for hsCRP, IL-6 and TNFRII, with the largest effect on hsCRP
and IL-6. None of the associations achieved traditional thresholds for
significance, but all had positive central estimates and some approached
significance.

Table 5 shows results with the population stratified into white non-
Hispanics and East Asians. In adjusted models, TAA-PNC was positively
associated with IL-6 and significantly associated with hsCRP and TNFRII
amongwhite non-Hispanic participants. Effect estimateswere similar in
unadjusted and adjusted models. In adjusted models, East Asian partic-
ipants had much smaller (and non-significant) associations between
TAA-PNC and all three biomarkers of inflammation.

TAA-PNC was negatively associated with fibrinogen in unadjusted
and adjusted analysis (Table 4). In adjusted models, stratification by
race/ethnicity also resulted in little associations in non-Hispanic white
participants. East Asians had a negative association that was attenuated
following adjustment (Table 5).

3.4. Additional analyses

Statin and diabetes medication (insulin/oral hypoglycemic) use and
season of blood drawwere not significant independent predictors. Their
inclusion modestly increased the effect estimates for the association
between TAA-PNC and biomarkers of inflammation, but did not mean-
ingfully change the relationships (Supplemental Table 1). BMI as a cat-
egorical term and as a quadratic term in place of linear BMI were also
run in separatemodels and their inclusion did not meaningfully change
the relationship between TAA-PNC and biomarkers. In a separatemodel
we replaced TAA-PNC with the RAA-PNC which lowered effect
estimates for hsCRP and TNFRII, but increased the effect estimate for
IL-6.

Substituting personal income for educational attainment to account
for socioeconomic status did not meaningfully change effect estimates
of associations for biomarkers of inflammation or fibrinogen. Neighbor-
hood was not a significant predictor for hsCRP, IL-6 or fibrinogen, but
adjusting for neighborhood reduced the association between TAA-PNC
and TNFRII to essentially null. Although our study was underpowered
to fully explore interactions with TAA-PNC, we conducted a series of
stratified analyses to further evaluate differences. In stratified analyses,
associations differed by sex (IL-6, TNFRII and fibrinogen), age (hsCRP,
IL-6), smoking (hsCRP, TNFRII), BMI (hsCRP, TNFRII), born in the US
(IL-6, TNFRII), statin medication use (IL-6, TNFRII), and diabetes
medication use (hsCRP, IL-6). Effects were generally greater in less
healthy subpopulations. Log transformed TAA-PNC was examined and
similar results were observed as for the non-transformed TAA-PNC
(Supplemental Tables 3 and 4).

GAMs were built to examine the shape of the exposure-
response curves. In unadjusted models, the curve for hsCRP was
U-shaped, explaining in part the null findings in Table 3. However,
adjusting for CVD risk factors and race/ethnicity in particular
increased the slope at higher TAA-PNC levels, consistent with our

stratified results by race/ethnicity and reinforcing the interpretabil-
ity of our fully adjusted models (Fig. 2). For IL-6 and TNFRII, adjust-
ment for CVD risk factors and race/ethnicity also increased
the exposure-response function at higher concentrations. Fibrino-
gen had a negative exposure-response curve in the unadjusted
and adjusted GAMs.

4. Discussion

We used exposure models with high spatial-temporal resolution
joined with individual time-activity patterns and found positive non-
significant associations between annual average UFP exposures and
multiple biomarkers of inflammation (hsCRP, IL-6 and TNFRII). We
also found a negative non-significant association with fibrinogen.
Stratification by race/ethnicity showed that TAA-PNC had larger effect
estimates and was significantly associated with hsCRP and TNFRII in
white non-Hispanic, but not East Asian participants. The association
with systematic inflammatorymarkers is consistent with either chronic
induction of pulmonary inflammation leading to a secondary systemic
inflammation response or a primary systemic inflammatory response
through particle translocation into the circulatory system. Both of
these are expected to lead to cytokine responses and production of
proteins such as hsCRP, IL-6 and TNFRII (Araujo et al., 2008; Rückerl
et al., 2011; Simkhovich et al., 2008). Our findings are also consistent
with studies that found associations between short-term PNC exposure
and increases in hsCRP, IL-6 and TNFRII (Delfinoet al., 2008;Hertel et al.,
2010; Fuller et al., 2014).

Our analysis adds to the small, but growing evidence for a role of
long-term exposure to UFP in adverse cardiovascular health impacts.
Our significant results for non-Hispanic white populations are consis-
tent with findings from other recent studies evaluating cardiovascular
effects or inflammatory markers among predominantly non-Hispanic
white populations (Ostro et al., 2015; Viehmann et al., 2015).

We saw limited evidence of a negative association with fibrinogen,
although associations were essentially null, especially in adjusted
models stratifying by race/ethnicity. Fibrinogen is an acute-phase pro-
tein important to the coagulation cascade, but studies of its association
with TRAPs are inconclusive. Studies of short-term exposure to particu-
latematter have found positive associationswith fibrinogen (Ghio et al.,
2003; Rückerl et al., 2007), null associations (Pope et al., 2004; Samet
et al., 2009), and a negative association (Seaton et al., 1999). The lack
of a positive association between TAA-PNC and fibrinogen in our analy-
sis could be due to PNC having a differentmechanism of action on coag-
ulation compared to inflammation, although the two pathways are also
interconnected (Levi et al., 2004). To better understand themechanistic
effects of PNC on coagulation, future studies could include analysis of
biomarkers at various stages of the coagulation pathway such as
plasmin, von Willebrand factor, and D-dimer, markers that have been
more consistently associated with acute TRAP exposure (Riediker
et al., 2004; Yue et al., 2007).

Our study differs from previous research on long-term residential
UFP health impacts in that we used a more finely resolved spatial UFP
model (20 m, compared to 1–4 km) that leveraged extensive ambient

Table 5
Comparison of regressionmodels for association between an interquartile-range change in time-activity adjusted annual average particle number concentration (IQR= 10.000 particles/
cm3) and biomarkers of systemic inflammation (hsCRP, IL-6 and TNFRII) and coagulation (fibrinogen) stratified into white non-Hispanic and East Asian participants.

Model hsCRP IL-6 TNFRII Fibrinogen

% change (95% CI) % change (95% CI) % change (95% CI) % change (95% CI)

White non-Hispanic
Unadjusted 36.3% (−0.9%, 73.5%) 28.7% (4.4%, 53.0%) 15.5% (7.3%, 7.8%) 2.3% (−5.6%, 10.2%)
Adjusteda 32.7% (3.7%, 67.2%) 22.6% (−0.2%, 45.5%) 16.8% (5.8%, 27.7%) −0.02% (−0.7%, 0.7%)
East Asian
Unadjusted 9.7% (−13.5%, 32.9%) 5.0% (−9.9%, 19.7%) −0.3% (−7.9%, 1.3%) −1.8% (−6.4%, −2.7%)
Adjusteda 6.1% (−18.3%, 31.0%) 2.6% (−12.2%, 17.3%) 0.1% (−1.2%, 1.4%) −0.06% (−5.4%, 4.2%)

a Adjusted for age, sex, continuous BMI, smoking status and education.
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Fig. 2. Comparison of GAMwith a LOESS TAA-PNC term for association with the biomarkers of systemic inflammation by additionally adjusting for race. Adjusted (a) for age, gender, BMI,
smoking status and education. Adjusted (b) for age, gender, BMI, smoking status, education and race.
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monitoring, combined with time-activity adjustment of exposures that
may reduce exposuremisclassification (Lane et al., 2015).We also had a
diverse racial/ethnic study population, with a high percentage of East
Asian participants (40%) who were not born in the US and who also
tended to be the most highly exposed subpopulation. Interestingly, in
our race/ethnicity stratified models for hsCRP, IL-6 and TNFRII
(Table 5), we found white non-Hispanics had larger (and statistically
significant) effect estimates compared to the East Asian participants.
Previous studies have found differences in biomarkers of systemic
inflammation by race/ethnicity (Corlin et al., 2014; Khera et al., 2005).
Studies reported lower hsCRP concentrations in East Asian participants
residing in the US compared to white participants (Albert et al., 2004;
Kelley-Hedgepeth et al., 2008; Lakoski et al., 2006). Studies in Asia
have also reported relatively low CRP levels (Ye et al., 2007). Similarly,
in a prior analysis of the CAFEH study population, we found that East
Asian participants had lower IL-6 and TNFRII as well as lower hsCRP
concentrations compared to non-Hispanic white participants (Corlin
et al., 2014). Studies have found that Chinese Americans have less CVD
risk and lower inflammatory markers than other races/ethnicities
(Palaniappan et al., 2004; Lakoski et al., 2006). A recent study found
Chinese Americans had lower carotid intima-media thickness response
to PM2.5 exposures, irrespective of receiving higher exposures than
white non-Hispanic and Latino race/ethnicities (Jones et al., 2015). It
is possible that differences in systemic inflammatory markers by race/
ethnicity lead to different response functions with ambient air
pollutants. However, the mechanism remains unclear and could be
related to differences in genetics, physical activity, nutrition and/or
social cohesion.

We found differences in effect estimates by sex on the associations
between TAA-PNC and TNFRII and fibrinogen. This agreeswith previous
literature of notable albeit non-uniform effect modification by sex on
the relation of air pollution with inflammatory response (Clougherty,
2010). The lower association with TNFRII in womenmay reflect genetic
differences that result in lower expression of TNFRII in female hearts
compared to male hearts (Ramani et al., 2004). Differences in the rela-
tionship for fibrinogen may relate to differences in behaviors or activity
patterns between men and women rather than genetic factors (Carter
et al., 1997).

To help interpret our regression models, we can estimate the influ-
ence of both PNC and BMI on hsCRP in our study population. In linear
multivariable models that adjusted for age, sex, BMI, smoking status
and education, we found that a 10,000 particles/cm3 change in TAA-
PNC exposure was associated with a 14.0% change in hsCRP. Compara-
tively, a 1.8 kg/m2 change in BMI would also be associated with a
14.0% change in hsCRP. Tomake this comparisonmore tangible, moving
from exposure levels consistentwith the urban background to exposure
levels consistent with the near-highway neighborhood in Somerville (a
change inmedian exposure from18,000 to 24,000 particles/cm3)would
be associated with a change in mean hsCRP levels from 0.97 mg/L to
1.05 mg/L. In contrast, moving from a normal weight BMI of 22 kg/m2

to an overweight BMI of 27 kg/m2 equates to a change in mean hsCRP
levels from 0.68 mg/L to 1.04 mg/L. Of note, our BMI effect estimates
are slightly higher than those observed in another multi-ethnic study
(Festa et al., 2001). Given that approximately 30 million Americans
live within 300 m of a major roadway (US EPA, 2015), there could be
significant public health implications from these small changes in
hsCRP.

4.1. Strengths and limitations

Multiple aspects of the CAFEH study were strengthened by our
collaborations with community partners. The initial impetus of the
study originated as a request from the Somerville Transportation Equity
Partnership. Community partners contributed to all aspects of the study,
including overall study design, by providing expert local knowledge
that helped us define study boundaries, design effective recruitment

strategies, and improve geocoding by obtaining apartment floor plans
through housing management. Community partners also collaborated
with researchers on hiring and training of field staff, translation of doc-
uments, interpretation of results,writing ofmanuscripts and dissemina-
tion of findings.

The PNC regression model used here was developed from a dense
mobile monitoring campaign that encompassed the residences of par-
ticipants. This allowed us to model and estimate local hourly ambient
PNC values. These values were subsequently adjusted for time-activity
to produce individual TAA-PNC estimates, which may reduce exposure
misclassification (Lane et al., 2015). TAA adjustment increased effect es-
timates in our analysis (Supplemental Table 4). Nevertheless, residual
exposure misclassification likely remains due to the challenges in cap-
turing all spatiotemporal contributors in a PNC regression model. Addi-
tional error may be due to inaccuracies in time-activity adjustment.
However, our time activity adjustment was based on survey data that
was highly reproducible (Lane et al., 2013), although it only covered
five micro-environments.

CAFEH is a cross-sectional study; thereforewe cannot determine the
temporal nature of the exposure–response relationship or make causal
inferences. In addition, our modest sample had considerable heteroge-
neity, especially for race/ethnicity, which complicated efforts to control
for confounding. Our sample size also implies caution in interpreting the
shape of the exposure-response functions in our GAMs, given substan-
tially wider confidence intervals at the tails. Restricting the population
to only random participants, however, did not substantially change
our findings, increasing confidence generalizability.

PNC is correlated with other TRAPs such as road dust, other traffic-
related coarse particles, particle-bound polycyclic aromatic hydrocar-
bons (pPAH), NOx, and CO (Johansson et al., 2007; Patton et al.,
2014b), as well as traffic-related noise (Can et al., 2015). Exposures to
these pollutants might confound or interact with PNC and each other
(Karner et al., 2010; US EPA, 2015) and could explain portions of our
observed associations. However, the mechanism by which gaseous pol-
lutants like NOx influence cardiovascular health is less clear than for
PNC. Further, PM2.5 was shown to have little spatial variability through-
out our study areas (Patton et al., 2014b).

5. Conclusions

We identified positive but non-significant associations of long-term
TAA-PNC exposurewith hsCRP, IL-6 and TNFRII, but notwith fibrinogen,
after adjusting for traditional CVD risk factors, including BMI and
smoking status. Stratification by race/ethnicity resulted in stronger as-
sociations between TAA-PNC and biomarkers of inflammation among
white non-Hispanic compared to East Asian participants. Adjustment
by race/ethnicity also produced more interpretable exposure-response
functions. Our findings reinforce the importance of studying
near-highway PNC exposures and of examining differences in exposure
patterns and associations among racial/ethnic sub-populations. Longi-
tudinal cohort studies and multipollutant models will be needed to
strengthen causal interpretation.
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June 17, 2016 
 
Matthew Beaton, Secretary 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) 
ATTN: MEPA Office  
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston MA 02114 
 
Brian Golden, Director 
Boston Redevelopment Authority  
One City Hall Square  
Boston, MA 02201-1007 
 
RE:  Comments on the ENF and the PNF for the Back Bay/South End Gateway Project 
MEPA: #15502 
 
Dear Sirs: 
 
WalkBoston reviewed the ENF and PNF for Back Bay/South End Gateway Project. 
 
We are very interested in this project, which is superbly located to be served by public 
transportation, walking and biking. However, we have concerns about pedestrian access 
into, through and around the site which we would like to see addressed in the next project 
submissions. These are: 
 
1. Relocation of the layover site for the Route 39 bus 

The proposal states that the layover site for the Route 39 bus will be located “off-site.” 
Back Bay Station is one end of this bus route, which is one of the busiest in the MBTA 
system, serving Back Bay, the Fenway and Jamaica Plain. Buses congregate here and 
wait until schedules require them to return to the main route. 
 
This bus route is too important to the MBTA system and its many riders to shift the 
layover site to another location which could lead to a major change in the frequency of 
bus service. A layover location must be found nearby. 
 

2.  Sidewalks that surround the site 
Sidewalks along Stuart and Clarendon Streets have been designed at minimum widths 
for their functions. The MassDOT Design Guide calls for sidewalks in busy downtown 
areas of cities to be between 12 and 20 feet in width. These guidelines should be 
generously incorporated into the planning for this project.  The City’s Complete Streets 
Guideline Manual suggests that 8 feet is a minimum but prefers a width of ten feet. 
 
This is particularly important for the Dartmouth Street side of the project. Foot traffic 
on Dartmouth Street is already heavy and likely to increase, due to the new 
development and to moving the principal entrance to the station to the center of this 
frontage. The plan calls for a portion of the Dartmouth Street frontage to be as narrow 
as 8 feet at one point, and 13 feet otherwise. The 8’ foot width, which appears along a 
planned ADA ramp into the first-floor retail area, is not adequate for this location. 
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Perhaps this width could be expanded by moving the ADA ramp into the retail area of 
the building or by selectively eliminating portions of the drop-off/taxi lane which 
extends from the station entrance to Stuart Street. Alternatively, perhaps a thoughtful 
reduction of the number of trees and their placement might be appropriate to widen 
the clear width of the walkway. 
 

3.  Garage exit on Dartmouth Street 
One of the unfortunate consequences of the design for re-use of the Garage East and 
West portions of this project is the potential use of Dartmouth Street as one of the 
exits from the on-site garage. This appears to result from redesign of the existing 
garage which currently has two entrance and exit ramps.  
 
The proposed new parking facility removes two the existing garage access ways – 
those leading in and out of the garage in drums connecting with Trinity Place . It 
retains the existing entrance and exit ramps on Clarendon Street. The design calls for 
no new entrance ramps. However, it calls for a new exit ramp that requires removal of 
the Turnpike on-ramp. If the Turnpike ramp is retained, the proponent maintains that 
there is a need for a replacement exit onto Dartmouth Street. 
 
The proposed exit ramp onto Dartmouth Street is deeply consequential for pedestrian 
traffic. It is difficult to imagine a more inappropriate design than the insertion of a 
major vehicular exit from the garage onto the Dartmouth Street sidewalk, the primary 
pedestrian access route to and from Back Bay Station. Certainly there must be a better 
place to provide a garage exit than this, possibly by retaining one of the drums could 
be retained for exiting traffic directly onto Trinity Place. 
 

4.  The station area concourse 
Back Bay Station was designed as a large arched hall, flanked on both sides by 
hallways leading to ticket and waiting areas. Each platform has its own stairways, 
escalators and /or elevators connecting the platform to the station concourse. Train 
platforms are split, with the Worcester/Amtrak Chicago line platforms near the north 
edge of the station concourse, and the New York/Amtrak Washington platforms near 
the south edge. Access to the Orange Line platform is directly in the center of the 
station, under the arched portion of the station structure. On either side, outside the 
arched hall, two wide concourses connect through the block between Dartmouth and 
Clarendon Streets. 
 
Within the large arched hall, pedestrian movement is presently blocked for concourse 
movement by a fence that surrounds the major access stairways and escalators to and 
from the Orange Line. The proposal calls for a removal of some of this blockage and 
relocation of the two principal concourse pathways between Dartmouth and Clarendon 
Streets into the arched hall. The present concourses, outside the arched hall, are then 
repurposed for retail and other facilities. 
 
The relocation or shrinking of the passenger concourses and repurposing the space 
occupied by the old ones raises a concern as to whether the new routes are sufficiently 
wide to handle projected growth in passenger volumes. Although it is uncertain what 
projections of passenger volumes might show, according to the project proponent, the 
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station already handles 30,000 passengers per day. The MBTA currently maintains 
there are 36,000 Orange Line passengers here, plus 17,000 commuter rail passengers. 
Amtrak may constitute an additional 2000 passengers. New projections of traffic 
should be undertaken to determine likely future volumes of people using the station. 

 
With the knowledge of the likely future traffic of patrons of the Orange Line, the 
commuter rail lines and Amtrak, the plan must provide good access to and egress from 
the following locations: 
• The Dartmouth Street entrance 
• The Orange Line station (two stairways, escalators, one elevator) 
• The underpass beneath Dartmouth Street to the Copley Place mall (one stairway) 
• The commuter and Amtrak rail lines west toward Worcester and ultimately Chicago 

(two stairways, one elevator) serving 15 stations and communities 
• The commuter and Amtrak rail lines that generally go south and follow the east 

coast to Providence, New York and Washington D.C. (two stairways, two 
escalators, one elevator) serving 47 stations and communities 

• The proposed new passageway to Stuart Street and into the Garage West office 
structure 

• Ticket machines for passes and Charlie cards for the subway lines. 
• Amtrak ticket offices 
• Commuter rail ticket offices  
• Restrooms for the entire station concourse area 
• Food and retail outlets proposed for the concourse level 
• Food and retail proposed for the second level 
• Food and retail outlets proposed for the third level 
• Waiting areas including seating for passengers traveling by rail 
• The existing and new parking garages in the Garage West/East areas 
• The new residential building in the Station East area at the Clarendon Street end of 

the project 
 

All but the last two of these movements take place primarily in a compressed space 
that extends about 100’ from the main entrance on Dartmouth Street into the station. 
The proposal significantly diminishes this portion of the existing concourse, serving 
the movements listed above and lowering the space of the waiting area from 9,225 
square feet (41 bays each roughly 15 feet square) to 6,075 square feet (27 bays, each 
roughly 15 feet square. It calls for eliminating the principal existing waiting area and 
replacing it with a large food service facility. All waiting passengers will be moved to 
backless benches located in busy pedestrian passageways, including the major 
entrance to the building. The proposal also calls for diminishing the size of the 
concourse by narrowing the existing passageways between Dartmouth and Clarendon 
Street and replacing them with retail space. It calls for new entrances to the proposed 
second and third levels in the midst of the existing waiting area. The proposal moves 
the ticketing area away from the waiting area and into new space along the proposed 
new passageway, where queuing to purchase tickets (now possible in the waiting 
area) will compete with pedestrian movement. It is hard to imagine that all these 
activities can be accommodated in the space planned. 

 
A new design should be undertaken to accommodate the growing number of 
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pedestrians and waiting passengers as well as patrons of food and retail outlets who 
may choose to sit in this busy space. The existing waiting area should not be removed 
but instead enlarged to accommodate anticipated future use. Ticketing space should 
be provided close to passenger access areas. Access to and from the second and third 
levels should be moved away from the waiting area and into the space that is gained 
by closing the existing concourse passageways. Retail areas adjacent to the passenger 
waiting area should be scaled back to remove potential blockage of clear and very 
visible access to and from the stairways leading to transportation facilities below the 
concourse. Benches for rail passengers should not be relegated to busy portions of the 
concourse, especially where they might interfere with pedestrian traffic through the 
concourse.  
 
5. Construction on the rail station platforms 
The proposal calls for use of the station platforms for supports for the new high-rise 
building being built in the Station East portion of the project. These new obstructions 
narrow the platforms for waiting or alighting passengers and add complexity in an 
environment where moving to or from access points is already complicated. This true 
of both the Orange line platform, serving both directions for subway passengers and 
the southernmost railway platform serving commuter rail passengers to and from the 
south and southwest, including Providence, New York, Washington and the entire 
eastern seaboard. 
 
Using the existing rail platforms for construction of these supports will obstruct 
passenger traffic during construction as well as after completion. Designs should be 
carefully integrated with existing obstructions such as columns to minimize 
interference with passenger traffic flow.  
 

 
We are very concerned about the changes proposed for the station, the bus layover and 
the sidewalks and interior passageways. We would appreciate your consideration of our 
comments and look forward to your responses to them. Please feel free to contact 
WalkBoston with questions you may have.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Wendy Landman 
Executive Director 
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17 June 2016 
 
Christopher Tracy, Senior Project Manager 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 
Boston, MA 02201 
Christopher.Tracy@boston.gov 
 
Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) 
Attn: MEPA Office 
Alex Strysky, EEA No. 15502 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston MA 02114 
Alexander.Strysky@state.ma.us 
 
Re: Back Bay/South End Gateway Project 
 
Gentlemen and Reviewers,  
 
As a member of the Citizens Advisory Council, nominated by the Boston Society of Architects, and a 
resident of the Back Bay, I am submitting comments regarding the BBSE Gateway project. 
 
As you know, the Boston Society of Architects/AIA is committed to advocacy on behalf of great design, 
and for sharing an appreciation for the built environment with the public. With more than 3,500 
members, the BSA aims to a leader in educating designers, contractors, owners and the public about 
inspiring and environmentally responsible design, construction, operation and renovation of the built 
environment. The BSA believes that design responsibility extends beyond the design of high-
performance buildings to include project siting and impacts on transportation, water, land, air and 
habitat, and provide healthier communities.    

I believe that this mission and these commitments are a relevant framework for review of the proposed 
project. I believe that other CAC members, and the proponents of the project, share some of these same 
interests, which is appreciated.  

However, The Boston Redevelopment Authority has asked for comments on Boston Properties’ 
Project Notification Form now, in fact by today, well ahead of the completion of project presentations to 
the Civic Advisory Committee. This is prior to the promised, but not yet scheduled, public review of the 
Back Bay Station renovation project. 
 
MEPA and Mass DOT are critically involved in this project, and have not yet conducted their reviews or, 
in the case of Mass DOT, confirmed or scheduled a public process for comment. Mass DOT has indicated 
that the review cannot be conducted until the Back Bay station has reached a 30% competed design 
point. Therefore, presentation about the project can be considered intentions, but not approved scope 
or program. 
 
To date the CAC has heard progress reports, seen general renderings, heard varying statistics, options 
and data ranges for new population, potential construction phasing, transit routes and vehicular traffic.  

1 
 



possibilities for the station include renovation for the main arrivals and departures areas, introduction of 
more intensive retail, interior alterations, to added building height and increased retail for upper levels 
added to the the station. 

Station 

At Back Bay Station, work to date has been uneven. The quality of repair work on the original timbers 
laminated structure shows varied results. A pair of monumental original artworks commissioned for the 
station, paid by public funds through the Arts on the Line program, and executed by Stephen Antonakis, 
whose works are in the collections of the Metropolitan Museum of art, the Museum of Modern Art, and 
the Guggenheim Museum, have been removed. The Dartmouth Street glass façade is concealed behind 
advertising posters. Would private management propose the removal of original art, or bill boarding the 
facades for South Station, or MBTA and commuter stations? Clarity about the standards and obligations 
for this station is essential. Has MASS DOT approved these renovations? How will they be maintained, 
and how will the projects impact future transportation systems? How will the station and the systems 
accommodate new riders with inevitable increased demand? Because the CAC does not address the 
Back Bay station renovation, an integrated, confirmed and responsive public process to assess the State 
and MASS DOT issues as well as the city wide issues, is essential.  

New Construction 

Architecturally, the new towers remain only generally presented, with massing and emphasis on the 
complexity of the structural challenges that shape and restore the design, and focusing primarily on the 
Dartmouth Street office tower, its offset specifically designed to mitigate otherwise significant wind 
conditions. 

Two residential towers on Clarendon Street have been generally outlined; a presentation on their 
grounds cape, or landscape, is forthcoming. Already the developers have said the site is “too tight” for 
an appreciable amount of outdoor green space. What is the plan for a humane and welcome 
presentation and urban setting for these large buildings? 

Project Delivery 

The timetable for the project implementation is unclear, and the related areas of access, such as the On 
Ramp to the Mass Pike, are undecided issues, which Mass DOT representatives indicate are not yet in 
their planning phases. 

Issues I believe the CAC and community need addressed with more clarity, include: 

• The MASS DOT approved plan for the station, its timetable, its balance of community-serving 
retail and public space, and its design. 

• The specific management of auto transit routes, to create less impact on Copley Square, and 
neighborhoods and the already dense traffic. 

• More about the design, and its intentions and expression. 
• The ground level, particularly the amount and vitality of the landscape and green buffers that 

are essential to a humane and welcoming residential and commercial environment. Upper level 
terraces, which have been presented as amenities, are not urban settings for everyday use, not 
a substitute for ground level landscape and sitting areas. 

2 
 

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
15.1

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
15.2

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
15.3

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
15.4

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
15.5

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
15.6



• The future plans for transit improvement for the Back Bay Station—how does this project 
improve the Orange and commuter rail lines not further overcrowd them? How does this project 
ensure that new modes of transport are not precluded, but instead, enhanced? Will the complex 
structural gymnastics that the developer notes are needed for this project inhibit the viability of 
future infrastructure upgrades? 

• An approach to improving the civic realm, in lieu of just conforming with the letter of the law.  

The CAC has been presented with a shadow study that confirms that shadow will be added, but 
greater wind will not. Wind studies are often, sadly, predictively unreliable. More comparable 
information about how this setting will change the wind should be offered. The BRA has offered no 
comparisons between the early wind calculations for this site and wind elsewhere in the city—such 
comparable are needed. The great number of people who use this station deserve a better 
environment as they walk from the station to their destination—with light, and wind control.  

• The impact on the Copley Square area  
This is a both a landmarks and civic question. This development location benefits from its 
proximity to some of the city’s greatest landmarks: three historic neighborhoods, one of the 
country’s greatest libraries, and one of the the nation’s most iconic landmarks: Trinity Church. 
These unique resources revolve around Copley Square a much valued but limited landscape—
and the only park that bridges two city districts. Adding more shadow to Copley Square may be 
legal, but it never could be described as civic, considerate, or beneficial. “As of right” does not 
mean it IS right. 
 

• What are the more convincing public benefits of this project?  
I welcome responsible new development with opportunities for housing and public benefits, and 
seek to promote projects characterized by responsible planning, sustainability, service to the 
greater good, embracing good business practices, creating jobs: a balance of benefit and 
burden. A revised station, once confirmed, can be one, but beyond the station, more benefits 
need application to the immediate affected environment and community.  

I encourage more specificity, emphasis on greater civic contributions, and improvements, as essential to 
this projects progress. The BRA and the state agencies are our voice to require the BEST design, the best 
environmental performance, not just the “conforming” compliances. 

I urge leadership from the agencies to push design and quality standards beyond the merely legal and 
feasible to the platform of its setting—a city region long distinguished for its scale, architectural quality, 
and its enduring value to the entire community. I look forward to your response, with appreciation for 
the efforts of all those involved in this process. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Ann M Beha FAIA 
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Padien, Daniel

From: Strysky, Alexander (ENV) <alexander.strysky@state.ma.us>
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 4:41 PM
To: Padien, Daniel
Subject: FW: Back Bay Station Redevelopment

 
 
Alex Strysky 
MEPA Office 
100 Cambridge Street, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
ph: (617) 626‐1025 
fx: (617) 626‐1181 
 
From: Tracy Pesanelli [mailto:pesanelli@gurobi.com]  
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 4:35 PM 
To: christopher.tracy@boston.gov; Strysky, Alexander (EEA) 
Cc: jyessian@gmail.com 
Subject: Back Bay Station Redevelopment 
 
Dear Sirs,  
 
Last night, I attended a very informative presentation on the Back Bay / South End Gateway Project given by Boston City 
Properties. I do have a couple of questions/concerns? 
 
1) I understand they are looking at creating a new office building as well as two residential towers. I understand 
the present garage will be redeveloped but I did not hear anything about adding any additional spots? This does 
not seem practical, where are all the additional cars that will be created by these new buildings going to park? 
 
2) Also, along these lines, today both Clarendon and Dartmouth are saturated with traffic, is it reasonable to 
assume that either of these streets will be able to handle the additional volume of traffic that will surely be 
generated by these new towers….never mind the already approved projects at Copley Place and Trinity Place? 
 
Thank you, I look forward to your response, 
Tracy 
 
 
Tracy Pesanelli 
VP of Worldwide Sales 
Gurobi Optimization, Inc. 
Direct: 978‐779‐9957 
Cell: 978‐618‐5538 
pesanelli@gurobi.com  
  
Gurobi Optimizer 6.5 — State‐of‐the‐art performance and best‐in‐class support 
for your most important problems. Learn more at www.gurobi.com. 
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Padien, Daniel

From: Strysky, Alexander (ENV) <alexander.strysky@state.ma.us>
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2016 8:47 AM
To: Padien, Daniel
Subject: FW: Back Bay Station Parcel and other developments - observations and questions. 

corrected copy I hope

 
 
Alex Strysky 
MEPA Office 
100 Cambridge Street, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
ph: (617) 626‐1025 
fx: (617) 626‐1181 
 
From: Pamela Humphrey [mailto:pamela131humphrey@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2016 3:40 AM 
To: Strysky, Alexander (EEA); christopher.tracy@boston.gov 
Cc: dtcnabb@nabbonline.com; Brian.Golden@boston.gov; william.brownsberger@masenate.gov; 
jay.livingstone@mahouse.gov; byron.rushing@mahouse.gov; aaron.michlewitz@malegislature.gov; 
michelle.wu@boston.gov; josh.zakim@boston.gov; annissa.essaibi-george@boston.gov; ayanna.pressley@boston.gov; 
bill.linehan@boston.gov; info@nabbonline.com 
Subject: Back Bay Station Parcel and other developments - observations and questions. corrected copy I hope 
 
 

Dear Members of Agencies tied to this project and others: 
 
            It is with deep regret that somehow I completely missed the significance of the Stuart 
Street zoning agreement.  When seeing the development slides on what is being “imposed” (I use 
that word deliberately) on the Copley Street area (one of the few open spaces in the City - 
surrounded by iconic buildings and institutions) I was quite “blown away”.  It is astounding to 
me that the City has permitted such a vast amount of volume and mass in this area - within a 
block, and across the road from each other.  I hear those referring it to a “gateway” to iconic and 
important neighborhoods.  An attempt to gloss over the actual fact that it is a wall, separating the 
neighborhoods of Back Bay and the South End.  Certainly the horse is out of the barn but it begs 
the question on how this could have happened without wild opposition.  Indifference?  Not 
paying sufficient attention? Opaque, confusing and uncoordinated process?  Perhaps some of 
each. 
 
These massive development projects, squeezed into every available open space and patch of land 
in the City is becoming a regular occurrence. The patch in front of Neiman Marcus is so small 
the answer was to go up to “the tallest residential building in the City” - as if that was worthy of 
praise. 
 
 I realize that we are a small City.  That we will continue to have needs for 
development.  However, because we are a small, iconic City the responsibility of Agencies who 
approve and govern these developments should, all the more, have the courage to have a bigger 
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vision other than just “bigger” and “more".  I realize the pressures, economics…. however we 
once plowed ahead in earlier generations - City Hall Plaza being one, where a whole 
neighborhood disappeared in the name of “progress”.  We are facing such circumstances now 
and I see NO lessons learned from that disaster in the current direction that is being taken.  
 
The Seaport district is another great example.  The area is filled with walls of buildings, grown 
like topsy. 
+  sidewalks are often narrow 
+ shadows are unlimited 
+ the City has made endless exceptions and set asides to developers to sidestep zoning, 
height and mass restrictions that                        are on the books 
+  Many of these set asides were done in the guise of “public benefit” spaces -  in order to 
circumvent height/mass restrictions.                                  Most are interior spaces.  The 
Harbor Walk - which is praised as a wonderful public benefit -can’t even be seen 
any                                   more for all the buildings lining it. 
                        If there are open spaces and parks in the interior of the District I would love to 
know where they are - certainly not easily                           accessible as far as I can tell.  So is 
the Harbor Walk “it”? 
+The traffic in and out of the area is a major problem.  Public transportation is 
insufficient.  Bottlenecks (we are a small city!) are                            impossible.  Who did the 
traffic study on this one?  Who did the public transportation study?   
+ the Chifaro project at the New England Aquarium - one of the few blocks remaining along the 
Greenway which conforms to                                                 Chapter 90A restricting height -is 
being challenged.  
 
So on it goes.  
 
Copley Square area: 
In that I completely missed the boat on the building on the Neiman Marcus site and the one over 
the University Club, I forward questions on the above and current project - where, perhaps, the 
neighbors and those concerned might have some impact on the scope and issues surrounding it. 
 
The following assume a considerable uptick in pedestrian and car traffic with the addition of 
these, close to each other, very large projects. 
It also acknowledges that Dartmouth and Clarendon are the primary two exits and entrances 
into the immediate area-including exiting and off ramping to and from the Mass Pike. 
 
+  Pedestrian traffic:   critical times of the day the foot traffic in the area (and with the added 
traffic of the other new buildings in the                    block) is, and will be more so and significant. 
                         Dartmouth Street and Clarendon Streets are narrow.   Particularly on Clarendon 
Street, individuals walk in the                                                street to get around the crowds on the 
way to the BB station during rush hours.  The residential buildings are being built in 
a                   way that, given this issue (Dartmouth has wider sidewalks-will they stay that way?) 
will become an even bigger problem.                       How do you plan to handle that? 
+ Drop off capability at both the Back Bay Station and the residential buildings:  The way 
that the drawings are currently                              drawn for this project - there is no, or extremely 
limited, drop off space for both the station and residential building 
l                                                locations. Current plans suggest limited curb indent to 
accommodate some. It is extremely tight on that street and what                           little might 
be provided currently won’t be nearly enough given the increased traffic and gridlock on 
Clarendon and                                       Dartmouth-particularly during rush hour.  What is being 
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done? Will you consider internal drop off/turn around at the                                           residential 
buildings rather than street curb drop off?  Same at the Station along with bus entry/turnaround? 
+Bus 39 entry and drop off at Back Bay Station:  as currently designed there is no drop 
off/waiting space for this double length                                 bus. Currently there is NO turn off or 
turn around space they way it is currently designed. Will there never be the need 
for                      additional busses using the Back Bay station for pick up/drop off in the 
future?  Should we plan for that given limited bus                        stop capability in the area 
(current bus stops add to gridlock)  and need to increase/encourage public transportation use? 
+ Entry and Exit into/out of garage: Current exit onto Clarendon stays? or does that 
become an entrance only? -  We                                     now have heavily increased foot 
traffic.  Exit             onto Dartmouth would be - I don’t want to even think about it.  The 
least                          objectionable would be to exit onto Stuart Street, which  provides several 
directional egresses to Mass Pike and                                             Storrow Drive and is a wider 
street.  What is the thinking about this and does anything work effectively that is currently 
not                        considered? 
+  There was public art in the Back Bay station.  It was, apparently in poor repair and is now 
stored.  The city paid for this art for               the Station.  Whether one likes it or not it is by a 
well known artist whose work is in Moma and many other museums.                              What are 
we going to do about it?  We are a city of the arts. 
+ Those “pesky” Green spaces and public benefits:  Where are they in this - or in fact the 
other two developments? 
                        As mentioned in my preamble - the City has tended to accept interior spaces, or 
spaces above ground,  as “public good                                  benefits” and therefore, they are of 
limited benefit in fact.  The project developers are committed to taking on 
the                                            renovation of the Back Bay station - saving the City a lot of 
money in the process.  HOWEVER, it is nice to be                                                             grateful 
but another to sell our soul for it by giving up important “humanizing” assets to counter this 
colossal density                                     of development in a VERY small area in Copley Square. 
What are the plans? 
+ Shadows -  Copley Place is a wonderful place of sunshine and open air.  Already, although, 
apparently within allowable limits, the                       Neiman Building is already creating 
shadows.  Now what with these other two immense projects adding to it? 
+Flexibility in the renovation of the Back Bay Station:  what is being planned for future 
improvements and expansion of public                                  transportation needs in the 
future?  Will it be designed in a way that accommodates future expansion/upgrade 
so                                            desperately needed and for sure will be needed in the future with 
the massive increase of population in this compact                              space. 
+Density created by these large buildings:  Clarity on the impact of the addition of huge 
numbers of people in this small area and                       future increased traffic that they will 
bring.  It seems naive to believe that this won’t be a huge problem.   
+Public transportation infrastructure:  It is short sighted to believe that any attempt to limit 
parking without proper public                                                 transportation infrastructure and 
increased capability will mitigate the impact of these dense building will 
have.  Boston                              has a desperate need for upgrading of its infrastructure and has 
limited or no current funds to expand it to accommodate                  this influx of traffic and 
people. Do taxes from these projects cover what is needed in addition to other services? 
                        What is the thinking to mitigate - which at the moment seems quite 
impossible.  (The Orange Line, during rush hour has a               hard time handling what 
currently exists). 
+Traffic:  The current off ramp from the Mass Pike as it approaches Dartmouth, under the 
current conditions is a gridlock during                                   rush hours.    
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                        ..The same is true on St. James as it enters the intersection at Dartmouth to the 
Pike.   
                        ..The two lane (one lane for outbound to St. James from Stuart), between the 
hotel and John Hancock has loading                                   dock entry and exit at the Hancock on 
it. The hotel also has much used commercial parking on the hotel side. IF the exit 
to                      this new development turns out to be onto Stuart, and partially onto this side 
street to get to the Mass Pike, that will                                   increase traffic on this side street and 
Stuart multiple fold. How, during rush hour, and moving onto St. James is 
this                          possibly going to be handled?  Can’t imagine Marathon Monday let 
alone this.   
                        ..The one lane going from Stuart to St. James is also a MBTA bus turn in from 
Stuart to reach the bus stops on St. James.                It  frequently requires backing up going up to 
Stuart in order for busses to make the turn.   The turn onto 
St. James                                      for busses  is also very tight. (ask the bus drivers).   With 
this additional density how do you see handling    the gridlock with               this  increased 
traffic caused by the density created by this and other buildings? 
                        .. Dartmouth is one lane heading to Copley and the turnpike as well as going 
toward the South End. 
                                    This is a VERY compact area that the developers and city are requiring 
to handle all of this.  What are your plans?+Process:  The current process for approvals, 
community input, coordination of departments appears to be extremely 
disorganized                            and cumbersome.  To what extent does the BRA, DOT, MBTA, 
Zoning and other agencies 
which                                                                              review/approve/negotiate/decide set 
asides, uphold and create zoning laws on these projects coordinate?  From 
a                                          citizen perspective the communication systems and process seems 
poorly designed and managed.  It appears to be                             a series of silos. Would very 
much like to be informed about your processes as a collective when dealing 
with                                                  development. I seem to hear a lot of “that is not our 
department”.  
+Vision:  Boston is going through a huge development phase and there appears to be no 
indication of it slowing down any time                               soon. 
                        Although there is talk/promise of the necessity to develop a overarching, and 
well thought out Vision for the Boston of                       the future - there is none.  As a result 
buildings go up like topsy and on every available parcel, no matter how 
small.                                     AND we have NO money for improving, increasing, 
extending  and creating the infrastructure for public transportation.                                     We 
only have to look at the Seaport District for the insufficient and poor public transportation 
planning for that area.                        How can the City expect, as a viable solution, that not 
providing sufficient parking, will limit or discourage cars                                                   when 
there isn’t sufficient public transportation to get people here .  
                             I get that additional taxes that these projects bring and they are certainly 
welcome.  However, at the rate we are                                               going we are going to face a 
rate of congestion and other issues, that will far outpace our ability to mitigate any time soon.  
                        It also brings jobs - but don’t workers have to live in Boston if they are 
union?  Who can afford it? And we certainly don’t                                    have enough living here 
who qualify. Can affordable housing catch up? Imbedding the paltry amount in these 
buildings                                 won’t solve that problem.                      
                                    So, given all this,  where are we on the vision for development  and 
growth for the CIty which does not create              large future issues and problems?  On 
the issues related to this particular development?  AND, just 
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for                                         consideration,  does anyone have the courage to reboot the 
thinking on development before the very fabric of                               this special City -
known for its size, livability, and character -is turned upside down? 
P.S.  I give you full permission to tell me I don’t know what I am talking about.  Would be 
very happy to be wrong! 
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31	May	2016	
	
	
Secretary	of	Energy	and	Environmental	Affairs	
Executive	Office	of	Energy	and	Environmental	Affairs	(EEA)	
Attn:	MEPA	Office	
Alex	Strysky,	EEA	No.	15502	
100	Cambridge	Street,	Suite	900	
Boston	MA	02114	
	
	
Back	Bay/South	End	Gateway	Project	
While	many	of	MEPA’s	responsibilities	are	minimal	on	this	highly	developed	urban	site,	one	
of	extraordinary	importance	to	the	citizens,	businesses,	Cities	and	Towns	of	Massachusetts	
stands	out	—the	critical	protection	of	the	Commonwealth’s	transportation	infrastructure.			
	
The	privatization	of	Back	Bay	Station,	now	leased	to	Boston	Properties	for	99	years,	
provides	an	exceptional	opportunity	to	recover	from	years	of	neglect	and	prepare	for	a	
magnificent	future.		Now	is	the	moment	to	get	it	right—a	delicate	balance	of	new	retail	and	
facilities	that	encourage	the	growth	of	public	transportation	access	to	Boston.	
	
The	MEPA	filing,	EEA	No.	15502,	covers	the	construction	of	new	retail,	office	and	
residential	towers	on	the	site.		It	does	not,	however,	detail	the	separate	but	critical	changes	
to	the	station	anticipated	by	Boston	Properties	and	the	MBTA.			
	
The	Secretary	should	require	these	internal	and	external	changes	to	the	Station	and	its	
immediate	environment	be	analyzed	and	approved	as	an	integral	part	of	of	this	MEPA	filing.		
Only	by	doing	so	can	the	Commonwealth’s	extraordinary	investment	over	many	years	in	
the	transportation	network	centered	around	Back	Bay	Station	be	preserved	and	enhanced	
over	the	99‐year	term	of	the	lease.	
	
The Relationship of Back Bay Station to the Project 
Back Bay Station is a transportation hub currently serving 55,000 people daily, who contribute to 
business activity as workers and consumers.  Renovation plans should anticipate a doubling, 
even quintupling, the number of patrons.  The Commonwealth’s commitment to mode shift is 
being tested right here.  Public transportation is environmental, practical and economical.   
 
Back Bay is a walk-in station at the heart of Boston’s High Spine and the developing Stuart 
Street Corridor.  It provides layover for route #39, the bus route with the heaviest ridership in the 
MBTA system.  This stop on the Orange Line is the fourth most heavily used rapid transit station 
in the MBTA network.  Its prime location on the south and west Commuter Rail lines makes 
suburban access to Back Bay business and shops far preferable to a difficult automobile 
commute.  And finally, serving more than one quarter of Amtrak’s Boston bound passengers, 
Back Bay Station plays a critical role in reducing air travel along the Northeast Corridor. 
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The natural and human environment and the economy of Massachusetts require a fully functional 
transportation hub at this location. 
 
Boston needs station improvements—a station that preserves the legacy of Governors Sargent 
and Dukakis, the citizens who stopped the South End Bypass and the Southwest Expressway and 
who put countless hours into the creation of the Southwest Corridor Park and, especially, Back 
Bay Station itself.  This station is built on the legacy of A. Philip Randolph—whose statue graces 
the Waiting Room—and the Pullman Car Porters.  The skill of the station architects, Kallman 
McKinnell and Wood, who were able to squeeze seven tracks and platforms into an extremely 
tight space with hardly an inch to spare must be respected.   This station has been creatively set 
to accommodate the growing public transportation needs of this still-new century. 
	
Questions	which	the	Secretary	should	ask	of	the	Developer:		
o Will	the	proposed	station	layout,	currently	shown	to	eliminate	the	Commuter	

Rail/Amtrak	Waiting	Room	as	well	as	both	primary	circulation	corridors,	be	able	to	
serve	Orange	Line,	commuter	rail,	Amtrak	and	bus	patrons?	

o Will	the	retail	draw	of	shoppers	to	the	station	further	compromise	the	station’s	ability	
to	serve	the	region’s	transportation	riders?	

o Will	the	revised	station	be	able	to	handle	a	doubling	or	quintupling	of	ridership	that	is	
likely	on	each	of	the	seven	tracks	below,	and	is	the	developer	prepared	to	make	changes	
to	the	station,	as	required,	to	serve	these	new	riders?	

o Will	income	from	the	new	retail	provide	sufficient	financing	to	maintain	and	
continuously	update	the	station	for	the	entire	99‐year	lease?	

o How	does	the	developer	propose	to	deliver	on	its	promise	to	improve	natural	light	and	
air	movement	in	the	station	if	it	adds	a	second,	and	possibly	third,	level	of	retail	that	
will	fully	enclose	the	concourse?	

o How	will	the	multitude	of	drop‐offs,	pick‐ups	and	especially	bus	connections	to	the	
station	be	improved?		Particularly	what	will	happen	to	the	#39	bus	if	the	existing	
turnaround	is	eliminated?	

o When	the	developer	moves	the	shop	facades	all	the	way	out	to	the	street	line	how	will	
the	sidewalks	be	able	to	handle	the	increased	flow	of	pedestrians,	cyclists,	cabs,	vans,	
cars	and	buses	that	will	result	from	this	Gateway	project	and	from	anticipated	Back	Bay	
development?	

 
Back Bay Station was built to adapt and grow to serve the needs of the transit-riding public – 
those who come to work, to shop, to visit, to attend school and to otherwise enjoy and support 
Boston.  Now is the time for the City and State to step up and assure the public interest will be 
preserved for the next 100 years.		

	
	
	
	
	

Kenneth	E.	Kruckemeyer	
12	Holyoke	Street	
Boston,	MA	02116	
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Padien, Daniel

From: Padien, Daniel
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2016 12:00 PM
To: Melissa Schrock; Junghans, Mark
Cc: Lattrell, Seth
Subject: Gateway / Kressel Comment Letter and Request to Extend Comment Period / MEPA  

EEA# 15502 comment period.

Shirley Kressel comment letter and Request to Extend Comment Period / MEPA  EEA# 15502 comment period. 
 
From: Kressel Shirley [mailto:shirleykressel@comcast.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2016 11:47 AM 
To: Strysky, Alexander (EEA) 
Cc: Livingstone, Jay - Rep. (HOU); Will Brownsberger 413C; Chang-Diaz Sonia; gloria fox; elizabeth malia; Aaron 
Michlewitz; linda dorcena forry; mayor@boston.gov; Ron Rakow; Tito Jackson; ayanna pressley; josh zakim; Michelle Wu; 
annissa essaibi-george; matthew omalley; Andrea Campbell; Matt Cahill; Jackie; Elliott Laffer; ab@annbeha.com; Ted 
Pietras; christopher.tracy@boston.gov; lauren.shurtleff@boston.gov; michael cantalupa > 
Subject: MEPA EEA# 15502 comment letter 
 
Matthew A. Beaton, Secretary 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (OEEA) 
100 Cambridge St., Suite 900 (9th Floor) 
Boston, MA 
 
Attn: Alexander Styrsky, MEPA analyst, via email  (alexander.strysky@state.ma.us) 
 
May 31, 2016 
 
Subject:  EEA # 15502 
                        Back Bay / South End Gateway Project, 145 Dartmouth Street & 165 Dartmouth 
Street (aka 100 Clarendon Street), Boston 
                        Proponent BP Hancock LLC through its affiliate Boston Properties Limited 
Partnership 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton and Mr. Strysky: 
 
I am writing to comment on the MEPA Environmental Notification Form (ENF) filed for the 
above project. 
 
The proponent states that the project will seek tax and zoning relief under MGL Ch. 121A and 
121B, as well as I-Cubed funding.  These tax and regulatory waivers have very significant and 
long-lasting impacts on the city and the state.  They are mentioned in the MEPA filing 
(screenshots attached) only by name, without any explanation of how the project would 
qualify for them, how they would be structured, and what would be the financial cost to the 
city and the state taxpayers.  Without such full explanations of these waivers and their 
impacts, the BRA, state, City of Boston, CAC and public reviews of this project cannot be 
diligent and complete.  I ask that MEPA mandate these disclosures at the outset, for public 
consideration as an integral part of the project review. 
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I request that the proponent be mandated to provide: 
--  detailed calculations demonstrating the need for, and amount of, each granted and 
contemplated city and state tax subsidy (including MassDOT lease and other financial terms) 
— information detailing the specific regulatory changes to be sought via Chapter 121B Urban 
Renewal Plan modifications, and  
— details of the contemplated Ch. 121B Section 46(f) Demonstration Project, which would 
evidently involve eminent domain takings for what the proponent calls “title clearance.” 
 
 
I also note that, although the MEPA ENF was filed on April 14, the CAC members did not 
receive it from the BRA until May 27, mid-day Friday of the long Memorial Day weekend, the 
day after their most recent BRA-scheduled meeting; and today's May 31 deadline comes long 
before the next CAC meeting, scheduled for June 15.  Thus, the CAC has had virtually  no time
to review the ENF before today’s comment deadline.  This timing, no doubt inadvertently, 
precluded the opportunity for a public CAC discussion of the ENF.   
 
The BRA has extended its comment period of this complex project until June 17, and typically, 
MEPA review periods have been extended to match extended BRA deadlines.  I ask that the 
MEPA comment period be extended to June 17, to allow opportunity for a more 
comprehensive, integrated and coordinated review process by the CAC, reviewing agencies, 
and the public, covering all facets of the project. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of my comments. 
 
 
Shirley Kressel 
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Shirley Kressel 
27 Hereford Street 
Boston, MA 02115 
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Strysky, Alexander (EEA)

From: Paula Griswold [PGriswold@macoalition.org]
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2016 5:56 PM
To: 'christopher.tracy@boston.gov'; Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Cc: 'dtcnabb@nabbonline.com'
Subject: Questions related to Project Notification for the Back Bay Station Project Site 

Dear Mr. Tracy and Mr. Strysky, 

 

I appreciate the opportunity to submit questions related to this substantial proposed project. 

 

Could you please provide information addressing the following: 

 

- How will the planned design and uses enhance the use of public transit for the residents,  and employees and 

customers of businesses/offices that are part of the proposed project, as well as residents of the surrounding 

neighborhoods, and employees and customers of other businesses/offices that are in the area? 

 

- How will the project coordinate with MassDOT and the MBTA regarding the Back Bay Station design,  especially given 

the schedules of the planning, design, and approvals of each 

 

- How will the project affect traffic through the Bay Bay neighborhood ( Newbury to Beacon, Arlington to Charlesgate) – 

both in the short term with construction and long term with ongoing use   -   as residents, employees, visitors/customers 

try to reach other major routes in and out of the city?    

 

- What will be the total amount and flow of traffic, including the currently approved projects along Stuart Street? 

 

- How can traffic be managed/modified to avoid impact on the residential streets of the Back Bay if the actual volume 

and flow does not match the assumptions during the planning process? 

 

- How can public transit use be enhanced if the actual use does not match the assumptions during the planning process? 

 

-What zoning relief has been requested or is being considered, including amendments to the PDA, and variances from 

the Stuart Street Zoning Requirements  ? 

 

 

Thank you for including the community in the planning process for this project, given the significant and potentially 

permanent impact on our city and our neighborhood.  

 

 

Paula Griswold 

329 Beacon Street Boston 
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Strysky, Alexander (EEA)

From: pam@lassiterconsulting com [pam@lassiterconsulting.com]
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2016 10:46 AM
To: Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Subject: Feedback re Gateway/Back Bay Station project

Hi, Alexander, 

 

Thank you for your environmental oversight of the Gateway/Back Bay Station project as it continues to develop. MEPA’s 

involvement is critical. I’m a Back Bay resident and would like to share my thoughts post attending a Boston Properties 

presentation about this large undertaking. 

 

I needed to leave the presentation after 1.5 hours, so let me share with you my main concern: the subjects that did not get 

addressed. (Maybe they were all covered in the last 30 min that I missed?) Most of the time was spent on the Back Bay Station 

and the conversion of the garage next to it. What was not discussed was the impact of the two giant buildings behind them, a 

tower and an office building, the elephants in the room. My guess is that they will create much more impact on our lives than 

the first two buildings re number of people coming in and out, traffic, weight on our Back Bay pilings, etc. (Trinity Church still 

is reacting to the John Hancock tower.) 

 

They were proud that one of their towers will only cast one hour and 54 minutes more of extra shade across the city, 

overlapping with the shade cast by the Hancock tower for some of that time. That’s still a big deal given the finite sun we have 

in Boston in general and during the precious summer time in particular. 

 

Shutting down the Clarendon St entrance to the Turnpike sounded like their preference. They showed maps showing other 

ways people could exit from their buildings casually referring to use of Berkeley St, Newbury St, etc. These streets are already 

messes at rush hour. 

 

The Boston Globe and other publications have recently reported occupancy is down at the Hancock Tower. This may not be 

the time to over-build on the commercial side so I can't support residential and office towers that are as large as they’re 

proposing. Thank you for your help in keeping our city so livable and sustainable for the long term. 

 

Pam Lassiter 

330 Beacon Street 

Boston, MA 02116 
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Padien, Daniel

From: Strysky, Alexander (ENV) <alexander.strysky@state.ma.us>
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2016 8:48 AM
To: Padien, Daniel
Subject: FW: Comments on MEPA #15502-- Back Bay/South End Station Gateway Project
Attachments: BB-SE Station 6-16-16.docx

 
 
Alex Strysky 
MEPA Office 
100 Cambridge Street, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
ph: (617) 626-1025 
fx: (617) 626-1181 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Ann Hershfang [mailto:annhershfang@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 9:25 PM 
To: Beaton, Matthew (EEA) 
Cc: Strysky, Alexander (EEA) 
Subject: Comments on MEPA #15502-- Back Bay/South End Station Gateway Project 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton, 
Attached below are some of my many concerns about how the Back Bay/South End Gateway 
Project is dealing with changes inside the station. My understanding is that at an early 
public meeting MassDOT’s Director of Development stated that the ongoing public meetings 
were for the buildings aspect of the project but the changes to the station itself would 
be handled by MassDOT and the MBTA without public involvement.  I hope you will help 
reverse that intention. 
 
Thank you, 
Ann Hershfang 
 



6-16-16  
 
Proposed repurposing of Back Bay/South End Station  
 
Shifting responsibility for maintaining the Back Bay/South End (BB/SE) Station 
from the MBTA to Boston Properties could be a very positive development.  
However, the plans for changes to the station, apparently under the aegis of 
MassDOT, MBTA and BRA, should not be allowed to proceed without public 
involvement, as was apparently stated by MassDOT’s Director of Development.   
at an early meeting  
 
We should remember that some 15 years ago the MBTA made plans for South 
Station that would have built towers above it and massive support posts coming 
down in the middle of, and destroying, the commuter rail and Amtrak waiting 
area.  Citizen opposition prevented that plan and preserved a welcoming, 
comfortable waiting area.  North Station also, the third major rail hub in Boston, 
was redesigned without significant citizen input and became vast, featureless 
and confusing, and almost possible to find the trains, ticket windows or waiting 
area.  A similar mistake must be avoided for the Back Bay/South End Station. 
 
Below are a few of my concerns about the current plans.  I also support the 
matters raised in letters from Ken Kruckemeyer and WalkBoston. 
 
Issues raised by changes proposed inside the station: 
--the decrease of waiting space (and comfort) inside the BB/SE Station due to  
     elimination of the commuter rail waiting area, 
--a careful analysis as to whether the proposed public waiting areas will be 
     adequate and comfortable enough to pleasantly accommodate rail users,  
     transit riders, retail and food outlet shoppers, and through traffic, 
-- circulation through the station, 
--data about the number of current rail and transit users inside and outside, 
-- projected increases in transit and rail users resulting from new construction, 
--increased parking demand and facilities to accommodate the growth, 
--access through the station between Dartmouth and Clarendon Streets, 
--location of and impacts of building support posts on station platforms, 
--plans to replace the neon artwork formerly at the entrances to the station. 
 
Issues raised by changes outside the station: 
--data about current traffic and pedestrian numbers on the sidewalks and roads,  
--projections for traffic and pedestrian growth from the increased transit and rail  
     passengers, and the many new buildings in the area, 
--the Dartmouth Street sidewalk narrowed to 8 feet from its current generous  
     width cannot possibly handle the pedestrian traffic, 
--trees in planters at the sidewalk edge will only worsen the problem, 
--removal of the protective overhang on Dartmouth St., 
--impacts of eliminating the Clarendon Street ramp into the MassPike, 
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--cars exiting from the garage across the Dartmouth St. sidewalk in conflict with  
     pedestrians,   
--capacity of Clarendon, Dartmouth and Stuart Streets to serve future traffic, 
--ability of existing roads and intersections around and near the station to  
     accommodate the growth, as well as in Copley Square in general, 
--vehicle circulation patterns from changes in garage entrances and exits and 
      elimination of the Clarendon Street Turnpike on-ramp, 
--impacts on Columbus Avenue and adjacent residential districts, 
--location of the layover for the #39 bus, with its high ridership and long route, 
--assurance that the fix of the ventilation problem will not spew the smoke out of  
     the vent stacks at West Newton Streets onto Titus Sparrow Park and the  
     Southwest Corridor Park. 
 
Changes to this station should not be made without serious conversations with its 
users and the residents of adjacent communities.  It was the effort of those 
residents from 1969-1989 that defeated proposed interstates and saved 
commuter and Amtrak rail service into Back Bay/South End Station from being 
eliminated as planned by the State and City. The citizens then worked to 
redesign the rail ROW, design the BB/SE Station and create the Southwest 
Corridor Park.  These efforts helped give the Copley Square area the vibrancy 
that is now bringing development plans for at least five new high-rises.  Excluding 
the public from having input into the proposed changes is inappropriate and 
short-sighted. The BB/SE Station must remain a facility designed with and for the 
public.   
 
That being said, after about 30 years, the station certainly needs perking up and 
better use of its space.  The prospect of having it well maintained by Boston 
Properties is hopeful, ending its neglect by the MBTA.  In general, from the 
presentations I have attended, Boston Properties seems to be doing a thoughtful 
job of development, with top-notch consultants.  Here’s hoping State and City 
agencies will follow their example. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ann Hershfang 
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Susan D. Prindle 
140 Marlborough St. 
Boston, MA 02116 

 
June 16, 2016 
 
Matthew A. Beaton, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental and Energy Affairs 
Attn: MEPA office 
Alex Strysky, EOEEA #15502 
100 Cambridge St.. Suite 1900 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
Re: Back Bay South End Gateway 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton, 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed Gateway project. If completed, it will be a 
significant addition to the area, but one which could have unanticipated negative impacts on the 
surrounding historic structures and on adjacent neighborhoods. I would like to outline a few of my 
concerns: 
 
Shadows on Copley Square. While I appreciate the fact that Boston Properties is respecting the Stuart 
Street Guidelines regarding Copley shadow, I hope that they will be asked to consider whether the loss 
of sunshine could be ameliorated by changes in the massing of the proposed structures. Once the 
sunshine is gone, the loss cannot be mitigated. Reduction in shadows on the Public Library Courtyard 
should also be carefully considered. 
 
Wind is clearly the most significant environmental problem in building in the Stuart street area. Mr. Pelli 
has made a valiant attempt to mitigate wind shear around the office building, but the residential 
buildings, from what I have seen, are unrelieved vertical towers that may well exacerbate conditions on 
Clarendon Street, which are already dangerous. Any wind study should include intersections on 
Clarendon at Boylston and Newbury Streets, as well as intersections into the South End. 
 
It is unclear how the wind studies will be managed if the project is built piecemeal. Will additional wind 
studies be required if the residential buildings are built before the office building or vice versa? 
 
Copley Square is especially sensitive to high winds. Multiple points should be studied in the park. Areas 
that are comfortable for sitting should be maximized. Existing conditions should be verified here and in 
the Stuart Street area by real-world testing. 
 
Urban Design. I believe that overhead pedestrian walkways are not the answer to moving people and 
cars simultaneously. Rather, the proponent could help Simon Properties improve the lighting and 
signage in the existing tunnel under Dartmouth. Widening the Dartmouth Street sidewalk and improving 
pedestrian safety and access should also be considered.  The 25’ setback required along Dartmouth St. is 
important to preserving the area’s skyplane, already impacted by the proposed Simon Tower; this issue 
should be looked at carefully. On the plus side, I applaud the proponent’s efforts to create permeability 
at the site.  
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Prindle on Gateway, p. 2 
 
The Stuart Street Zoning requires the creation of 2.5% more affordable units than is required by the 
applicable Mayor’s Executive Order on Inclusionary Development. Given the crying need for low and 
moderate income housing in the city, Will Boston Properties be asked to comply with this requirement? 
 
It has been the city’s policy to rely on utility providers to attest that there is sufficient capacity in their 
systems to accommodate proposed new construction. Given the amount of new construction in the 
Stuart Street area, it would seem prudent to require more detailed proposals from the gas, electric, and 
water and sewer providers as to how they plan to upgrade their systems to accommodate the new 
demand. I believe this should be done before approving the project. 
 
The issue of the impact of increased traffic in the surrounding neighborhoods is significant. Already we 
have noticed a perceptible increase in traffic on the cross streets in the Back Bay. The Stuart Street 
Guidelines ask that traffic be studied along Clarendon and Berkeley Streets all the way to the Storrow 
Drive intersection. Since 1/3 of the automobiles coming to the Gateway site are projected to come from 
this direction, it is important that this commitment be fulfilled. 
 
The impact of the proposed closure of the Clarendon Street entrance on surface streets should be 
carefully studied before the city takes a position on the closure. The Turnpike is right to be concerned 
about merging and tie-ups, but moving cars to neighborhood streets is not an acceptable answer to 
their problem. Use changes in the proposed buildings (from residential to office, for example) would 
impact traffic counts; should such a change be proposed, amended traffic studies will be critical. 
 
It is important to have real data on the existing garage use and its capacity, as well as those of 
surrounding garages. If adjacent garages are already full, how will existing parkers be accommodated? 
 
Finally, there is a real question of whether the T can accommodate the number of passengers the new 
development will generate. Will the T be required to develop a plan to cope with the increased 
ridership? It is critical that the proposed station renovations be designed so that they do not impede 
vital improvements to mass transit.  
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Susan D. Prindle 
 
Cc:  
State Senator Will Brownsberger 
State Representative Byron Rushing 
State Representative Jay Livingstone 
City Councilor Josh Zakim 
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BACK BAY/SOUTH END GATEWAY PROJECT - A LOST OPPORTUNITY 

Have we a failure of leadership at the BRA, City Hall, the Department of Transportation,  even the 
Governor’s Office? 

We have now seen presentations of the vaunted Back Bay/South End Gateway Project. 
What is missing?  What is wrong?  Is this anti pedestrian, anti transit, anti bus, anti bike, or just plain 
uninspired urban design?  The problem as always seems to be an inability to think outside of the 
parcel…… outside of the box.  The public and civic streetscape is either ignored, or there is even a 
private taking of public space and benefits.  We need a planning team which can focus on civic values 
and public space is this and every project in Boston. 

Let’s look at this project from three aspects: 

A. Problems in urban design. Lost opportunities. 
B. Assets of the existing context. 
C. Real solutions for a prosperous future… for the public, for the developers, and for our city.  

A. PROBLEMS IN URBAN DESIGN  
BAD PRECEDENTS 
• There has already been a taking away of a public sidewalk and a public arcade in front of the Back 

Bay Station… this was replaced with a “burger joint”.  Sadly this seems to have set the impoverished 
tone for this project. 

• The BRA’s Copley Place tower project (now underway) will take away the horse sculptures and the 
open space.  It will also cast a long shadow over the surrounding area and even Copley Square (as 
seen in the recent presentations for the Gateway Project). 

PROPOSED 
• Taking sidewalk width from the east side of Dartmouth Street. 
• Taking arcade cover from commuters,shoppers, visitors to the city along the same side of Dartmouth 

Street… this starts at Back Bay Station and continues all the way to Saint James St.  Proposed is a 
narrow sidewalk with no cover and a blank Garage wall overhead.  

• The intersection of Stewart and Dartmouth is the intersection from hell. Pedestrian injuries are just 
waiting to happen…. cars barrel out of the turnpike ramp and roar past this pedestrian crossing.  The 
Mayor’s Vision Zero has become Zero Vision.  There is no plan to ameliorate this condition, no 
leadership. 

• Dartmouth Street renderings show a sea of asphalt from curb to curb between the now narrower 
sidewalks. 

• The ultimate irony… the plan proposes to tear down the  West Hancock garage to build the new 
tower, and then rebuild a new West Hancock Garage for cars again… this is outdated zoning.  Even 
DOT should now by now: more parking = more cars on the street, more air pollution, a degraded 
pedestrian environment.  All this with transit within 100 feet!  And this rebuilt four story garage 
dominates Dartmouth Street in this non-design.  We can hardly blame developer for the lack of BRA 
leadership.  Without guidelines from the BRA (or with failed guidelines from the BRA) the developer 
has created an internal hidden mall...draining life from Dartmouth Street (and placing the pedestrian 
entrance to this mall facing the Stewart Street “automobile alley”). 

• Even now when we know better, the plan contemplates a ramp dumping automobile traffic onto 
Dartmouth Street.  Anti pedestrian, anti civic, anti environment. 
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• And what is with the crazy angles of the West Hancock Garage Tower?  Across Stewart Street is the 
Copley Plaza block… a traditional four square dignified and tradition urban form. Again no guidelines 
from city/BRA…… no leadership.   

• A wind tunnel test was done at a scale of 1 to 400. This is like placing a comb in front of a hair dryer.  
Guess what?  The tests show no wind problems for a 40 story tower!  Sensors everywhere on the 
model divert attention from the critical intersection of Dartmouth and Stewart. 

All of this is destructive of civic and public values.  This is GRAY development…there is no added value 
for the public.  It becomes a dead environment.  This un-plan drains value from both the public and the 
private spheres.  We need GREEN and prosperous design in our city. 

And we have not even touched on the plans for the Back Bay Station… architecture by amputation.  
(Please see Ken Kruckemeyer’s excellent analysis of the station project… he says it better than 
anyone.)  

In this project we can see the failure in leadership from the BRA, the Mayor’s office, DOT, the 
Governor…… and even the City Council for approving six more years of this mindless BRA machine, 
with no public benefit and with toothless City Council oversight.  

Where is the beautiful reformed BRA birthday cake the Mayor promised the city?   

Instead of the cake…we are left with burnt muffins.   

B. ASSETS OF THE DARTMOUTH STREET SPACE AND CORRIDOR. 
• The Southwest Corridor is a gem… built over the tracks, it is Boston’s High Line.. or perhaps our 

LOW LINE.  It terminates in a public open space with cafe tables, city bikes, and pedestrian safety.  
• The Back Bay Station.  This is a true gateway… with the commuter rail to Rhode Island and 

Connecticut, and with the proposed North-South Rail Link to points north even to New Hampshire 
and Maine.   Of course there is AMTRAK with access to the East Coast.  And the Orange Line. The 
39 bus.  An underpass to Copley Place.  And a head house to Clarendon Street from the 
tracks. (Again please see Kruckemeyer.)  

• Back Bay Station - the Architectural Design: this station was designed as a Roman basilica with 
center and side aisles and clerestory daylighting ... Like the unloved City Hall, and the Hines, it is a 
true civic landmark reflecting the post war rebirth of the city.  (There is now a book about this so-
called Brutalist architecture.)  It is monumental…… it is classic. 

• THE LANDMARK BENCH..… here sit all walks of life… indigents, homeless, (they rarely but 
occasionally scream at each other), suits, panhandlers, our friend and artist Leon who greets all with 
smiles and therapeutic conversation, while selling newspapers.  This is Boston’s THREE PENNY 
OPERA.  Is there a place for this opera in the new plans? 

• Dartmouth street is fortunately wide… there is room for pedestrians, bikes, uber/taxi drop offs, even 
landscaping and green plants. 

• The Copley Plaza block is a dignified neighbor whose context should not be ignored. 
• Copley Square with its Farmers’ Market, concerts, etc.  And of course the historic surrounding 

architecture.  
• Dartmouth Street even has connections north to Commonwealth Avenue Mall, bikeway, and 

Esplanade Concerts, the Charles River, fireworks.  
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• Transit is everywhere in the three block area from Columbus to Boylston - AMTRAK, commuter rail, 
Orange Line, the bus kiosk in Copley Square, the Logan Airport Shuttle, Hubway Bikes, (some) wide 
pedestrian sidewalks, and not one but four Green Line routes converge in this area.  Eight transit 
modes. 

C. OPPORTUNITIES, SOLUTIONS.  
How best to create value for a prosperous future for this development and our city?  We need a new 
template for development and planning that can plan to: 
• Preserve the SOUTHWEST CORRIDOR LOWLINE… and extend it across to the Back Bay Station.  
• Preserve the station porch and the THREE PENNY OPERA representing all walks of life in Boston.  
• Preserve sidewalks…make these wider.  Preserve cover and expand cover… two story arcades 

provide cover with adequate daylight.  
• Bring life back to Dartmouth Street…place the developers mall (now buried inside the parcel) on the 

street edge in a restored arcade and above the arcade.  Recess the West Hancock Garage inside the 
parcel to allow for retail and/or office space on the edge opening to the sidewalk arcade. Even better 
don't restore this outdated garage function.  We now know: build parking and you attract more cars - 
a no-brainer.  (With eight modes of transit in the area this is madness.)  

• Transform Dartmouth Street into the Dartmouth Mall or Greenway.  Think Depressed Central Artery… 
think Rose Fitzgerald Greenway,  We can do better.  No southbound lane ( Clarendon) or delivery/fire 
lanes only … provide landscaping, benches, canopies, green plants, flowers.  Add value, create a 
prosperous environment..attract visitors, tourists, shoppers, lunch time office workers, residents, and 
yes pan-handlers.  Add real value to adjacent developments. 

• Extend the Dartmouth Mall/Greenway to Copley Square and even to the Esplanade (at least long 
term). Instead of zero vision, apply Vision Zero to the intersection from hell at Dartmouth and Stewart 
Streets.  Slow traffic.  Divert traffic.  Study depressing Stewart Street below the new Dartmouth Mall/
Greenway to allow for a pedestrian mall overpass.  The ramps are already depressed until they 
emerge with their mindless 18 inch “sidewalks” (which everyone uses - dangerously). 

•  Imagine the unfolding view as you walk north on the Dartmouth Mall.  This would preserve and 
enhance those civic values inherent in Boston’s development history.  

• Use this Dartmouth Mall to more elegantly integrate the eight modes of transit present. 
• Save the Copley Place horses…… bring them out to the Dartmouth Mall open space.  
• And of course do not mindlessly dump vehicle’s onto dart with a new ramp from a (needlessly) 

restored West Hancock Garage.!  
• Do a valid wind tunnel test… especially of the pedestrian zone at Dartmouth and Stewart Streets…… 

and scale up the model to say 1 to 40 for a meaningful result.  Test for northwest winds which are the 
most brutal in the winter.  In the Tower Design: one elevation rendering shows belt courses at about 
every 10 stories… this is a good start…… it can lead wind around the tower instead of down into the 
street….. add canopies to the arcades to further deflect northwest winds away from sidewalk 
arcades.  

• Build a turnpike deck to the east of Clarendon onto which some of the proposed retail can be 
relocated.  Perhaps use this deck for the 39 bus turn around.  Note: there is already a head house for 
the MBTA east of Clarendon. Use this deck for some of the residential to reduce over all building 
heights.  Development here would define the edge of Clarendon and protect pedestrians from the 
turnpike noise (think NYC Park Avenue built over the tracks) .  

• Keep the Back Bay Station “basilica” form with its side aisles - at least at the entrance area.  Preserve 
the clerestory daylighting at the second and third floors.  Find more retail area east of the old station 
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core.  Renegotiate with the developers to encourage retail further east and perhaps over a new deck 
east of Clarendon Street (it is wasted now).   

• And keep a curved arch over the Clarendon Street station entrance to reflect the West end of the 
station (at a smaller scale).  This will help people recognize the Back Bay Station for what it is. 

• Ventilation of the station is welcome.  Of course the ultimate answer is Electrification.  Note how 
everything in interconnected.  But we cannot take advantage of mutual benefits, until we learn to 
think outside of the box and outside of the parcel.  We need multidisciplinary problem solving. 

Where is the city spirit that built the Public Garden, the Esplanade,  City Hall, the Depressed Central 
Artery?  I know it is there down deep. 

HOW DO WE DO ALL OF THIS? 
We need a team that designs the public realm for this project. This team can address urban design, 
pedestrian planning, transit connections, and the civic environment.  It can include liaison from the 
developers and critical stakeholders such as Walk Boston, Mass Bike, and consultants Arup 
Engineering, urban lighting designers, landscapers, etc.  And of course BRA urban planners, some of 
whom can be assigned to this team, while some BRA staff should remain focused on the development 
parcels themselves. 

You can do this Mister Mayor… you already have your “Greenovation” staff which focus on the broader 
environment.  Assign some of this staff to address all of the many issues and opportunities outside the 
parcel boundaries and OUTSIDE THE BOX, within which the BRA administration is hopelessly trapped. 

And finance?  The difference between GRAY design and GREEN design is a huge gap in property 
assessments.  Take out a bond and pay for it with the increased property values inherent in good urban 
design.  And don’t forget the developers, who will immediately see the value in a Dartmouth Mall, in 
integrated design, in better streetscapes, that attract more pedestrians and shoppers.  They are not to 
blame for the present proposal… they need better leadership from the city. 

And we need Governor Baker’s leadership as well - find a way Governor to steer clear of this Tea 
Party Transit where public transit is all privatized.  You inherited this mess.  Find a way out.  Work with 
the City and Boston Properties for a win-win solution.  Your DOT can help move some of the retail east 
to a new deck over the turnpike - this would help preserve the public space in the landmark station 
lobby.  Your architect, Arrow Street, is clearly pained at your instructions that debase our precious 
station.  They would work hard to avoid the damage proposed presently.  And please find a place for 
the “burger joint” that has stolen our public sidewalk and arcade. 

Find a way! 

Respectfully submitted in fondness for our city. 

Gerry Ives 

Working for Sierra Club, Gerry Ives made drawings in 1973 for alternate waterfront renewal, which 
included plans to depress the central artery (http://www.ivesarch.com/depressed-central-artery.html) 
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Du, Van

From: Strysky, Alexander (ENV) <alexander.strysky@state.ma.us>
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 10:05 AM
To: Padien, Daniel
Subject: FW: Questions Related to Back Bay/South End Gateway Project

Hi Dan-  The commenter refers to the NABB forum.  What does NABB stand for and is that 
part of the BRA process? 
 
Alex Strysky 
MEPA Office 
100 Cambridge Street, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
ph: (617) 626-1025 
fx: (617) 626-1181 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Anne Swanson [mailto:anneswanson@verizon.net]  
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 9:59 AM 
To: christopher.tracy@boston.gov; Strysky, Alexander (EEA) 
Cc: dtcnabb@nabbonline.com; Brian.Golden@boston.gov; Will Brownsberger; Livingstone, Jay 
- Rep. (HOU); Rushing, Byron - Rep. (HOU); Aaron Michlewitz.; michelle.wu; Josh Zakim; 
Annissa Essaibi-George; Ayanna.Pressley; Bill.Linehan; NABB 
Subject: Questions Related to Back Bay/South End Gateway Project 
 
After hearing the project description from Boston Properties and the related discussion 
at the NABB Forum, I have the following questions: 
 
1. Why is Mass/DOT not yet prepared to review the Boston Properties proposal for 
renovation of Back Bay Station in light of current and future MBTA needs, plans, and 
capacity? 
 
2. Why is such a massive project even under consideration for this site? 
 
3. What will be the combined effect of shadows of all the proposed High Spine high-rise 
structures on fragile little historic Copley Square, which has a crumbling infrastructure 
that can hardly support the current environmental conditions and level of use by the 
public? 
 
4. Will the water and sewer infrastructure support the increased population density 
resulting from three more high-rise buildings for residential and office space? 
 
5. Will the water table be affected by the construction, which in turn protects the wood-
pile foundations of three National Historic Landmarks and a luxury hotel in Copley 
Square: Boston Public Library, Old South Church, Trinity Church, and the Copley Plaza 
Hotel? 
 
6. Will the High Spine of tall buildings actually divide and threaten our historic 
neighborhoods rather than connect them? 
 
7. Will any public open green space be incorporated into the design? 
 
8. Why were two neon sculptures by a distinguished artist removed from the MBTA station 
without any public process? 
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Anne Swanson 
Resident 
157 Beacon Street, Boston, MA 02116 



June 13, 2016 
 
 
Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) 
ATTN: MEPA Offic 
Alex Strysky, EEA No. 15502 
100 Cambridge Street Suite 900 
Boston MA 02114 
 
 
Regarding the Back Bay/South End Gateway Project 
 
As a neighbor to this Gateway project and a constant user of  Back Bay Station,  I 
would like to share my concerns about the Gateway project’s impact on the Back 
Bay Station.  The project plans to eliminate the current entrances to the station as 
well as the waiting room and pathways to the subway, all of which create serious 
questions about the efficient functioning of the station from the riders’ perspective 
and its accessibility from surrounding streets. The Gateway plan also indicates that 
piers will be driven along parts of the train platforms,  squeezing passengers into 
less space.  And finally, the bus turn-around is eliminated with no provision for the  
popular # 39 bus. 
 
I urge you to carefully review the Back Bay/South End Gateway Project to guarantee 
that the Back Bay Station with continue to serve the needs of the public. 
 
 
 
Lynn V. Foster 
103 Appleton Street 
Boston MA 02116 
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Du, Van

From: Strysky, Alexander (ENV) <alexander.strysky@state.ma.us>
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2016 9:35 AM
To: Padien, Daniel
Subject: FW: Comments on Back Bay/South End Gateway Project

Follow Up Flag: Follow Up
Due By: Monday, June 20, 2016 9:41 AM
Flag Status: Flagged

 
 
Alex Strysky 
MEPA Office 
100 Cambridge Street, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
ph: (617) 626‐1025 
fx: (617) 626‐1181 
 
From: H. Parker James [mailto:hpjames423@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2016 7:30 PM 
To: Strysky, Alexander (EEA) 
Subject: Comments on Back Bay/South End Gateway Project 
 

June 17, 2016 

  

Dear Alexander Strysky: 

  

I serve on both the NABB Development and Transportation Committee and the LivableStreets Advocacy 
Committee, but I am writing to you now as a Bostonian and a 35-year resident of the Back Bay. 

  

With regard to the Back Bay/South End Gateway Project: generally speaking, I support this development, but I 
have the following concerns: 

  

A. The Back Bay Station should be designed to function as a transit hub, not converted to a retail 
concourse.  

- The Station needs to be redesigned in a manner that can accommodate much larger numbers of 
future.  
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- The public service area of the Back Bay Station should be expanded and improved both in 
terms of functionality and appearance.  

- Boston Properties plans to privatize some 10,000 square feet of public service area 
should not be allowed to happen. 

  

B. Much attention should be paid to improve the station’s breathing environment. The diesel particulates 
in the air there are both unpleasant unhealthful. Improved ventilation is essential.  

  

C. No garage entrance or exit ramps should be allowed on Dartmouth St.  

  

D. The Clarendon St. side of the development should be redesigned in a more thoughtful manner.  

-The Clarendon St. entrance to the Mass. Turnpike should be eliminated. 

- The Clarendon St. façade of the parking garage should have some sort of architectural 
screening. 

  

Thank you for your attention. 

  

Sincerely, 

  

Heyward Parker James 

423 Marlborough St., #3 

Boston, MA 02115 
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July	17,	2016	 	
	
Back	Bay	/	South	End	Project	

	
Project	Number	15502	

Boston	Redevelopment	Authority	 MEPA	
Christopher	Tracy,	Senior	Project	Manager	 Alexander	Strysky,	MEPA	Analyst	
Christopher.Tracy@boston.gov	 Alexander.Strysky@massmail.state.ma.us	

Dear	Christopher	Tracy	and	Alexander	Strysky,	
	
As	a	member	of	the	Civic	Advisory	Committee	(CAC)	representing	the	Back	Bay,	I	have	participated	
in	many	meetings	and	heard	many	questions	and	comments	about	this	project.	I	look	forward	to	the	
responses	to	all	our	questions	from	the	development	team.	I	also	look	for	responses	from	the	BRA	
and	the	State,	as	the	proponents	are	not	in	control	of	all	of	the	relevant	issues.	MassDOT	is	the	
owner	of	the	Back	Bay	Station	and	the	Mass	Pike,	while	Boston	Properties	is	under	contract	to	
manage	the	concourse	level	of	the	station.	
	
Coordination	
Coordination	among	the	multiple	agencies	controlling	aspects	of	the	site	and	operations	on	the	site	
is	imperative.	To	date,	we	have	had	little	or	no	contact	with	the	MBTA,	MassDOT,	BTD,	Mass	Pike,	
Amtrak,	Federal	Highways,	for	example.	Such	coordination	is	important	for	the	station	design,	as	
well	as	the	analysis	of	the	traffic	around	and	through	the	site.		The	station	design	establishes	the	
context	for	the	towers	and	possible	second	level	over	the	station,	therefore,	it	should	be	part	of	the	
early	CAC	discussion.	The	stated	objective	that	the	station	be	“airport	level”	quality	is	fine	as	far	as	
it	goes,	but	the	CAC	could	provide	positive	input	in	this	phase	of	the	design,	before	the	design	is	set.		
Many	of	the	members	regularly	use	the	No.	39	bus,	the	Orange	Line,	the	Commuter	Rail,	and	
Amtrak,	therefore	they	are	very	familiar	with	the	existing	conditions.	
	
Environmental	Impacts	
Environmental	Impacts	are	of	particular	concern	to	Back	Bay	residents	who	have	seen	increasing	
wind,	traffic,	and	shadow	in	and	around	Copley	Square	with	the	construction	of	the	Clarendon,	the	
Liberty	Mutual	Building,	Exeter	Towers,	888	Boylston,	etc.	Detailed	environmental	studies	should	
be	required	and	thoroughly	examined	with	the	CAC.		
	
Wind	impacts	should	be	studied	along	Dartmouth	and	Clarendon	Streets	to	the	river,	and	to	the	
north	side	of	Boylston	Street.	How	does	the	wind	data	relate	to	our	perception	of	the	conditions	
around	the	site?	
	
Traffic	impacts	should	be	studied	to	the	river	to	the	north,	east	to	Arlington	and	west	to	Mass	Ave,	
and	into	the	South	End	as	appropriate.		
	
Illustrate	any	shadow	on	nationally	recognized	historic	buildings	and	public	spaces,	including	
shadows	on	the	building	facades,	including	the	BPL	Courtyard	facade.		
	
Quantification	and	qualitative	analysis	of	Pedestrian	circulation	to	and	from,	in	and	around	the	
project	is	essential.	And	this	information	correlated	with	the	various	types	of	vehicular	traffic	is	
essential	to	the	successful	operation	of	the	station.	Currently	the	sidewalks	are	often	overly	
crowded.	Alternative	studies	to	relieve	the	crowding	should	be	discussed	with	the	CAC.	A	garage	
outlet	or	inlet	onto	Dartmouth	Street	should	be	abandoned	at	this	point	and	a	base	scheme	
proposed	without	it.		
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Air	quality,	particularly	at	intersections	and	between	streetlights	should	be	studied	and	reviewed	
with	the	Board	of	Health.	
	
During	Article	80	reviews,	we	consistently	ask	for	data	on	the	capacity	of	public	transportation	and	
have	been	disappointed	in	the	responses.	Since	so	much	constriction	has	been	approved	in	this	
small	area	of	the	Back	Bay,	the	State	should	provide	this	information	to	the	developer	and	the	
public.	Likewise,	the	capacity	of	public	utilities,	water,	sewer,	and	power,	as	well	as	cable	for	TV	and	
wifi,	should	be	made	public	and	analyzed	in	the	next	submission	with	respect	to	the	proposed	
building	uses.	If	additional	capacity	will	be	required,	this	should	be	identified	in	the	next	phase	of	
the	project	and	planned.		
	
Urban	Design	
This	project	is	situated	on	public	air	rights,	which	offers	a	unique	opportunity/obligation	to	offer	
significant	site-specific	public	benefits.	Improvements	to	the	public	realm,	such	as	comfortable	
sidewalks	and	adequate	outdoor	spaces,	will	be	essential	to	the	success	of	this	block.	
	
An	idling	bus	is	not	everyone’s	idea	of	something	belonging	to	their	front	yard,	but	since	the	No.	39	
bus	already	has	a	home	on	Clarendon,	it	is	appropriate	to	study	design	alternatives	to	use	the	space	
between	the	residential	towers	and	Clarendon	Street.	
	
The	suggested	bridges	above	the	adjacent	streets	were	discussed	at	BCDC,	whose	guidelines	
discourage	them.	High	quality,	safe	on-grade	crossings	should	be	developed	instead	to	engage	life	
on	the	street,	which	is	most	appropriate	for	this	urban	center.		
	
The	architecture	of	the	proposed	residential	buildings	is	very	sketchy.	Suggest	proposing	elevation	
designs	that	are	clearly	residential,	providing	operable	windows	and	individual	outdoor	balconies.		
	
Recommend	providing	additional	drawings	to	show	the	whole	buildings	from	the	Back	Bay,	
Dartmouth,	and	Clarendon	Streets.	The	drawing	for	the	corner	of	Stuart	and	Dartmouth	misses	the	
top	half	of	the	building.	
	
A	proposal	to	include	all	of	the	affordable	housing	on	site,	and	including	the	required	funds	from	40	
Trinity’s	payment	to	the	Housing	Trust,	should	be	developed	and	presented.	
	
Public	Benefits	
Excellent	publically	accessible	open	space	would	a	welcome	public	benefit,	as	would	desirable	
improvements	to	Back	Bay	Station.	To	determine	what	would	be	desirable,	please	engage	the	CAC	
and	the	public	very	early	in	the	decision-making,	as	soon	as	possible.	This	has	been	discussed	
although	not	scheduled.	
	
Zoning	
Please	prepare	a	detailed	list	comparing	the	project	with	the	Stuart	Street	Zoning	and	Guidelines	
and	detailed	explanation	of	all	requested	zoning	relief,	i.e.	amend	the	PDA.	A	PDA	amendment	
should	not	be	used	for	relief	from	Stuart	Street	Zoning	requirements.	
	
Public	Financing	
Please	provide	a	list	of	any	potential	tax	relief	for	the	project.	
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Page 3 of 4																																				 	 				J	Yessian	Comments	 	

Summary	of	Key	Questions	
	

To	facilitate	communication	on	the	prior	discussion,	I	am	summarizing	it	by	listing	a	series	of	
questions	for	your	consideration.	
	
Coordination	
	
.	How	can	we	be	assured	that	adequate	coordination	will	take	place	between	the	different	agencies	
involved	with	the	project?	In	particular,	when	will	the	public	get	an	opportunity	to	review	MassDOT	
plans	for	the	MBTA	station	and	the	Mass	Pike	plans	for	the	Clarendon	Street	exit?	
	
Environmental	Impacts	
	
.	Will	detailed,	state-of-the	art	studies	be	conducted	on	wind,	traffic,	and	shadow	impacts	in	and	
around	Copley	Square	that	include	all	of	the	requested	points?	
	
.	In	particular,		

.	Will	wind	impacts	be	studied	along	Dartmouth	and	Clarendon	Streets	to	the	river	and	on	
the	north	side	of	Boylston	Street?	Will	wind	impacts	on	Copley	Square	Park	be	studied,	
particularly	where	the	Farmer’s	Markets	place	tents	and	around	the	fountain?	
	
.	Will	traffic	impacts	be	studied	to	the	river	to	the	north,	east	to	Arlington	and	west	to	Mass	
Ave,	and	into	the	South	End	as	appropriate?	
	
.	Will	any	shadow	impacts	on	nationally	recognized	historic	buildings	and	public	spaces	be	
presented,	including	shadows	on	building	facades,	including	the	BPL	Courtyard	facade?		
	
.	Will	the	developer	study	shaping	the	buildings	to	completely	eliminate	new	shadow	on	
Copley	Square?	
	
.	Will	quantitative	and	qualitative	analyses	of	pedestrian	circulation	to	and	from,	in	and	
around	the	project	be	provided?	
	
.	Will	the	pedestrian	analysis	be	correlated	with	the	traffic	analyses?	
	
.		Will	air	quality,	particularly	at	intersections	and	between	streetlights	be	studied?	

		
.	Will	we	be	provided	with	data	on	the	capacity	of	public	transportation	to	handle	all	the	
additional	usage	expected	in	the	area?		
	
.	Similarly,	how	about	the	capacity	of	public	utilities,	water,	sewer,	and	power	as	well	as	for	
cable	for	tv	and	wifi?	

	
Urban	Design	
.	Will	the	CAC	be	invited	to	evaluate	proposed	improvements	for	the	public	realm,	such	as	
comfortable	sidewalks	and	adequate	outdoor	spaces	to	serve	the	uses	on	the	site?	
	
.	Will	design	alternatives	be	discussed	with	the	public	and	the	CAC	for	the	39	bus?	Could	one	of	
these	include	the	use	of	the	space	between	the	residential	towers	and	Clarendon	Street?	
	
.	Will	information	be	provided	on	producing	safe,	on-grade	street	crossings	to	engage	life	on	the	
street,	as	appropriate	in	a	vibrant	urban	environment?	
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Page 4 of 4																																				 	 				J	Yessian	Comments	 	

.	Will	additional	information	be	provided	to	show	all	elevations	for	residential	buildings?	
	
.	Can	additional	drawings	be	provided	that	show	the	whole	buildings	from	the	Back	Bay,	
Dartmouth,	and	Clarendon	Streets?	The	current	drawing	for	the	corner	of	Stuart	and	Dartmouth	
misses	the	top	half	of	the	building.	
	
.	Can	additional	drawings	be	provided	that	show	the	view	corridor	both	ways	on	Dartmouth	Street,	
where	the	Stuart	Street	Zoning	requires	a	setback.	
	
.	Can	a	proposal	be	offered	that	includes	all	of	the	affordable	housing	on	site	and	that	includes	the	
funds	required	from	the	40	Trinity,	as	well?	
	
Public	Benefits	
	
.	Will	the	public	be	engaged	early	in	the	process	on	plans	concerning	the	publically	accessible	open	
space	and	the	improvements	to	the	Back	Bay	station?	
	
Zoning	
	
.	Can	you	prepare	a	detailed	list	comparing	the	project	with	Stuart	Street	zoning	and	Stuart	Street	
guidelines	and	offering	a	detailed	explanation	of	all	requested	zoning	relief?	
	
Public	Financing	
	
.	Can	you	list	any	potential	tax	relief	that	might	be	requested	for	the	project?	
	
	
Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	this	important	project.	I	anticipate	the	resulting	
buildings	and	infrastructure	improvements	will	benefit	the	neighboring	communities	and	the	City.		
	
Jacquelin	S.	Yessian	
160	Commonwealth	Avenue	Unit	603	
Boston,	MA	02116	
	
Cc:	

Brian.Golden@boston.gov	
William.Brownsberger@masenate.gov	
Jay.Livingstone@mahouse.gov	
Byron.Rushing@mahouse.gov	
Aaron.M.Michlewitz@mahouse.gov	
Michelle.Wu@boston.gov	
Josh.Zakim@boston.gov	
Annissa.Essaibi-george@boston.gov	
Ayanna.Pressley@boston.gov	
Bill.Linehan@boston.gov	
Info@nabbonline.com	
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The Back Bay / South End Gateway Project  DEIR/DPIR 
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BOSTON REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 

SCOPING DETERMINATION 
BACK BAY SOUTH END GATEWAY PROJECT 

SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS 
FOR DRAFT PROJECT IMP ACT REPORT (DPIR) 

PROPOSED PROJECT: BACK BAY SOUTH END GATEWAY PROJECT 

PROJECT SITE: 

PROPONENT: 

DATE: 

LOCATED PRIMARILY OVER ACTIVE 
TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE, INCLUDING 
THE I-90 EXTENSION OF THE MASSACHUSETTS 
TURNPIKE (the "I-90") AND THE TRACK AND 
CONCOURSE LEVELS OF THE STATION, THE PROJECT 
rs ROUGHLY BOUNDED BY DARTMOUTH STREET TO 
THE WEST, STUART STREET AND TRINITY PLACE TO 
THE NORTH, TRINITY PLACE AND CLARENDON 
STREET TO THE EAST, AND THE SOUTHERN 
PROPERTY LINE OF THE STATION TO THE SOUTH 

BP HANCOCK, LLC 

AUGUST 30, 2016 

The Boston Redevelopment Authority ("BRA") is issuing this Scoping Determination pursuant 
to Section 80B-5 of the Boston Zoning Code ("Code"), in response to a Project Notification Form 
("PNF") which BP Hancock, LLC (the "Proponent''), filed for the Back Bay South End Gateway 
project on March 29, 2016. Notice of the receipt by the BRA of the PNF was published in the 
Boston Herald on April 1, 2016, which initiated a public comment period with a closing date of 
May 31, 2016; the public comment period was subsequently extended until June 17, 2016. 
Comments received since then have subsequently been added as well. 

On December 29, 2015, the Proponent filed a Letter of Intent in accordance with the Executive 
Order regarding Provision of Mitigation by Development Projects in Boston. On March 29, 2015 
the Proponent filed a Project Notification Form (PNF) pursuant of Article 80 Large Project 
Review for a proposal, which includes the redevelopment of four distinct air rights 
development parcels situated above and adjacent to the MBTA' s Back Bay Station. The Project is 
comprised of up to approximately 1.26 million square feet of mixed-use redevelopment, 
consisting of a new office building with ground floor retail, two new residential buildings, a 
one- and two-story vertical retail expansion of the existing Station building, and the partial 
redevelopment of the existing 100 Clarendon Street Parking Garage. This transformational 
development will deliver approximately 575 ,000 square feet of commercial office space, up to 



approximately 100,000 square feet of retail and restaurant space and up to approximately 600 
residential units, in addition to Project-related parking, loading and service uses, as well as 
improved access to the existing on-site public transit services. 

Pursuant to Section 80B-5.3 of the Code, a Scoping Session was held on May 11, 2016 with the 
City's public agencies, where the proposal was reviewed and discussed. The PNF was sent to 
the City's public agencies pursuant to Section 80A-2 of the Code. 

On March 14, 2016, letters soliciting nominations to the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) for 
the proposed project were delivered to City Councilor Josh Zakim, City Councilor Bill Linehan, 
City Council Michael Flaherty, City Councilor Ayanna Pressley, City Councilor Michelle Wu, 
City Councilor Annissa Essaibi-George, State Senator Scott Brownsberger, State Representative 
Byron Rushing, State Representative Jay Livingstone, and State Representative Aaron 
Michlewitz. Additional letters seeking recommendations were delivered to local stakeholders 
including: Tent City Apartments, Boston Society of Architects, Back Bay Association, Urban 
Land Institute Boston, South End Business Alliance, American Planning Association­
Massachusetts Chapter, Bay Village Neighborhood Association, The Ellis South End 
Neighborhood Association, Boston Public Library, and the Neighborhood Association of the 
Back Bay. 

The letters sought nominations or recommendations to the CAC by March 28, 2016. 
BRA staff conferred with Mayor Walsh's Office of Neighborhood Services to finalize the 
nominees and the Mayor's Office approved the final list of members. 

The Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) members are: 

-Brendan Ahern- South End Business Alliance 
-Ann Beha - Boson Society of Architects 
-MacKenzie Bok- Bay Village Neighborhood Association 
-Damian Chaviano- Urban Land Institute 
-James Cochener- Salty Pig Restaurant 
-Jacquelyn Cox-Crite-Tent City Resident 
-Cathy Doran- Greater Boston Convention and Visitors Bureau 
-Jack Fitzgerald- Ellis South End Neighborhood Association 
-Susan Gilmore- Back bay Resident 
-Elliott Laffer (co-chair) - Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay 
-Meg Mainzer Cohen- Back Bay Association 
-Scott Mustard-St. Boltoph Neighborhood Association 
-Mayra Negron-Rivera-IBA 
-Ted Pietras (co-chair) - South End Business Alliance 
- Russ Preston- Congress for New Urbanism 
-Patrick Sarkis- Back Bay Association 
-Jacqueline Yessian- Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay 

The ex-officio members are: 

- State Senator Scott Brownsberger 
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- State Representative Byron Rushing 
- State Representative Aaron Michlewitz 
- State Representative Jay Livingstone 
- City Councilor Bill Linehan 
- City Councilor J ash Zakim 
- City Councilor Michelle Wu 
- City Councilor Annissa Essaibi-George 
- City Council Michael Flaherty 
- City Councilor Ayanna Pressley 

All CAC members were notified of and invited to the scoping session held on May 11, 2016. 

A total of five CAC meetings and one CAC site walk, all of which were advertised via the BRA 
website and standard email notifications, have been held while under Article 80 Large Project 
review. The site walk was held at Back Bay Station and the surrounding area on May 12, 2016. 
The five CAC meetings were at held at the Boston Common Hotel and Conference Center at 40 
Trinity Place and took place on: 

-April 28, 2016 
-May 26, 2016 
-June 15, 2016 
-June 29, 2016 
-July 13, 2016 

After the PNF was filed, the BRA hosted two public meetings while under Article 80 Large 
Project review. A Back Bay meeting was held on May 11, 2016 at the Boston Common Hotel and 
Conference Center at 40 Trinity Place. A South End meeting was held on May 18, 2016 at the 
Blackstone Community Center, 50 West Brookline St. Both meetings were advertised in the 
Boston Guardian, Bay State Banner, South End News as well as through the BRA website and 
Twitter handle. 

Written comments in response to the PNF received by the BRA from agencies of the City of 
Boston and elected officials are included in Appendix A and must be answered in their entirety. 
Written comments in response to the PNF received by the BRA from the public are included in 
Appendix B and must be answered in their entirety. Written comments in response to the PNF 
received by the BRA from the Citizens Advisory Committee ("CAC") are included in Appendix 
C and must be answered in their entirety. The DPIR should include complete responses to all 
comments included in Appendices A B and C within the framework of the criteria outlined in 
the Scoping Determination. 

Comments received by the BRA from agencies and departments of the City of Boston are 
included in Appendix A and must be answered in their entirety. 

Specifically, they are from: 

• John Sullivan, Boston Water and Sewer Commission 
• J ash Zakim, Boston City Council, District 8 
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• Todd Liming, Public Improvement Commission 
• Tim Davis, BRA Housing Policy Manager 
• Kristen McCosh, Mayor's Commission for Persons with Disabilities 
• Byron Rushing, State Representative 
• Katie Pederson, BRA Environmental Review /IGBC 
• Christian Simonelli, Boston Groundwater Trust 
• Vineet Gupta, Boston Transportation Department 
• David Carlson/ Corey Zehngebot/Lauren Shurtleff, BRA Planning and Urban Design 
• Carrie Marsh, Boston Parks and Recreation Department 

Public comments received by the BRA during the comment period are included in Appendix B 
and must be answered in their entirety. 

The following public comments are included in Appendix B, among many others: 

• The Ellis South End Neighborhood Association 
• WalkBoston 
• The Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay 
• Bay Village Neighborhood Association, Inc 
• LivableStreets Alliance 
• 285 Columbus Lofts 
• Hill House, Inc 
• Parkland Management Advisory Council/Southwest Corridor Park 

Citizens Advisory Committee member comments received by the BRA during the comment 
period are included in Appendix C and must be answered in their entirety. 

Specifically, they are from: 

• Elliott Laffer, Citizens Advisory Committee Member 
• Jacqueline Yessian, Citizens Advisory Committee Member 
• Ann Beha, Citizens Advisory Committee Member 
• Susan Gilmore, Citizens Advisory Committee Member 
• MacKenzie Bok, Citizens Advisory Committee Member 

The Scoping Determination requests information that the BRA requires for its review of the 
Proposed Project in connection with Article 80 of the Code, Development Review and Approval 
and other applicable sections of the Code. 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposal includes the redevelopment of four distinct air rights development parcels 
situated above and adjacent to the MBTA' s Back Bay Station. The Project is comprised of up to 
approximately 1.26 million square feet of mixed-use redevelopment, consisting of a new office 
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building with ground floor retail, two new residential buildings, a one- and two-story vertical 
retail expansion of the existing Station building and the partial redevelopment of the existing 
100 Clarendon Street Parking Garage. This transformational development will deliver 
approximately 575,000 square feet of commercial office space, up to approximately 100,000 
square feet of retail and restaurant space and up to approximately 600 residential units, in 
addition to Project-related parking, loading and service uses, as well as improved access to the 
existing on-site public transit services (the "Proposed Project''). 

Located primarily over active transportation infrastructure, including the I-90 Extension of the 
Massachusetts Turnpike (the "I-90") and the track and concourse levels of the Station, the 
Project is roughly bounded by Dartmouth Street to the west, Stuart Street and Trinity Place to 
the north, Trinity Place and Clarendon Street to the east, and the southern property line of the 
Station to the south ("Project Site"). 

II.PREAMBLE 

The Proposed Project is being reviewed pursuant to Article 80, Development Review and 
Approval, which sets forth a comprehensive procedure for project review of the following 
components: transportation, environmental protection, urban design, historic resources, 
infrastructure systems, site plan, tidelands, and Development Impact Project, if any. The 
Proponent is required to prepare and submit to the BRA a Draft Project Impact Report ("DPIR") 
that meets the requirements of the Scoping Determination by detailing the Proposed Project's 
impacts and proposed measures to mitigate, limit or minimize such impacts. The DPIR shall 
contain the information necessary to meet the specifications of Section SOB-3 (Scope of Large 
Project Review; Content of Reports) and Section SOB-4 (Standards for Large Project Review 
Approval), as required by the Scoping Determination. After submitting the DPIR, the 
Proponent shall publish notice of such submittal as required by Section SOA-2. Pursuant to 
Section 80B-4(c) (i) (3), the BRA shall issue a written Preliminary Adequacy Determination 
("PAD") within ninety (90) days. Public comments, including the comments of public agencies, 
shall be transmitted in writing to the BRA no later than fifteen (15) days prior to the date by 
which the BRA must issue its PAD. The PAD shall indicate the additional steps, if any, 
necessary for the Proponent to satisfy the requirements of the Scoping Determination. If the 
BRA determines that the DPIR adequately describes the Proposed Project's impacts and, if 
appropriate, proposed measures to mitigate, limit or minimize such impacts, the PAD will 
announce such a determination and that the requirements of further review are waived 
pursuant to Section 80B-5.4(c) (iv). Section SOB-6 requires the Director of the BRA to issue a 
Certification of Compliance indicating the successful completion of the Article 80 development 
review requirements before the Commissioner of Inspectional Services can issue any building 
permit for the Proposed Project. 

III. REVIEW/SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS 

In addition to full-size scale drawings, 15 copies of a bound booklet and an electronic copy (PDF 
format) containing all submission materials reduced to size 8-1/2" x 11", except where 
otherwise specified are required. The electronic copy should be submitted to the BRA via the 
following website: https: // attachments.bostomedevelopmentauthority.org/. The booklet 
should be printed on both sides of the page. In addition, an adequate number of copies must be 
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available for community review. A copy of this Scoping Determination should be included in 
the booklet for reference. 

A. General Information 

1. Applicant/Proponent Information 
a. Development Team 

(1) Names 

(a) Proponent (including description of development 
entity and type of corporation, and the principals 
thereof) 

(b) Attorney 
(c) Project consultants and architects 

(2) Business address, telephone number, FAX number and e­
mail, where available 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 
Applicant 

(3) Evidence of site control over Project Site, including current 
ownership and purchase options, if any, for 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) Natme and extent of any and all public easements into, 
through, or surrounding the site. 

2. Project Site 

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

the Project Site. 
c. Current zoning 
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3. Project Description and Alternatives 

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

b. A description of alternatives to the Proposed Project that were 
considered shall be presented and primary differences among the 
alternatives, particularly as they may affect environmental and 
traffic/ transportation conditions, shall be discussed. 

4. Public Benefits 

a. Anticipated employment levels including the following: 
(1) Estimated number of construction jobs 
(2) Estimated number of permanent jobs 

b. Current and/ or future activities and program which benefit adjacent 
neighborhoods of Boston and the city at large, such as, child care 
programs, scholarships, internships, elderly services, education and 
job n·aining programs, etc. 

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

5. Community Process 

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

b. 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. REGULATORY CONTROLS AND PERMITS 

An updated listing of all anticipated permits or approvals required from other municipat state 
or federal agencies, including a proposed application schedule shall be included in the DPIR. 

A statement on the applicability of the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEP A) should 
be provided. If the Proposed Project is subject to MEP A, all required documentation should be 
provided to the BRA including, but not limited to, a copy of the Environmental Notification 
Form, decisions of the secretary of Environmental Affairs, and the proposed schedule for 
coordination with BRA procedure. 

C. TRANSPORTATION COMPONENT 
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The analysis included in the DPIR must utilize as its framework the scope as outlined in the comments of 
the Boston Transportation Department C' BTD "), dated June 17, 2016 and included in Appendix A. 

The following overarching considerations inform the Boston Transportation Department's 
(BTD) review of the project: 
• Need for coordination with development projects proposed in the Stuart Street corridor which 
are in varying stages of design and construction. 
•Traffic impacts on local streets generated by the ramp closure alternative. 
•Recognition of excellent transit-access to the site and consideration of "shared" traveling 
options. 
•The creation of a public realm that is friendly for people walking or riding bicycles. 

Given the complexity of the project and its potential long term impacts, BTD recommends that 
the proponent prepare a Draft Project Impact Report (DPIR) and provide new information and 
analysis below. 

Ramp Access and Traffic Analysis 
The PNF notes that the proponent is considering elimination of the existing I-90 ramp located 
below the Garage West parcel. In general, ramps to the highway system remove regional traffic 
away from local sh·eets. In addition, multiple on-ramps distribute traffic accessing I-90 across 
local street reducing concentrated congestion, though they also have negative impact on the 
pedestrian and bicycling environment. The closing of the I-90 on-ramp will have far reaching 
impacts on trips generated by all proposed projects in the Stuart Street corridor and 
surrounding areas. BTD recommend the DPIR includes: 
•A proposal to work with an inter-agency group, including BTD and MassDOT, to conduct a 
detailed "ramp alternatives" study. In addition to traffic analysis the study should include a 
conceptual constructability analysis, given the need to keep I-90 open and that the project will 
be phased. 
•An analysis of the impacts of traffic generated from other proposed projects in the Stuart Street 
corridor if the on-ramp is closed. 
•A public realm plan for Trinity Place and St. James Avenue (between Clarendon and 
Dartmouth Streets) that shows how pedestrian flow, on-street parking, shuttle and tour bus 
parking, hotel pick-up drop-off, and Copley Square event-staging can be managed with the 
expected additional traffic generated by the Garage West Alternative Scheme. 

The full text of the BTD Comments can be viewed in Appendix A. 

D. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMPONENT 

T1w DPIR must address the comments of tlw BRA Environmental ReviewjIGBC, dated June 14, 2016, 
included in Appendix A and must include the most up to date Article 37 jinteragenC1J Green Building 
Committee documents. 
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The Proponent has stated that Proposed Project will four buildings, the tallest of which be 
approximately 388 feet in height and accordingly the Proponent shall be required to conduct a 
quantitative (wind tunnel) analysis for both existing (no-build) and build conditions. 

The analysis shall determine potential pedestrian level winds adjacent to and in the vicinity of 
the Proposed Project site and shall identify any areas where wind velocities are expected to 
exceed acceptable levels, including the Boston Redevelopment Authority's guideline of an 
effective gust velocity of 31 miles per hour (mph) not to be exceeded more than I% of the time. 
The analysis also shall determine the suitability of patiicular locations for various activities (e.g., 
walldng, sitting, eating, etc.) as appropriate. 

The Proponent shall be required to pay particular attention to public and other areas of pedestrian 
use, including, but not limited to, entrances to the Proposed Project and adjacent buildings, 
sidewalks adjacent to and in the vicinity of the Proposed Project buildings as well as parks, 
including but not limited to the Copley Squai·e, the Southwest Corridor Park and Frieda Garcia 
Park, plazas and other open spaces and pedestrian areas near the Proposed Project. The 
Proponent shall be cognizant of the planning objectives emphasized in the Stuati Street Zoning 
District and in patiicular, in designing the buildings to be sensitive to the wind and shadow 
impacts on sidewalks and nearby public open spaces 

Wind speeds shall be measured in miles per hour and for ai·eas where wind speeds are projected 
to be dangerous or to exceed acceptable levels, measures to reduce wind speeds and to mitigate 
potential adverse impact(s) shall be identified and, if appropriate, tested. 

Shadow 

The Proponent conducted and included the results of a shadow analysis for the existing (no­
build) and build conditions for the hours of 9:00 a.m., 12:00 noon, and 3 :00 p.m. for the vernal 
equinox, summer solstice, autumnal equinox, and winter solstice and for 6:00 p.m. in the 
summer and fall, in the PNF. 

The shadow impact analysis examined the existing shadows and illustrated the incremental 
effects of the Proposed Project on existing and proposed public open spaces, including but not 
limited to Copley Squai·e Park (bounded by Boylston Street, Clarendon Street, St. James Avenue 
and Dartmouth Street, excluding land occupied by Trinity Church), the Southwest Corridor Park 
and Frieda Garcia Park, and pedestrian areas (including transit stops), sidewallcs and pedestrian 
walkways adjacent to and in the vicinity of the Proposed Project. 

The results indicate that the Proposed Project is not anticipated to create a significant net new 
shadow and in patiicular, the net new shadows are anticipated to be cast onto Copley Square 
Park for approximately one hour and 54 minutes, thus demonstrating compliance. 

The full text of the BRA Environmental Review/IGBC Comments can be viewed in Appendix A. 
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The DPIR must address the comments of the Boston Parks and Recreation Department, dated 
August 22, 2016 and included in Appendix A 

With regard to the Back Bay I South End Gateway project, this significant project will have 
impacts to open space in an area of the City already challenged by high density and limited open 
space resources. BPRD respectfully requests the consideration of a community contribution to 
mitigate impacts to open space in the neighborhood, such as capital improvements or 
maintenance for Copley Square. 

The full text of the Boston Parks and Recreation Department Comments can be viewed in 
Appendix A. 

E. URBAN DESIGN/PLANNING COMPONENT 

The D PIR must address the comments of the BRA' s Urban Design. and Planning Department, dated 
August 19, 2016 included in Appendix A. In addition. to this, the standard list of urban design 
materials should be included in the DPIR for the Proposed Project, included in Appendix A. 

Boston Properties proposes the redevelopment of the John Hancock Garage and Back Bay 
Station air rights, which lies toward the north of the block bounded by Columbus A venue and 
Dartmouth, Stuart, and Clarendon Streets. This Project aims to create new, defined, and 
activated passages from Dartmouth to Stuart to Clarendon Streets. Green roofs lie atop several 
tower and podium components. The mix of active uses would enhance the mix of uses (office, 
residential, hotel, retail) already extant in the area. The architect is Pelli Clarke Pelli. 

BRA Planning and Urban Design have appreciated working thus far with Boston Properties on 
the refurbishment of Back Bay Station and redevelopment of associated air rights parcels on 
what is poised to be a transformative development impacting the Back Bay, South End, and Bay 
Village neighborhoods. This is a project that requires considerable capital, vision, and 
persistence, and we recognize the hard work already expended by the development team, 
architects, consultants, and our colleagues at MassDOT and the MBTA. The Proponent's intent 
to renovate and restore the Station is laudable and represents a significant public benefit 
resulting from this project. The scoping comments below reflect some of the most salient issues 
at this moment in the design and development timeline. Due to the protracted and phased 
nature of this project, the BRA will continue to provide feedback throughout what is sure to be 
an iterative and collaborative process. 

Moreover, 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. That is to say, 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. Specific shadow and wind investigations will be 
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requested - a separate category in this scoping - to determine what the impacts are regarding 
Copley Square and the Southwest Corridor Park, among others. 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. 

DPIR design alternatives or development should bring a high degree of innovation and achieve 
LEED Gold at a minimum, preferably Platinum. This Project should set the bar very high for 
projects in the Stuart Street Study Area, and incorporate bold energy, recycling, 
daylight/ quality of environment, green roofs and plantings, innovative connections to the 
water, and transportation initiatives. 

The fall text of the BRA' s Urban Design and Planning Department Comments can be viewed in 
Appendix A. 

F. INFRASTRUCTURE SYSTEMS COMPONENT 

The D PIR must address the comments of the Boston Groundwater Trust, dated June 15, 2016 and 
included in Appendix A. 

As confirmed in a preliminary meeting and at the scoping session the GCOD requires both the 
installation of a recharge system and a demonstration that the project cannot cause a reduction 
in groundwater levels on site or on adjoining lots. In the case of the Back Bay /South End 
Gateway Project four separate parcels designated Garage West, Garage East, Station East, and 
Station West will all need to be addressed individually. As stated in the PNF, the proposed 
construction of the four separate parcels is anticipated to require various foundation types with 
construction of the four parcels occurring in different phases. Before GCOD zoning approval 
can be put in place, the proponent must provide the Authority and the Trust a letter stamped by 
a professional engineer registered in Massachusetts that details how each of the four parcels 
will accomplish what is stated in the PNF and meets the GCOD requirement for no reduction in 
groundwater levels on site or on adjoining lots. 

The fall text of Boston Groundwater Trust Comments can be viewed in Appendix A. 

The D PIR must address the comments of the Boston Water and Sewer Commission, dated October 1, 
2015 and included in Appendix A. 

According to the ENP /PNF, the proposed water demand is 176,574 gallons per day (gpd). The 
Commission owns and maintains a 10-ince Southern High water main in Stuart Street, a 12-inch 
Southern High water main in Trinity Place, a 12-inch Southern High water main in a 
Commission easement through the property between Trinity Place and Clarendon Street, a 12-
inch Southern High water main in Clarendon Street and 12-inch Southern Low water main in 
Dartmouth Street. 
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According to the ENF /PNF, the proposed sewage generation is 160,522 gpd. For sewage and 
storm drainage service, the site is served by a 10-inch sanitary sewer and a 15-inch storm drain 
in Stuart Street, a 18-inch by 33-inch sanitary sewer and an 18-inch by 18-inch storm drain in 
Trinity Place, an 18-inch by 18-inch sanitary sewer and 15-inch storm drain in Clarendon Street 
and a 10-inch and 12- inch sanitary sewer and a 12-inch and a 15-inch storm drain in Dartmouth 
Sh·eet. 

T1ie full text of BWSC Comments can be viewed in Appendix A. 

G. DEVELOPMENT IMP ACT PROJECT COMPONENT 

Based on the square footage and uses outlined in the Project Notification Form, the Proposed 
Project will be subject to and be required to enter into a Development Impact Project ("DIP or 
Linkage") agreement assuming the proposed project requires zoning relief. A full analysis of 
square footage and uses should be submitted in the DPIR. 

H. PUBLIC NOTICE 

The Proponent will be responsible for preparing and publishing in one more newspapers of 
general circulation in the City of Boston a Public Notice of the submission: of the DPIR to the 
BRA as required by Section 80A-2. This Public 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 Public Notice. Sample forms of the 
Public Notice are attached as Appendix D. 

Following publication of the Public Notice, the Proponent shall submit to the BRA a copy of the 
published Public Notice together with the date of publication. 
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June 17, 2016 
 
Matthew Beaton, Secretary 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) 
ATTN: MEPA Office  
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston MA 02114 
 
Brian Golden, Director 
Boston Redevelopment Authority  
One City Hall Square  
Boston, MA 02201-1007 
 
RE:  Comments on the ENF and the PNF for the Back Bay/South End Gateway Project 
MEPA: #15502 
 
Dear Sirs: 
 
WalkBoston reviewed the ENF and PNF for Back Bay/South End Gateway Project. 
 
We are very interested in this project, which is superbly located to be served by public 
transportation, walking and biking. However, we have concerns about pedestrian access 
into, through and around the site which we would like to see addressed in the next project 
submissions. These are: 
 
1. Relocation of the layover site for the Route 39 bus 

The proposal states that the layover site for the Route 39 bus will be located “off-site.” 
Back Bay Station is one end of this bus route, which is one of the busiest in the MBTA 
system, serving Back Bay, the Fenway and Jamaica Plain. Buses congregate here and 
wait until schedules require them to return to the main route. 
 
This bus route is too important to the MBTA system and its many riders to shift the 
layover site to another location which could lead to a major change in the frequency of 
bus service. A layover location must be found nearby. 
 

2.  Sidewalks that surround the site 
Sidewalks along Stuart and Clarendon Streets have been designed at minimum widths 
for their functions. The MassDOT Design Guide calls for sidewalks in busy downtown 
areas of cities to be between 12 and 20 feet in width. These guidelines should be 
generously incorporated into the planning for this project.  The City’s Complete Streets 
Guideline Manual suggests that 8 feet is a minimum but prefers a width of ten feet. 
 
This is particularly important for the Dartmouth Street side of the project. Foot traffic 
on Dartmouth Street is already heavy and likely to increase, due to the new 
development and to moving the principal entrance to the station to the center of this 
frontage. The plan calls for a portion of the Dartmouth Street frontage to be as narrow 
as 8 feet at one point, and 13 feet otherwise. The 8’ foot width, which appears along a 
planned ADA ramp into the first-floor retail area, is not adequate for this location. 
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Perhaps this width could be expanded by moving the ADA ramp into the retail area of 
the building or by selectively eliminating portions of the drop-off/taxi lane which 
extends from the station entrance to Stuart Street. Alternatively, perhaps a thoughtful 
reduction of the number of trees and their placement might be appropriate to widen 
the clear width of the walkway. 
 

3.  Garage exit on Dartmouth Street 
One of the unfortunate consequences of the design for re-use of the Garage East and 
West portions of this project is the potential use of Dartmouth Street as one of the 
exits from the on-site garage. This appears to result from redesign of the existing 
garage which currently has two entrance and exit ramps.  
 
The proposed new parking facility removes two the existing garage access ways – 
those leading in and out of the garage in drums connecting with Trinity Place . It 
retains the existing entrance and exit ramps on Clarendon Street. The design calls for 
no new entrance ramps. However, it calls for a new exit ramp that requires removal of 
the Turnpike on-ramp. If the Turnpike ramp is retained, the proponent maintains that 
there is a need for a replacement exit onto Dartmouth Street. 
 
The proposed exit ramp onto Dartmouth Street is deeply consequential for pedestrian 
traffic. It is difficult to imagine a more inappropriate design than the insertion of a 
major vehicular exit from the garage onto the Dartmouth Street sidewalk, the primary 
pedestrian access route to and from Back Bay Station. Certainly there must be a better 
place to provide a garage exit than this, possibly by retaining one of the drums could 
be retained for exiting traffic directly onto Trinity Place. 
 

4.  The station area concourse 
Back Bay Station was designed as a large arched hall, flanked on both sides by 
hallways leading to ticket and waiting areas. Each platform has its own stairways, 
escalators and /or elevators connecting the platform to the station concourse. Train 
platforms are split, with the Worcester/Amtrak Chicago line platforms near the north 
edge of the station concourse, and the New York/Amtrak Washington platforms near 
the south edge. Access to the Orange Line platform is directly in the center of the 
station, under the arched portion of the station structure. On either side, outside the 
arched hall, two wide concourses connect through the block between Dartmouth and 
Clarendon Streets. 
 
Within the large arched hall, pedestrian movement is presently blocked for concourse 
movement by a fence that surrounds the major access stairways and escalators to and 
from the Orange Line. The proposal calls for a removal of some of this blockage and 
relocation of the two principal concourse pathways between Dartmouth and Clarendon 
Streets into the arched hall. The present concourses, outside the arched hall, are then 
repurposed for retail and other facilities. 
 
The relocation or shrinking of the passenger concourses and repurposing the space 
occupied by the old ones raises a concern as to whether the new routes are sufficiently 
wide to handle projected growth in passenger volumes. Although it is uncertain what 
projections of passenger volumes might show, according to the project proponent, the 
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station already handles 30,000 passengers per day. The MBTA currently maintains 
there are 36,000 Orange Line passengers here, plus 17,000 commuter rail passengers. 
Amtrak may constitute an additional 2000 passengers. New projections of traffic 
should be undertaken to determine likely future volumes of people using the station. 

 
With the knowledge of the likely future traffic of patrons of the Orange Line, the 
commuter rail lines and Amtrak, the plan must provide good access to and egress from 
the following locations: 
• The Dartmouth Street entrance 
• The Orange Line station (two stairways, escalators, one elevator) 
• The underpass beneath Dartmouth Street to the Copley Place mall (one stairway) 
• The commuter and Amtrak rail lines west toward Worcester and ultimately Chicago 

(two stairways, one elevator) serving 15 stations and communities 
• The commuter and Amtrak rail lines that generally go south and follow the east 

coast to Providence, New York and Washington D.C. (two stairways, two 
escalators, one elevator) serving 47 stations and communities 

• The proposed new passageway to Stuart Street and into the Garage West office 
structure 

• Ticket machines for passes and Charlie cards for the subway lines. 
• Amtrak ticket offices 
• Commuter rail ticket offices  
• Restrooms for the entire station concourse area 
• Food and retail outlets proposed for the concourse level 
• Food and retail proposed for the second level 
• Food and retail outlets proposed for the third level 
• Waiting areas including seating for passengers traveling by rail 
• The existing and new parking garages in the Garage West/East areas 
• The new residential building in the Station East area at the Clarendon Street end of 

the project 
 

All but the last two of these movements take place primarily in a compressed space 
that extends about 100’ from the main entrance on Dartmouth Street into the station. 
The proposal significantly diminishes this portion of the existing concourse, serving 
the movements listed above and lowering the space of the waiting area from 9,225 
square feet (41 bays each roughly 15 feet square) to 6,075 square feet (27 bays, each 
roughly 15 feet square. It calls for eliminating the principal existing waiting area and 
replacing it with a large food service facility. All waiting passengers will be moved to 
backless benches located in busy pedestrian passageways, including the major 
entrance to the building. The proposal also calls for diminishing the size of the 
concourse by narrowing the existing passageways between Dartmouth and Clarendon 
Street and replacing them with retail space. It calls for new entrances to the proposed 
second and third levels in the midst of the existing waiting area. The proposal moves 
the ticketing area away from the waiting area and into new space along the proposed 
new passageway, where queuing to purchase tickets (now possible in the waiting 
area) will compete with pedestrian movement. It is hard to imagine that all these 
activities can be accommodated in the space planned. 

 
A new design should be undertaken to accommodate the growing number of 
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pedestrians and waiting passengers as well as patrons of food and retail outlets who 
may choose to sit in this busy space. The existing waiting area should not be removed 
but instead enlarged to accommodate anticipated future use. Ticketing space should 
be provided close to passenger access areas. Access to and from the second and third 
levels should be moved away from the waiting area and into the space that is gained 
by closing the existing concourse passageways. Retail areas adjacent to the passenger 
waiting area should be scaled back to remove potential blockage of clear and very 
visible access to and from the stairways leading to transportation facilities below the 
concourse. Benches for rail passengers should not be relegated to busy portions of the 
concourse, especially where they might interfere with pedestrian traffic through the 
concourse.  
 
5. Construction on the rail station platforms 
The proposal calls for use of the station platforms for supports for the new high-rise 
building being built in the Station East portion of the project. These new obstructions 
narrow the platforms for waiting or alighting passengers and add complexity in an 
environment where moving to or from access points is already complicated. This true 
of both the Orange line platform, serving both directions for subway passengers and 
the southernmost railway platform serving commuter rail passengers to and from the 
south and southwest, including Providence, New York, Washington and the entire 
eastern seaboard. 
 
Using the existing rail platforms for construction of these supports will obstruct 
passenger traffic during construction as well as after completion. Designs should be 
carefully integrated with existing obstructions such as columns to minimize 
interference with passenger traffic flow.  
 

 
We are very concerned about the changes proposed for the station, the bus layover and 
the sidewalks and interior passageways. We would appreciate your consideration of our 
comments and look forward to your responses to them. Please feel free to contact 
WalkBoston with questions you may have.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Wendy Landman 
Executive Director 
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June 16, 2016 

Re: Back Bay South End Gateway 
Mass State Environmental    
Alexander.Strysky@massmail.state.ma.us 
 

Dear Mr. Strysky: 

The Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay thanks you for the opportunity to address 
some of our major questions about the Back Bay/South End Gateway project. We are 
appreciative that our two CAC members, Jackie Yessian and Elliott Lauffer, have so much 
experience and expertise. They will, over the course of the project discussions continue to 
offer our perspective and reflect on what impact ongoing development and construction have 
on all of the Back Bay. 

Taken individually, any single project on Stuart Street may not have significant adverse 
impact. However, we are deeply concerned about the likely cumulative effects of 380 Stuart 
Street, 40 Trinity Place, Neiman Marcus Tower, and the three towers and one additional 
structure of the Back Bay /South End Gateway Project on three major areas: traffic, 
infrastructure and the environment as outlined below. 

Traffic 

Vehicular Traffic 

Recent studies project an additional 80,000 cars and trucks in Boston within the next 
14 years. When these six new towers are completed, traffic will certainly increase in 
the Back Bay. 

We would request that the Boston Traffic Department estimate how additional 
vehicular traffic would affect, in particular the cross streets in the Back Bay. 

What would further gridlock mean for emergency vehicles including fire equipment 
and ambulances seeking to access areas of the Back Bay during rush hours or trying 
to take Storrow Drive to Massachusetts General Hospital? 

Many cross streets are currently at full capacity even with parking lanes cleared; 
afternoon gridlock occurs most of the year. 

Given the current gridlock, what other alternatives are being explored? 

Is a congestion tax a possibility? 

Can we limit driving into the city on weekdays to alternating days of even/odd license 
plates? Will taxis or ride sharing vehicles be more regulated and limited? 

Public Transporation – The MBTA 

During the morning and evening commute, both the Green Line and the Orange Line 
already run at nearly full capacity. 

Is the city and/or developers willing to contribute major funds to the MBTA to 
increase its carrying capacity? Are there other alternatives?  

Are there plans to expand the Commuter Rail trains into Back Bay? Are there plans 
being discussed for commuters arriving at North Station to access the Back Bay when 
the Orange and Green lines are packed? 

Without designated bus lanes would buses be able to move through gridlock? 
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Bicycles 

Given the increase in cycling in the City and the fact that it may be the fastest way to 
get around, are there designated safe cycling lanes into and around the Stuart Street 
development area? 

Besides, Back Bay Station is there bike storage? 

Pedestrian Traffic 

Are there plans to make sidewalks wide enough to allow for an increased number of 
commuters as well as travelers with luggage going to and from Back Bay Station? 

Infrastructure 

What are the plans to provide the additional electricity, natural gas, sewer lines, internet, 
telecommunications and trash collection that the new residents and businesses will 
require? 

Who will pay for those improvements? 

Environmental Concerns 

Wind 

Wind is already creating a dangerous situation around much of Stuart Street and 
Copley Square. Can we have additional measurements of the wind as it is now in all 
four seasons and as construction proceeds? 

Given the Farmers Market as well as numerous holiday activities in Copley Square 
can we measure the center of the Square as well as all four corners?  

Shadow 

We would request studies to show the combined effect of all towers on year-round 
light in Trinity Church, the Commonwealth Avenue Mall, Copley Square and the 
interior courtyard of the Boston Public Library 

 

Again, thank you for your consideration. The historical neighborhood of the Back Bay 
contains beautiful parks, iconic Boston buildings including Trinity Church, Old South 
Church, the Boston Public Library and many other historical buildings. 

This neighborhood is appreciated daily not just by residents and commuters, but also by 
thousands of visitors from all over the world. It’s important we keep it accessible, safe, and 
workable for everyone. 

Planning, anticipating problems and seeking solutions prior to being overwhelmed is 
something we look forward to working with you to address. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Vicki C. Smith 
Chairman, NABB 

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
16.10

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
16.11

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
16.12

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
16.13

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
16.14

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
16.15

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
16.16

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
16.17

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
16.18



Ellis South End Neighborhood Association • PO Box 170731 • Boston MA 02116 • www.ellisneighborhood.org 
 

 
 
Christopher Tracy (christopher.tracy@boston.gov) 
Senior Project Manager 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square - Room 900 
Boston, MA 
  
Re: Back Bay/South End Gateway Project Comment Letter 
  
Dear Mr. Tracy: 
  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Project Notification Form (“PNF”) for the Back Bay/South End 
Gateway Project. This letter is being submitted on behalf of the Ellis South End Neighborhood Association (“The 
Ellis”). It should be noted that the public involvement has only occurred over the past six weeks – a relatively 
short time for the public to consider all of the ramifications for a project of such size and location. It is also 
important to note that the next meeting of the Citizens Advisory Committee (“CAC”) scheduled to discuss the 
critical issues of parking, traffic and streetscape is June 15th – only two days before the comments are due – 
which provides little time for the public to offer any substantive comments. We appreciate, however, that 
Boston Properties and the BRA will continue to respond to comments as the project review process continues. 
  
As has been voiced at the previous public meetings, concerns have been raised about the separate Back Bay 
Station renovation associated ventilation project and the impact on the commuters using the station. The 
inconvenience to the commuting public will not be insignificant. You have also heard comments from the public 
about the need to immediately address the poor ventilation system before the development project should 
even continue. Recent pronouncements from the government about the air quality for those living within short 
distances from highways recently need to be considered. We appreciate the commitment made by Secretary of 
Transportation Pollack to conduct public meetings beginning this summer to allow public involvement and, most 
importantly, for the questions and concerns raised by the public to be addressed. There have been concerns 
raised, however, by several residents that the two initiatives need to be made one. Can a realistic argument be 
made that the impact on the interior of the station to accommodate the construction project and the needs of 
the developer are separate? It would appear to be a difficult argument. 
  
We will provide preliminary comments below based on what we understand have been raised by the public. 
First, however, some general observations on the impact to the Ellis neighborhood. 
  
There are already three approved projects within what is only a two block area. Copley Place is underway but 
the timing of the projects at 40 Trinity Place and 380 Stuart Street remains unclear. More information about the 
timing of these projects must be provided to the public to allow for a better understanding of the implications 
for those currently using the station and garage. 
  
This is a project that, we believe, will have the most significant impact on the South End with the Ellis 
neighborhood feeling the brunt of the initial impact from all the phases associated with the project. With the 
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Ellis South End Neighborhood Association • PO Box 170731 • Boston MA 02116 • www.ellisneighborhood.org 
 

proposed closure of the Clarendon Street ramp to I-90 and the demolition of the exit drum from the garage, 
more and more of the vehicles exiting the garage will find themselves on Columbus Avenue heading for a 
MASSPIKE entrance or points north and west while others will be crossing Columbus Avenue to head towards I-
93. 
  
During construction, pedestrian traffic will be pushed into narrow lanes dangerously close to vehicles on 
Dartmouth and Stuart Streets and, perhaps causing more to walk along Clarendon Street and Columbus Avenue 
to either avoid the construction or to access the station. This will be especially true once the Copley Place traffic 
plan eliminates one lane of traffic coming onto Dartmouth Street from Huntington Avenue. While the 
development of a traffic plan remains to be discussed, it is critical for the Boston Transportation Department 
(“BTD”) to be a participant at every meeting of the CAC and those with the public. BTD is the governmental 
agency that is responsible for enforcing agreements with developers regarding traffic during the construction. 
Some have suggested that the area around the proposed project already suffers gridlock throughout the day. 
Would it not only be worsened without a clear and thoughtful traffic control plan discussed from the start of the 
review? BTD’s expertise is needed throughout the project review phase. 
  
Boston Properties has indicated it will work with the MBTA to find a new #39 bus staging area “nearby” once the 
bus turnaround is closed off for construction. With all of the other development projects expected to be 
underway, is there any other location other than some part of Columbus Avenue that would be available 
“nearby”? 
  
We also understand that Boston Properties is exploring the construction of elevators accessible to AMTRAK 
passengers at the existing head-houses on the in-bound side of Columbus Avenue. Increasing the number of 
passengers with luggage crossing Columbus Avenue to access the station or hotels in the area as vehicles leave 
the garage is of concern. 
  
The preliminary internal wind study may suggest minimal changes to the surrounding streets. Many, especially 
those who have avoided Clarendon Street near the former “new” John Hancock Building for years, have 
expressed doubts about the preliminary findings. Standing at the corner on Boylston and Clarendon Streets one 
will often begin to suddenly feel wind gusts that continue along Clarendon Street walking towards Columbus 
Avenue. The same can be said of those crossing Columbus Avenue at Clarendon heading towards Boylston 
Street. It may be true that the only accurate measurement of the impact of wind can be determined after all of 
the approved projects plus this one have been completed. 
  
Specific questions/comments raised by members of the Ellis: 
  
• How will access and egress work for the Orange Line, Commuter Rail and Amtrak?  Will there be input from 
the riding public? 
• As each piece of the project proceeds with more and more people coming to the station and buildings, where 
will the drop-offs be located? Will there be a need for more surface buses and not just Bus #39? It is unclear 
where a new turnaround for Bus #39 could be located anywhere in the vicinity of the station. The answer to the 
location of the new turnaround needs to be provided now – not after the project is underway. 
• What assurances are there that station facilities can grow to meet state and city’s goals to increase transit 
mode-share, reduce air pollution and lower energy consumption? 
• How will the station be able to accommodate future security or ticketing procedures (especially for commuter 
rail and AMTRAK)? 
• How will retail-related activities in the station impact transportation related circulation and operations? 
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Ellis South End Neighborhood Association • PO Box 170731 • Boston MA 02116 • www.ellisneighborhood.org 
 

• In what way would the reduction of public circulation space impact the ability of the station to handle 
emergencies and special event surges? 
• What are provisions for improved sidewalk access to the station along Dartmouth Street, Clarendon Street? If 
the developer moves the shop facades out to the street line, what will be the impact on pedestrians? 
• How does the increased use of curb and sidewalk space to serve the new development detract from existing or 
increased public transportation use? 
• Boston Properties needs to address their commitment to affordable housing. The commitment should clearly 
state the inclusion of the units on-site rather than at some other location. 
• The neighborhoods and the City have a right to a more functional, more accessible, more flexible, more 
beautiful station, sidewalks and streets than we have today. We need a station than preserves the legacy of the 
citizens in the 1970’s and 1980’s who stopped the South End Bypass and the Southwest Expressway and who 
put countless hours into the creation of the Southwest Corridor Park and, especially, Back Bay Station.  
• It may be that a private developer can help make this happen, but the sales pitch so far is high on words and 
pictures and lacking in clarity and substance.  Just look at the plans.  The narrower sidewalks, the new curb cuts, 
the lack of provision for buses, elimination of the railroad waiting room and a darkened concourse crowded with 
retail stores, seem more like a Penn Station demolition than the creation of, in their words, a first-class, “airport 
quality” transit hub. 
• The Stuart Street Zoning rules would emphasize retail along Stuart Street – Boston Properties has not done so. 
The lobby of an office building is not retail and is not a location that is welcoming outside of normal business 
hours. 
• Will there be 24-hour public access to the station? 
• Will the proposed station layout result in a reduction in available public space that would be sufficient to serve 
the needs of the projected increase in passengers, especially in high-volume periods? 
• Has Boston Properties considered the use of overhead walkways to the station to minimize the impact on 
pedestrians? 
• The idea of creating a new garage exit onto Dartmouth Street should be abandoned – it is much too 
dangerous. 
• Can a project of this magnitude really proceed without the addition of any new parking spaces? With 3000 to 
4000 persons coming to the site won’t there be a need for more parking spaces? 
• The PNF appears to narrow the width of the Dartmouth Street sidewalk as the office building is being brought 
out further than the existing structure. This will cause more pedestrian congestion, especially if there is a new 
garage exit onto Dartmouth Street. Are the additions to the sidewalk and within the station of retail-oriented 
activities really benefits to the public or will they simply result in less space for pedestrians and commuters? 
• If the developer adds a second (and perhaps a third) story with retail activities to the station, can the 
developer really improve natural light and air? 
• Isn’t the elimination of the exit drum simply a benefit to the developer to allow for more retail space? 
  
Thank you for your kind attention to our concerns.  We fully expect there will be additional comments raised as 
the project progresses. We look forward to working with the Citizens Advisory Committee and others interested 
in the project to minimize the impact on the Ellis community. 
  
Sincerely yours, 

 
Betsy Hall 
President 
Ellis South End Neighborhood Association 
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17 June 2016 
 
Christopher Tracy, Senior Project Manager 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 
Boston, MA 02201 
Christopher.Tracy@boston.gov 
 
Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) 
Attn: MEPA Office 
Alex Strysky, EEA No. 15502 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston MA 02114 
Alexander.Strysky@state.ma.us 
 
Re: Back Bay/South End Gateway Project 
 
Gentlemen and Reviewers,  
 
As a member of the Citizens Advisory Council, nominated by the Boston Society of Architects, and a 
resident of the Back Bay, I am submitting comments regarding the BBSE Gateway project. 
 
As you know, the Boston Society of Architects/AIA is committed to advocacy on behalf of great design, 
and for sharing an appreciation for the built environment with the public. With more than 3,500 
members, the BSA aims to a leader in educating designers, contractors, owners and the public about 
inspiring and environmentally responsible design, construction, operation and renovation of the built 
environment. The BSA believes that design responsibility extends beyond the design of high-
performance buildings to include project siting and impacts on transportation, water, land, air and 
habitat, and provide healthier communities.    

I believe that this mission and these commitments are a relevant framework for review of the proposed 
project. I believe that other CAC members, and the proponents of the project, share some of these same 
interests, which is appreciated.  

However, The Boston Redevelopment Authority has asked for comments on Boston Properties’ 
Project Notification Form now, in fact by today, well ahead of the completion of project presentations to 
the Civic Advisory Committee. This is prior to the promised, but not yet scheduled, public review of the 
Back Bay Station renovation project. 
 
MEPA and Mass DOT are critically involved in this project, and have not yet conducted their reviews or, 
in the case of Mass DOT, confirmed or scheduled a public process for comment. Mass DOT has indicated 
that the review cannot be conducted until the Back Bay station has reached a 30% competed design 
point. Therefore, presentation about the project can be considered intentions, but not approved scope 
or program. 
 
To date the CAC has heard progress reports, seen general renderings, heard varying statistics, options 
and data ranges for new population, potential construction phasing, transit routes and vehicular traffic.  
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possibilities for the station include renovation for the main arrivals and departures areas, introduction of 
more intensive retail, interior alterations, to added building height and increased retail for upper levels 
added to the the station. 

Station 

At Back Bay Station, work to date has been uneven. The quality of repair work on the original timbers 
laminated structure shows varied results. A pair of monumental original artworks commissioned for the 
station, paid by public funds through the Arts on the Line program, and executed by Stephen Antonakis, 
whose works are in the collections of the Metropolitan Museum of art, the Museum of Modern Art, and 
the Guggenheim Museum, have been removed. The Dartmouth Street glass façade is concealed behind 
advertising posters. Would private management propose the removal of original art, or bill boarding the 
facades for South Station, or MBTA and commuter stations? Clarity about the standards and obligations 
for this station is essential. Has MASS DOT approved these renovations? How will they be maintained, 
and how will the projects impact future transportation systems? How will the station and the systems 
accommodate new riders with inevitable increased demand? Because the CAC does not address the 
Back Bay station renovation, an integrated, confirmed and responsive public process to assess the State 
and MASS DOT issues as well as the city wide issues, is essential.  

New Construction 

Architecturally, the new towers remain only generally presented, with massing and emphasis on the 
complexity of the structural challenges that shape and restore the design, and focusing primarily on the 
Dartmouth Street office tower, its offset specifically designed to mitigate otherwise significant wind 
conditions. 

Two residential towers on Clarendon Street have been generally outlined; a presentation on their 
grounds cape, or landscape, is forthcoming. Already the developers have said the site is “too tight” for 
an appreciable amount of outdoor green space. What is the plan for a humane and welcome 
presentation and urban setting for these large buildings? 

Project Delivery 

The timetable for the project implementation is unclear, and the related areas of access, such as the On 
Ramp to the Mass Pike, are undecided issues, which Mass DOT representatives indicate are not yet in 
their planning phases. 

Issues I believe the CAC and community need addressed with more clarity, include: 

• The MASS DOT approved plan for the station, its timetable, its balance of community-serving 
retail and public space, and its design. 

• The specific management of auto transit routes, to create less impact on Copley Square, and 
neighborhoods and the already dense traffic. 

• More about the design, and its intentions and expression. 
• The ground level, particularly the amount and vitality of the landscape and green buffers that 

are essential to a humane and welcoming residential and commercial environment. Upper level 
terraces, which have been presented as amenities, are not urban settings for everyday use, not 
a substitute for ground level landscape and sitting areas. 
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• The future plans for transit improvement for the Back Bay Station—how does this project 
improve the Orange and commuter rail lines not further overcrowd them? How does this project 
ensure that new modes of transport are not precluded, but instead, enhanced? Will the complex 
structural gymnastics that the developer notes are needed for this project inhibit the viability of 
future infrastructure upgrades? 

• An approach to improving the civic realm, in lieu of just conforming with the letter of the law.  

The CAC has been presented with a shadow study that confirms that shadow will be added, but 
greater wind will not. Wind studies are often, sadly, predictively unreliable. More comparable 
information about how this setting will change the wind should be offered. The BRA has offered no 
comparisons between the early wind calculations for this site and wind elsewhere in the city—such 
comparable are needed. The great number of people who use this station deserve a better 
environment as they walk from the station to their destination—with light, and wind control.  

• The impact on the Copley Square area  
This is a both a landmarks and civic question. This development location benefits from its 
proximity to some of the city’s greatest landmarks: three historic neighborhoods, one of the 
country’s greatest libraries, and one of the the nation’s most iconic landmarks: Trinity Church. 
These unique resources revolve around Copley Square a much valued but limited landscape—
and the only park that bridges two city districts. Adding more shadow to Copley Square may be 
legal, but it never could be described as civic, considerate, or beneficial. “As of right” does not 
mean it IS right. 
 

• What are the more convincing public benefits of this project?  
I welcome responsible new development with opportunities for housing and public benefits, and 
seek to promote projects characterized by responsible planning, sustainability, service to the 
greater good, embracing good business practices, creating jobs: a balance of benefit and 
burden. A revised station, once confirmed, can be one, but beyond the station, more benefits 
need application to the immediate affected environment and community.  

I encourage more specificity, emphasis on greater civic contributions, and improvements, as essential to 
this projects progress. The BRA and the state agencies are our voice to require the BEST design, the best 
environmental performance, not just the “conforming” compliances. 

I urge leadership from the agencies to push design and quality standards beyond the merely legal and 
feasible to the platform of its setting—a city region long distinguished for its scale, architectural quality, 
and its enduring value to the entire community. I look forward to your response, with appreciation for 
the efforts of all those involved in this process. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Ann M Beha FAIA 
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1

Padien, Daniel

From: Strysky, Alexander (ENV) <alexander.strysky@state.ma.us>
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2016 8:48 AM
To: Padien, Daniel
Subject: FW: Comments on MEPA #15502-- Back Bay/South End Station Gateway Project
Attachments: BB-SE Station 6-16-16.docx

 
 
Alex Strysky 
MEPA Office 
100 Cambridge Street, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
ph: (617) 626-1025 
fx: (617) 626-1181 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Ann Hershfang [mailto:annhershfang@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 9:25 PM 
To: Beaton, Matthew (EEA) 
Cc: Strysky, Alexander (EEA) 
Subject: Comments on MEPA #15502-- Back Bay/South End Station Gateway Project 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton, 
Attached below are some of my many concerns about how the Back Bay/South End Gateway 
Project is dealing with changes inside the station. My understanding is that at an early 
public meeting MassDOT’s Director of Development stated that the ongoing public meetings 
were for the buildings aspect of the project but the changes to the station itself would 
be handled by MassDOT and the MBTA without public involvement.  I hope you will help 
reverse that intention. 
 
Thank you, 
Ann Hershfang 
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6-16-16  
 
Proposed repurposing of Back Bay/South End Station  
 
Shifting responsibility for maintaining the Back Bay/South End (BB/SE) Station 
from the MBTA to Boston Properties could be a very positive development.  
However, the plans for changes to the station, apparently under the aegis of 
MassDOT, MBTA and BRA, should not be allowed to proceed without public 
involvement, as was apparently stated by MassDOT’s Director of Development.   
at an early meeting  
 
We should remember that some 15 years ago the MBTA made plans for South 
Station that would have built towers above it and massive support posts coming 
down in the middle of, and destroying, the commuter rail and Amtrak waiting 
area.  Citizen opposition prevented that plan and preserved a welcoming, 
comfortable waiting area.  North Station also, the third major rail hub in Boston, 
was redesigned without significant citizen input and became vast, featureless 
and confusing, and almost possible to find the trains, ticket windows or waiting 
area.  A similar mistake must be avoided for the Back Bay/South End Station. 
 
Below are a few of my concerns about the current plans.  I also support the 
matters raised in letters from Ken Kruckemeyer and WalkBoston. 
 
Issues raised by changes proposed inside the station: 
--the decrease of waiting space (and comfort) inside the BB/SE Station due to  
     elimination of the commuter rail waiting area, 
--a careful analysis as to whether the proposed public waiting areas will be 
     adequate and comfortable enough to pleasantly accommodate rail users,  
     transit riders, retail and food outlet shoppers, and through traffic, 
-- circulation through the station, 
--data about the number of current rail and transit users inside and outside, 
-- projected increases in transit and rail users resulting from new construction, 
--increased parking demand and facilities to accommodate the growth, 
--access through the station between Dartmouth and Clarendon Streets, 
--location of and impacts of building support posts on station platforms, 
--plans to replace the neon artwork formerly at the entrances to the station. 
 
Issues raised by changes outside the station: 
--data about current traffic and pedestrian numbers on the sidewalks and roads,  
--projections for traffic and pedestrian growth from the increased transit and rail  
     passengers, and the many new buildings in the area, 
--the Dartmouth Street sidewalk narrowed to 8 feet from its current generous  
     width cannot possibly handle the pedestrian traffic, 
--trees in planters at the sidewalk edge will only worsen the problem, 
--removal of the protective overhang on Dartmouth St., 
--impacts of eliminating the Clarendon Street ramp into the MassPike, 
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--cars exiting from the garage across the Dartmouth St. sidewalk in conflict with  
     pedestrians,   
--capacity of Clarendon, Dartmouth and Stuart Streets to serve future traffic, 
--ability of existing roads and intersections around and near the station to  
     accommodate the growth, as well as in Copley Square in general, 
--vehicle circulation patterns from changes in garage entrances and exits and 
      elimination of the Clarendon Street Turnpike on-ramp, 
--impacts on Columbus Avenue and adjacent residential districts, 
--location of the layover for the #39 bus, with its high ridership and long route, 
--assurance that the fix of the ventilation problem will not spew the smoke out of  
     the vent stacks at West Newton Streets onto Titus Sparrow Park and the  
     Southwest Corridor Park. 
 
Changes to this station should not be made without serious conversations with its 
users and the residents of adjacent communities.  It was the effort of those 
residents from 1969-1989 that defeated proposed interstates and saved 
commuter and Amtrak rail service into Back Bay/South End Station from being 
eliminated as planned by the State and City. The citizens then worked to 
redesign the rail ROW, design the BB/SE Station and create the Southwest 
Corridor Park.  These efforts helped give the Copley Square area the vibrancy 
that is now bringing development plans for at least five new high-rises.  Excluding 
the public from having input into the proposed changes is inappropriate and 
short-sighted. The BB/SE Station must remain a facility designed with and for the 
public.   
 
That being said, after about 30 years, the station certainly needs perking up and 
better use of its space.  The prospect of having it well maintained by Boston 
Properties is hopeful, ending its neglect by the MBTA.  In general, from the 
presentations I have attended, Boston Properties seems to be doing a thoughtful 
job of development, with top-notch consultants.  Here’s hoping State and City 
agencies will follow their example. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ann Hershfang 
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Du, Van

From: Strysky, Alexander (ENV) <alexander.strysky@state.ma.us>
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 10:05 AM
To: Padien, Daniel
Subject: FW: Questions Related to Back Bay/South End Gateway Project

Hi Dan-  The commenter refers to the NABB forum.  What does NABB stand for and is that 
part of the BRA process? 
 
Alex Strysky 
MEPA Office 
100 Cambridge Street, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
ph: (617) 626-1025 
fx: (617) 626-1181 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Anne Swanson [mailto:anneswanson@verizon.net]  
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 9:59 AM 
To: christopher.tracy@boston.gov; Strysky, Alexander (EEA) 
Cc: dtcnabb@nabbonline.com; Brian.Golden@boston.gov; Will Brownsberger; Livingstone, Jay 
- Rep. (HOU); Rushing, Byron - Rep. (HOU); Aaron Michlewitz.; michelle.wu; Josh Zakim; 
Annissa Essaibi-George; Ayanna.Pressley; Bill.Linehan; NABB 
Subject: Questions Related to Back Bay/South End Gateway Project 
 
After hearing the project description from Boston Properties and the related discussion 
at the NABB Forum, I have the following questions: 
 
1. Why is Mass/DOT not yet prepared to review the Boston Properties proposal for 
renovation of Back Bay Station in light of current and future MBTA needs, plans, and 
capacity? 
 
2. Why is such a massive project even under consideration for this site? 
 
3. What will be the combined effect of shadows of all the proposed High Spine high-rise 
structures on fragile little historic Copley Square, which has a crumbling infrastructure 
that can hardly support the current environmental conditions and level of use by the 
public? 
 
4. Will the water and sewer infrastructure support the increased population density 
resulting from three more high-rise buildings for residential and office space? 
 
5. Will the water table be affected by the construction, which in turn protects the wood-
pile foundations of three National Historic Landmarks and a luxury hotel in Copley 
Square: Boston Public Library, Old South Church, Trinity Church, and the Copley Plaza 
Hotel? 
 
6. Will the High Spine of tall buildings actually divide and threaten our historic 
neighborhoods rather than connect them? 
 
7. Will any public open green space be incorporated into the design? 
 
8. Why were two neon sculptures by a distinguished artist removed from the MBTA station 
without any public process? 
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Anne Swanson 
Resident 
157 Beacon Street, Boston, MA 02116 
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BACK BAY/SOUTH END GATEWAY PROJECT - A LOST OPPORTUNITY 

Have we a failure of leadership at the BRA, City Hall, the Department of Transportation,  even the 
Governor’s Office? 

We have now seen presentations of the vaunted Back Bay/South End Gateway Project. 
What is missing?  What is wrong?  Is this anti pedestrian, anti transit, anti bus, anti bike, or just plain 
uninspired urban design?  The problem as always seems to be an inability to think outside of the 
parcel…… outside of the box.  The public and civic streetscape is either ignored, or there is even a 
private taking of public space and benefits.  We need a planning team which can focus on civic values 
and public space is this and every project in Boston. 

Let’s look at this project from three aspects: 

A. Problems in urban design. Lost opportunities. 
B. Assets of the existing context. 
C. Real solutions for a prosperous future… for the public, for the developers, and for our city.  

A. PROBLEMS IN URBAN DESIGN  
BAD PRECEDENTS 
• There has already been a taking away of a public sidewalk and a public arcade in front of the Back 

Bay Station… this was replaced with a “burger joint”.  Sadly this seems to have set the impoverished 
tone for this project. 

• The BRA’s Copley Place tower project (now underway) will take away the horse sculptures and the 
open space.  It will also cast a long shadow over the surrounding area and even Copley Square (as 
seen in the recent presentations for the Gateway Project). 

PROPOSED 
• Taking sidewalk width from the east side of Dartmouth Street. 
• Taking arcade cover from commuters,shoppers, visitors to the city along the same side of Dartmouth 

Street… this starts at Back Bay Station and continues all the way to Saint James St.  Proposed is a 
narrow sidewalk with no cover and a blank Garage wall overhead.  

• The intersection of Stewart and Dartmouth is the intersection from hell. Pedestrian injuries are just 
waiting to happen…. cars barrel out of the turnpike ramp and roar past this pedestrian crossing.  The 
Mayor’s Vision Zero has become Zero Vision.  There is no plan to ameliorate this condition, no 
leadership. 

• Dartmouth Street renderings show a sea of asphalt from curb to curb between the now narrower 
sidewalks. 

• The ultimate irony… the plan proposes to tear down the  West Hancock garage to build the new 
tower, and then rebuild a new West Hancock Garage for cars again… this is outdated zoning.  Even 
DOT should now by now: more parking = more cars on the street, more air pollution, a degraded 
pedestrian environment.  All this with transit within 100 feet!  And this rebuilt four story garage 
dominates Dartmouth Street in this non-design.  We can hardly blame developer for the lack of BRA 
leadership.  Without guidelines from the BRA (or with failed guidelines from the BRA) the developer 
has created an internal hidden mall...draining life from Dartmouth Street (and placing the pedestrian 
entrance to this mall facing the Stewart Street “automobile alley”). 

• Even now when we know better, the plan contemplates a ramp dumping automobile traffic onto 
Dartmouth Street.  Anti pedestrian, anti civic, anti environment. 
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• And what is with the crazy angles of the West Hancock Garage Tower?  Across Stewart Street is the 
Copley Plaza block… a traditional four square dignified and tradition urban form. Again no guidelines 
from city/BRA…… no leadership.   

• A wind tunnel test was done at a scale of 1 to 400. This is like placing a comb in front of a hair dryer.  
Guess what?  The tests show no wind problems for a 40 story tower!  Sensors everywhere on the 
model divert attention from the critical intersection of Dartmouth and Stewart. 

All of this is destructive of civic and public values.  This is GRAY development…there is no added value 
for the public.  It becomes a dead environment.  This un-plan drains value from both the public and the 
private spheres.  We need GREEN and prosperous design in our city. 

And we have not even touched on the plans for the Back Bay Station… architecture by amputation.  
(Please see Ken Kruckemeyer’s excellent analysis of the station project… he says it better than 
anyone.)  

In this project we can see the failure in leadership from the BRA, the Mayor’s office, DOT, the 
Governor…… and even the City Council for approving six more years of this mindless BRA machine, 
with no public benefit and with toothless City Council oversight.  

Where is the beautiful reformed BRA birthday cake the Mayor promised the city?   

Instead of the cake…we are left with burnt muffins.   

B. ASSETS OF THE DARTMOUTH STREET SPACE AND CORRIDOR. 
• The Southwest Corridor is a gem… built over the tracks, it is Boston’s High Line.. or perhaps our 

LOW LINE.  It terminates in a public open space with cafe tables, city bikes, and pedestrian safety.  
• The Back Bay Station.  This is a true gateway… with the commuter rail to Rhode Island and 

Connecticut, and with the proposed North-South Rail Link to points north even to New Hampshire 
and Maine.   Of course there is AMTRAK with access to the East Coast.  And the Orange Line. The 
39 bus.  An underpass to Copley Place.  And a head house to Clarendon Street from the 
tracks. (Again please see Kruckemeyer.)  

• Back Bay Station - the Architectural Design: this station was designed as a Roman basilica with 
center and side aisles and clerestory daylighting ... Like the unloved City Hall, and the Hines, it is a 
true civic landmark reflecting the post war rebirth of the city.  (There is now a book about this so-
called Brutalist architecture.)  It is monumental…… it is classic. 

• THE LANDMARK BENCH..… here sit all walks of life… indigents, homeless, (they rarely but 
occasionally scream at each other), suits, panhandlers, our friend and artist Leon who greets all with 
smiles and therapeutic conversation, while selling newspapers.  This is Boston’s THREE PENNY 
OPERA.  Is there a place for this opera in the new plans? 

• Dartmouth street is fortunately wide… there is room for pedestrians, bikes, uber/taxi drop offs, even 
landscaping and green plants. 

• The Copley Plaza block is a dignified neighbor whose context should not be ignored. 
• Copley Square with its Farmers’ Market, concerts, etc.  And of course the historic surrounding 

architecture.  
• Dartmouth Street even has connections north to Commonwealth Avenue Mall, bikeway, and 

Esplanade Concerts, the Charles River, fireworks.  
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• Transit is everywhere in the three block area from Columbus to Boylston - AMTRAK, commuter rail, 
Orange Line, the bus kiosk in Copley Square, the Logan Airport Shuttle, Hubway Bikes, (some) wide 
pedestrian sidewalks, and not one but four Green Line routes converge in this area.  Eight transit 
modes. 

C. OPPORTUNITIES, SOLUTIONS.  
How best to create value for a prosperous future for this development and our city?  We need a new 
template for development and planning that can plan to: 
• Preserve the SOUTHWEST CORRIDOR LOWLINE… and extend it across to the Back Bay Station.  
• Preserve the station porch and the THREE PENNY OPERA representing all walks of life in Boston.  
• Preserve sidewalks…make these wider.  Preserve cover and expand cover… two story arcades 

provide cover with adequate daylight.  
• Bring life back to Dartmouth Street…place the developers mall (now buried inside the parcel) on the 

street edge in a restored arcade and above the arcade.  Recess the West Hancock Garage inside the 
parcel to allow for retail and/or office space on the edge opening to the sidewalk arcade. Even better 
don't restore this outdated garage function.  We now know: build parking and you attract more cars - 
a no-brainer.  (With eight modes of transit in the area this is madness.)  

• Transform Dartmouth Street into the Dartmouth Mall or Greenway.  Think Depressed Central Artery… 
think Rose Fitzgerald Greenway,  We can do better.  No southbound lane ( Clarendon) or delivery/fire 
lanes only … provide landscaping, benches, canopies, green plants, flowers.  Add value, create a 
prosperous environment..attract visitors, tourists, shoppers, lunch time office workers, residents, and 
yes pan-handlers.  Add real value to adjacent developments. 

• Extend the Dartmouth Mall/Greenway to Copley Square and even to the Esplanade (at least long 
term). Instead of zero vision, apply Vision Zero to the intersection from hell at Dartmouth and Stewart 
Streets.  Slow traffic.  Divert traffic.  Study depressing Stewart Street below the new Dartmouth Mall/
Greenway to allow for a pedestrian mall overpass.  The ramps are already depressed until they 
emerge with their mindless 18 inch “sidewalks” (which everyone uses - dangerously). 

•  Imagine the unfolding view as you walk north on the Dartmouth Mall.  This would preserve and 
enhance those civic values inherent in Boston’s development history.  

• Use this Dartmouth Mall to more elegantly integrate the eight modes of transit present. 
• Save the Copley Place horses…… bring them out to the Dartmouth Mall open space.  
• And of course do not mindlessly dump vehicle’s onto dart with a new ramp from a (needlessly) 

restored West Hancock Garage.!  
• Do a valid wind tunnel test… especially of the pedestrian zone at Dartmouth and Stewart Streets…… 

and scale up the model to say 1 to 40 for a meaningful result.  Test for northwest winds which are the 
most brutal in the winter.  In the Tower Design: one elevation rendering shows belt courses at about 
every 10 stories… this is a good start…… it can lead wind around the tower instead of down into the 
street….. add canopies to the arcades to further deflect northwest winds away from sidewalk 
arcades.  

• Build a turnpike deck to the east of Clarendon onto which some of the proposed retail can be 
relocated.  Perhaps use this deck for the 39 bus turn around.  Note: there is already a head house for 
the MBTA east of Clarendon. Use this deck for some of the residential to reduce over all building 
heights.  Development here would define the edge of Clarendon and protect pedestrians from the 
turnpike noise (think NYC Park Avenue built over the tracks) .  

• Keep the Back Bay Station “basilica” form with its side aisles - at least at the entrance area.  Preserve 
the clerestory daylighting at the second and third floors.  Find more retail area east of the old station 
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core.  Renegotiate with the developers to encourage retail further east and perhaps over a new deck 
east of Clarendon Street (it is wasted now).   

• And keep a curved arch over the Clarendon Street station entrance to reflect the West end of the 
station (at a smaller scale).  This will help people recognize the Back Bay Station for what it is. 

• Ventilation of the station is welcome.  Of course the ultimate answer is Electrification.  Note how 
everything in interconnected.  But we cannot take advantage of mutual benefits, until we learn to 
think outside of the box and outside of the parcel.  We need multidisciplinary problem solving. 

Where is the city spirit that built the Public Garden, the Esplanade,  City Hall, the Depressed Central 
Artery?  I know it is there down deep. 

HOW DO WE DO ALL OF THIS? 
We need a team that designs the public realm for this project. This team can address urban design, 
pedestrian planning, transit connections, and the civic environment.  It can include liaison from the 
developers and critical stakeholders such as Walk Boston, Mass Bike, and consultants Arup 
Engineering, urban lighting designers, landscapers, etc.  And of course BRA urban planners, some of 
whom can be assigned to this team, while some BRA staff should remain focused on the development 
parcels themselves. 

You can do this Mister Mayor… you already have your “Greenovation” staff which focus on the broader 
environment.  Assign some of this staff to address all of the many issues and opportunities outside the 
parcel boundaries and OUTSIDE THE BOX, within which the BRA administration is hopelessly trapped. 

And finance?  The difference between GRAY design and GREEN design is a huge gap in property 
assessments.  Take out a bond and pay for it with the increased property values inherent in good urban 
design.  And don’t forget the developers, who will immediately see the value in a Dartmouth Mall, in 
integrated design, in better streetscapes, that attract more pedestrians and shoppers.  They are not to 
blame for the present proposal… they need better leadership from the city. 

And we need Governor Baker’s leadership as well - find a way Governor to steer clear of this Tea 
Party Transit where public transit is all privatized.  You inherited this mess.  Find a way out.  Work with 
the City and Boston Properties for a win-win solution.  Your DOT can help move some of the retail east 
to a new deck over the turnpike - this would help preserve the public space in the landmark station 
lobby.  Your architect, Arrow Street, is clearly pained at your instructions that debase our precious 
station.  They would work hard to avoid the damage proposed presently.  And please find a place for 
the “burger joint” that has stolen our public sidewalk and arcade. 

Find a way! 

Respectfully submitted in fondness for our city. 

Gerry Ives 

Working for Sierra Club, Gerry Ives made drawings in 1973 for alternate waterfront renewal, which 
included plans to depress the central artery (http://www.ivesarch.com/depressed-central-artery.html) 
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Du, Van

From: Strysky, Alexander (ENV) <alexander.strysky@state.ma.us>
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2016 9:35 AM
To: Padien, Daniel
Subject: FW: Comments on Back Bay/South End Gateway Project

Follow Up Flag: Follow Up
Due By: Monday, June 20, 2016 9:41 AM
Flag Status: Flagged

 
 
Alex Strysky 
MEPA Office 
100 Cambridge Street, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
ph: (617) 626‐1025 
fx: (617) 626‐1181 
 
From: H. Parker James [mailto:hpjames423@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2016 7:30 PM 
To: Strysky, Alexander (EEA) 
Subject: Comments on Back Bay/South End Gateway Project 
 

June 17, 2016 

  

Dear Alexander Strysky: 

  

I serve on both the NABB Development and Transportation Committee and the LivableStreets Advocacy 
Committee, but I am writing to you now as a Bostonian and a 35-year resident of the Back Bay. 

  

With regard to the Back Bay/South End Gateway Project: generally speaking, I support this development, but I 
have the following concerns: 

  

A. The Back Bay Station should be designed to function as a transit hub, not converted to a retail 
concourse.  

- The Station needs to be redesigned in a manner that can accommodate much larger numbers of 
future.  
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- The public service area of the Back Bay Station should be expanded and improved both in 
terms of functionality and appearance.  

- Boston Properties plans to privatize some 10,000 square feet of public service area 
should not be allowed to happen. 

  

B. Much attention should be paid to improve the station’s breathing environment. The diesel particulates 
in the air there are both unpleasant unhealthful. Improved ventilation is essential.  

  

C. No garage entrance or exit ramps should be allowed on Dartmouth St.  

  

D. The Clarendon St. side of the development should be redesigned in a more thoughtful manner.  

-The Clarendon St. entrance to the Mass. Turnpike should be eliminated. 

- The Clarendon St. façade of the parking garage should have some sort of architectural 
screening. 

  

Thank you for your attention. 

  

Sincerely, 

  

Heyward Parker James 

423 Marlborough St., #3 

Boston, MA 02115 
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July	17,	2016	 	
	
Back	Bay	/	South	End	Project	

	
Project	Number	15502	

Boston	Redevelopment	Authority	 MEPA	
Christopher	Tracy,	Senior	Project	Manager	 Alexander	Strysky,	MEPA	Analyst	
Christopher.Tracy@boston.gov	 Alexander.Strysky@massmail.state.ma.us	

Dear	Christopher	Tracy	and	Alexander	Strysky,	
	
As	a	member	of	the	Civic	Advisory	Committee	(CAC)	representing	the	Back	Bay,	I	have	participated	
in	many	meetings	and	heard	many	questions	and	comments	about	this	project.	I	look	forward	to	the	
responses	to	all	our	questions	from	the	development	team.	I	also	look	for	responses	from	the	BRA	
and	the	State,	as	the	proponents	are	not	in	control	of	all	of	the	relevant	issues.	MassDOT	is	the	
owner	of	the	Back	Bay	Station	and	the	Mass	Pike,	while	Boston	Properties	is	under	contract	to	
manage	the	concourse	level	of	the	station.	
	
Coordination	
Coordination	among	the	multiple	agencies	controlling	aspects	of	the	site	and	operations	on	the	site	
is	imperative.	To	date,	we	have	had	little	or	no	contact	with	the	MBTA,	MassDOT,	BTD,	Mass	Pike,	
Amtrak,	Federal	Highways,	for	example.	Such	coordination	is	important	for	the	station	design,	as	
well	as	the	analysis	of	the	traffic	around	and	through	the	site.		The	station	design	establishes	the	
context	for	the	towers	and	possible	second	level	over	the	station,	therefore,	it	should	be	part	of	the	
early	CAC	discussion.	The	stated	objective	that	the	station	be	“airport	level”	quality	is	fine	as	far	as	
it	goes,	but	the	CAC	could	provide	positive	input	in	this	phase	of	the	design,	before	the	design	is	set.		
Many	of	the	members	regularly	use	the	No.	39	bus,	the	Orange	Line,	the	Commuter	Rail,	and	
Amtrak,	therefore	they	are	very	familiar	with	the	existing	conditions.	
	
Environmental	Impacts	
Environmental	Impacts	are	of	particular	concern	to	Back	Bay	residents	who	have	seen	increasing	
wind,	traffic,	and	shadow	in	and	around	Copley	Square	with	the	construction	of	the	Clarendon,	the	
Liberty	Mutual	Building,	Exeter	Towers,	888	Boylston,	etc.	Detailed	environmental	studies	should	
be	required	and	thoroughly	examined	with	the	CAC.		
	
Wind	impacts	should	be	studied	along	Dartmouth	and	Clarendon	Streets	to	the	river,	and	to	the	
north	side	of	Boylston	Street.	How	does	the	wind	data	relate	to	our	perception	of	the	conditions	
around	the	site?	
	
Traffic	impacts	should	be	studied	to	the	river	to	the	north,	east	to	Arlington	and	west	to	Mass	Ave,	
and	into	the	South	End	as	appropriate.		
	
Illustrate	any	shadow	on	nationally	recognized	historic	buildings	and	public	spaces,	including	
shadows	on	the	building	facades,	including	the	BPL	Courtyard	facade.		
	
Quantification	and	qualitative	analysis	of	Pedestrian	circulation	to	and	from,	in	and	around	the	
project	is	essential.	And	this	information	correlated	with	the	various	types	of	vehicular	traffic	is	
essential	to	the	successful	operation	of	the	station.	Currently	the	sidewalks	are	often	overly	
crowded.	Alternative	studies	to	relieve	the	crowding	should	be	discussed	with	the	CAC.	A	garage	
outlet	or	inlet	onto	Dartmouth	Street	should	be	abandoned	at	this	point	and	a	base	scheme	
proposed	without	it.		
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Air	quality,	particularly	at	intersections	and	between	streetlights	should	be	studied	and	reviewed	
with	the	Board	of	Health.	
	
During	Article	80	reviews,	we	consistently	ask	for	data	on	the	capacity	of	public	transportation	and	
have	been	disappointed	in	the	responses.	Since	so	much	constriction	has	been	approved	in	this	
small	area	of	the	Back	Bay,	the	State	should	provide	this	information	to	the	developer	and	the	
public.	Likewise,	the	capacity	of	public	utilities,	water,	sewer,	and	power,	as	well	as	cable	for	TV	and	
wifi,	should	be	made	public	and	analyzed	in	the	next	submission	with	respect	to	the	proposed	
building	uses.	If	additional	capacity	will	be	required,	this	should	be	identified	in	the	next	phase	of	
the	project	and	planned.		
	
Urban	Design	
This	project	is	situated	on	public	air	rights,	which	offers	a	unique	opportunity/obligation	to	offer	
significant	site-specific	public	benefits.	Improvements	to	the	public	realm,	such	as	comfortable	
sidewalks	and	adequate	outdoor	spaces,	will	be	essential	to	the	success	of	this	block.	
	
An	idling	bus	is	not	everyone’s	idea	of	something	belonging	to	their	front	yard,	but	since	the	No.	39	
bus	already	has	a	home	on	Clarendon,	it	is	appropriate	to	study	design	alternatives	to	use	the	space	
between	the	residential	towers	and	Clarendon	Street.	
	
The	suggested	bridges	above	the	adjacent	streets	were	discussed	at	BCDC,	whose	guidelines	
discourage	them.	High	quality,	safe	on-grade	crossings	should	be	developed	instead	to	engage	life	
on	the	street,	which	is	most	appropriate	for	this	urban	center.		
	
The	architecture	of	the	proposed	residential	buildings	is	very	sketchy.	Suggest	proposing	elevation	
designs	that	are	clearly	residential,	providing	operable	windows	and	individual	outdoor	balconies.		
	
Recommend	providing	additional	drawings	to	show	the	whole	buildings	from	the	Back	Bay,	
Dartmouth,	and	Clarendon	Streets.	The	drawing	for	the	corner	of	Stuart	and	Dartmouth	misses	the	
top	half	of	the	building.	
	
A	proposal	to	include	all	of	the	affordable	housing	on	site,	and	including	the	required	funds	from	40	
Trinity’s	payment	to	the	Housing	Trust,	should	be	developed	and	presented.	
	
Public	Benefits	
Excellent	publically	accessible	open	space	would	a	welcome	public	benefit,	as	would	desirable	
improvements	to	Back	Bay	Station.	To	determine	what	would	be	desirable,	please	engage	the	CAC	
and	the	public	very	early	in	the	decision-making,	as	soon	as	possible.	This	has	been	discussed	
although	not	scheduled.	
	
Zoning	
Please	prepare	a	detailed	list	comparing	the	project	with	the	Stuart	Street	Zoning	and	Guidelines	
and	detailed	explanation	of	all	requested	zoning	relief,	i.e.	amend	the	PDA.	A	PDA	amendment	
should	not	be	used	for	relief	from	Stuart	Street	Zoning	requirements.	
	
Public	Financing	
Please	provide	a	list	of	any	potential	tax	relief	for	the	project.	
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Summary	of	Key	Questions	
	

To	facilitate	communication	on	the	prior	discussion,	I	am	summarizing	it	by	listing	a	series	of	
questions	for	your	consideration.	
	
Coordination	
	
.	How	can	we	be	assured	that	adequate	coordination	will	take	place	between	the	different	agencies	
involved	with	the	project?	In	particular,	when	will	the	public	get	an	opportunity	to	review	MassDOT	
plans	for	the	MBTA	station	and	the	Mass	Pike	plans	for	the	Clarendon	Street	exit?	
	
Environmental	Impacts	
	
.	Will	detailed,	state-of-the	art	studies	be	conducted	on	wind,	traffic,	and	shadow	impacts	in	and	
around	Copley	Square	that	include	all	of	the	requested	points?	
	
.	In	particular,		

.	Will	wind	impacts	be	studied	along	Dartmouth	and	Clarendon	Streets	to	the	river	and	on	
the	north	side	of	Boylston	Street?	Will	wind	impacts	on	Copley	Square	Park	be	studied,	
particularly	where	the	Farmer’s	Markets	place	tents	and	around	the	fountain?	
	
.	Will	traffic	impacts	be	studied	to	the	river	to	the	north,	east	to	Arlington	and	west	to	Mass	
Ave,	and	into	the	South	End	as	appropriate?	
	
.	Will	any	shadow	impacts	on	nationally	recognized	historic	buildings	and	public	spaces	be	
presented,	including	shadows	on	building	facades,	including	the	BPL	Courtyard	facade?		
	
.	Will	the	developer	study	shaping	the	buildings	to	completely	eliminate	new	shadow	on	
Copley	Square?	
	
.	Will	quantitative	and	qualitative	analyses	of	pedestrian	circulation	to	and	from,	in	and	
around	the	project	be	provided?	
	
.	Will	the	pedestrian	analysis	be	correlated	with	the	traffic	analyses?	
	
.		Will	air	quality,	particularly	at	intersections	and	between	streetlights	be	studied?	

		
.	Will	we	be	provided	with	data	on	the	capacity	of	public	transportation	to	handle	all	the	
additional	usage	expected	in	the	area?		
	
.	Similarly,	how	about	the	capacity	of	public	utilities,	water,	sewer,	and	power	as	well	as	for	
cable	for	tv	and	wifi?	

	
Urban	Design	
.	Will	the	CAC	be	invited	to	evaluate	proposed	improvements	for	the	public	realm,	such	as	
comfortable	sidewalks	and	adequate	outdoor	spaces	to	serve	the	uses	on	the	site?	
	
.	Will	design	alternatives	be	discussed	with	the	public	and	the	CAC	for	the	39	bus?	Could	one	of	
these	include	the	use	of	the	space	between	the	residential	towers	and	Clarendon	Street?	
	
.	Will	information	be	provided	on	producing	safe,	on-grade	street	crossings	to	engage	life	on	the	
street,	as	appropriate	in	a	vibrant	urban	environment?	
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.	Will	additional	information	be	provided	to	show	all	elevations	for	residential	buildings?	
	
.	Can	additional	drawings	be	provided	that	show	the	whole	buildings	from	the	Back	Bay,	
Dartmouth,	and	Clarendon	Streets?	The	current	drawing	for	the	corner	of	Stuart	and	Dartmouth	
misses	the	top	half	of	the	building.	
	
.	Can	additional	drawings	be	provided	that	show	the	view	corridor	both	ways	on	Dartmouth	Street,	
where	the	Stuart	Street	Zoning	requires	a	setback.	
	
.	Can	a	proposal	be	offered	that	includes	all	of	the	affordable	housing	on	site	and	that	includes	the	
funds	required	from	the	40	Trinity,	as	well?	
	
Public	Benefits	
	
.	Will	the	public	be	engaged	early	in	the	process	on	plans	concerning	the	publically	accessible	open	
space	and	the	improvements	to	the	Back	Bay	station?	
	
Zoning	
	
.	Can	you	prepare	a	detailed	list	comparing	the	project	with	Stuart	Street	zoning	and	Stuart	Street	
guidelines	and	offering	a	detailed	explanation	of	all	requested	zoning	relief?	
	
Public	Financing	
	
.	Can	you	list	any	potential	tax	relief	that	might	be	requested	for	the	project?	
	
	
Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	this	important	project.	I	anticipate	the	resulting	
buildings	and	infrastructure	improvements	will	benefit	the	neighboring	communities	and	the	City.		
	
Jacquelin	S.	Yessian	
160	Commonwealth	Avenue	Unit	603	
Boston,	MA	02116	
	
Cc:	

Brian.Golden@boston.gov	
William.Brownsberger@masenate.gov	
Jay.Livingstone@mahouse.gov	
Byron.Rushing@mahouse.gov	
Aaron.M.Michlewitz@mahouse.gov	
Michelle.Wu@boston.gov	
Josh.Zakim@boston.gov	
Annissa.Essaibi-george@boston.gov	
Ayanna.Pressley@boston.gov	
Bill.Linehan@boston.gov	
Info@nabbonline.com	
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June 13, 2016 
 
 
Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) 
ATTN: MEPA Offic 
Alex Strysky, EEA No. 15502 
100 Cambridge Street Suite 900 
Boston MA 02114 
 
 
Regarding the Back Bay/South End Gateway Project 
 
As a neighbor to this Gateway project and a constant user of  Back Bay Station,  I 
would like to share my concerns about the Gateway project’s impact on the Back 
Bay Station.  The project plans to eliminate the current entrances to the station as 
well as the waiting room and pathways to the subway, all of which create serious 
questions about the efficient functioning of the station from the riders’ perspective 
and its accessibility from surrounding streets. The Gateway plan also indicates that 
piers will be driven along parts of the train platforms,  squeezing passengers into 
less space.  And finally, the bus turn-around is eliminated with no provision for the  
popular # 39 bus. 
 
I urge you to carefully review the Back Bay/South End Gateway Project to guarantee 
that the Back Bay Station with continue to serve the needs of the public. 
 
 
 
Lynn V. Foster 
103 Appleton Street 
Boston MA 02116 
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Padien, Daniel

From: Strysky, Alexander (ENV) <alexander.strysky@state.ma.us>
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2016 8:47 AM
To: Padien, Daniel
Subject: FW: Back Bay Station Parcel and other developments - observations and questions. 

corrected copy I hope

 
 
Alex Strysky 
MEPA Office 
100 Cambridge Street, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
ph: (617) 626‐1025 
fx: (617) 626‐1181 
 
From: Pamela Humphrey [mailto:pamela131humphrey@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2016 3:40 AM 
To: Strysky, Alexander (EEA); christopher.tracy@boston.gov 
Cc: dtcnabb@nabbonline.com; Brian.Golden@boston.gov; william.brownsberger@masenate.gov; 
jay.livingstone@mahouse.gov; byron.rushing@mahouse.gov; aaron.michlewitz@malegislature.gov; 
michelle.wu@boston.gov; josh.zakim@boston.gov; annissa.essaibi-george@boston.gov; ayanna.pressley@boston.gov; 
bill.linehan@boston.gov; info@nabbonline.com 
Subject: Back Bay Station Parcel and other developments - observations and questions. corrected copy I hope 
 
 

Dear Members of Agencies tied to this project and others: 
 
            It is with deep regret that somehow I completely missed the significance of the Stuart 
Street zoning agreement.  When seeing the development slides on what is being “imposed” (I use 
that word deliberately) on the Copley Street area (one of the few open spaces in the City - 
surrounded by iconic buildings and institutions) I was quite “blown away”.  It is astounding to 
me that the City has permitted such a vast amount of volume and mass in this area - within a 
block, and across the road from each other.  I hear those referring it to a “gateway” to iconic and 
important neighborhoods.  An attempt to gloss over the actual fact that it is a wall, separating the 
neighborhoods of Back Bay and the South End.  Certainly the horse is out of the barn but it begs 
the question on how this could have happened without wild opposition.  Indifference?  Not 
paying sufficient attention? Opaque, confusing and uncoordinated process?  Perhaps some of 
each. 
 
These massive development projects, squeezed into every available open space and patch of land 
in the City is becoming a regular occurrence. The patch in front of Neiman Marcus is so small 
the answer was to go up to “the tallest residential building in the City” - as if that was worthy of 
praise. 
 
 I realize that we are a small City.  That we will continue to have needs for 
development.  However, because we are a small, iconic City the responsibility of Agencies who 
approve and govern these developments should, all the more, have the courage to have a bigger 
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vision other than just “bigger” and “more".  I realize the pressures, economics…. however we 
once plowed ahead in earlier generations - City Hall Plaza being one, where a whole 
neighborhood disappeared in the name of “progress”.  We are facing such circumstances now 
and I see NO lessons learned from that disaster in the current direction that is being taken.  
 
The Seaport district is another great example.  The area is filled with walls of buildings, grown 
like topsy. 
+  sidewalks are often narrow 
+ shadows are unlimited 
+ the City has made endless exceptions and set asides to developers to sidestep zoning, 
height and mass restrictions that                        are on the books 
+  Many of these set asides were done in the guise of “public benefit” spaces -  in order to 
circumvent height/mass restrictions.                                  Most are interior spaces.  The 
Harbor Walk - which is praised as a wonderful public benefit -can’t even be seen 
any                                   more for all the buildings lining it. 
                        If there are open spaces and parks in the interior of the District I would love to 
know where they are - certainly not easily                           accessible as far as I can tell.  So is 
the Harbor Walk “it”? 
+The traffic in and out of the area is a major problem.  Public transportation is 
insufficient.  Bottlenecks (we are a small city!) are                            impossible.  Who did the 
traffic study on this one?  Who did the public transportation study?   
+ the Chifaro project at the New England Aquarium - one of the few blocks remaining along the 
Greenway which conforms to                                                 Chapter 90A restricting height -is 
being challenged.  
 
So on it goes.  
 
Copley Square area: 
In that I completely missed the boat on the building on the Neiman Marcus site and the one over 
the University Club, I forward questions on the above and current project - where, perhaps, the 
neighbors and those concerned might have some impact on the scope and issues surrounding it. 
 
The following assume a considerable uptick in pedestrian and car traffic with the addition of 
these, close to each other, very large projects. 
It also acknowledges that Dartmouth and Clarendon are the primary two exits and entrances 
into the immediate area-including exiting and off ramping to and from the Mass Pike. 
 
+  Pedestrian traffic:   critical times of the day the foot traffic in the area (and with the added 
traffic of the other new buildings in the                    block) is, and will be more so and significant. 
                         Dartmouth Street and Clarendon Streets are narrow.   Particularly on Clarendon 
Street, individuals walk in the                                                street to get around the crowds on the 
way to the BB station during rush hours.  The residential buildings are being built in 
a                   way that, given this issue (Dartmouth has wider sidewalks-will they stay that way?) 
will become an even bigger problem.                       How do you plan to handle that? 
+ Drop off capability at both the Back Bay Station and the residential buildings:  The way 
that the drawings are currently                              drawn for this project - there is no, or extremely 
limited, drop off space for both the station and residential building 
l                                                locations. Current plans suggest limited curb indent to 
accommodate some. It is extremely tight on that street and what                           little might 
be provided currently won’t be nearly enough given the increased traffic and gridlock on 
Clarendon and                                       Dartmouth-particularly during rush hour.  What is being 
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done? Will you consider internal drop off/turn around at the                                           residential 
buildings rather than street curb drop off?  Same at the Station along with bus entry/turnaround? 
+Bus 39 entry and drop off at Back Bay Station:  as currently designed there is no drop 
off/waiting space for this double length                                 bus. Currently there is NO turn off or 
turn around space they way it is currently designed. Will there never be the need 
for                      additional busses using the Back Bay station for pick up/drop off in the 
future?  Should we plan for that given limited bus                        stop capability in the area 
(current bus stops add to gridlock)  and need to increase/encourage public transportation use? 
+ Entry and Exit into/out of garage: Current exit onto Clarendon stays? or does that 
become an entrance only? -  We                                     now have heavily increased foot 
traffic.  Exit             onto Dartmouth would be - I don’t want to even think about it.  The 
least                          objectionable would be to exit onto Stuart Street, which  provides several 
directional egresses to Mass Pike and                                             Storrow Drive and is a wider 
street.  What is the thinking about this and does anything work effectively that is currently 
not                        considered? 
+  There was public art in the Back Bay station.  It was, apparently in poor repair and is now 
stored.  The city paid for this art for               the Station.  Whether one likes it or not it is by a 
well known artist whose work is in Moma and many other museums.                              What are 
we going to do about it?  We are a city of the arts. 
+ Those “pesky” Green spaces and public benefits:  Where are they in this - or in fact the 
other two developments? 
                        As mentioned in my preamble - the City has tended to accept interior spaces, or 
spaces above ground,  as “public good                                  benefits” and therefore, they are of 
limited benefit in fact.  The project developers are committed to taking on 
the                                            renovation of the Back Bay station - saving the City a lot of 
money in the process.  HOWEVER, it is nice to be                                                             grateful 
but another to sell our soul for it by giving up important “humanizing” assets to counter this 
colossal density                                     of development in a VERY small area in Copley Square. 
What are the plans? 
+ Shadows -  Copley Place is a wonderful place of sunshine and open air.  Already, although, 
apparently within allowable limits, the                       Neiman Building is already creating 
shadows.  Now what with these other two immense projects adding to it? 
+Flexibility in the renovation of the Back Bay Station:  what is being planned for future 
improvements and expansion of public                                  transportation needs in the 
future?  Will it be designed in a way that accommodates future expansion/upgrade 
so                                            desperately needed and for sure will be needed in the future with 
the massive increase of population in this compact                              space. 
+Density created by these large buildings:  Clarity on the impact of the addition of huge 
numbers of people in this small area and                       future increased traffic that they will 
bring.  It seems naive to believe that this won’t be a huge problem.   
+Public transportation infrastructure:  It is short sighted to believe that any attempt to limit 
parking without proper public                                                 transportation infrastructure and 
increased capability will mitigate the impact of these dense building will 
have.  Boston                              has a desperate need for upgrading of its infrastructure and has 
limited or no current funds to expand it to accommodate                  this influx of traffic and 
people. Do taxes from these projects cover what is needed in addition to other services? 
                        What is the thinking to mitigate - which at the moment seems quite 
impossible.  (The Orange Line, during rush hour has a               hard time handling what 
currently exists). 
+Traffic:  The current off ramp from the Mass Pike as it approaches Dartmouth, under the 
current conditions is a gridlock during                                   rush hours.    
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                        ..The same is true on St. James as it enters the intersection at Dartmouth to the 
Pike.   
                        ..The two lane (one lane for outbound to St. James from Stuart), between the 
hotel and John Hancock has loading                                   dock entry and exit at the Hancock on 
it. The hotel also has much used commercial parking on the hotel side. IF the exit 
to                      this new development turns out to be onto Stuart, and partially onto this side 
street to get to the Mass Pike, that will                                   increase traffic on this side street and 
Stuart multiple fold. How, during rush hour, and moving onto St. James is 
this                          possibly going to be handled?  Can’t imagine Marathon Monday let 
alone this.   
                        ..The one lane going from Stuart to St. James is also a MBTA bus turn in from 
Stuart to reach the bus stops on St. James.                It  frequently requires backing up going up to 
Stuart in order for busses to make the turn.   The turn onto 
St. James                                      for busses  is also very tight. (ask the bus drivers).   With 
this additional density how do you see handling    the gridlock with               this  increased 
traffic caused by the density created by this and other buildings? 
                        .. Dartmouth is one lane heading to Copley and the turnpike as well as going 
toward the South End. 
                                    This is a VERY compact area that the developers and city are requiring 
to handle all of this.  What are your plans?+Process:  The current process for approvals, 
community input, coordination of departments appears to be extremely 
disorganized                            and cumbersome.  To what extent does the BRA, DOT, MBTA, 
Zoning and other agencies 
which                                                                              review/approve/negotiate/decide set 
asides, uphold and create zoning laws on these projects coordinate?  From 
a                                          citizen perspective the communication systems and process seems 
poorly designed and managed.  It appears to be                             a series of silos. Would very 
much like to be informed about your processes as a collective when dealing 
with                                                  development. I seem to hear a lot of “that is not our 
department”.  
+Vision:  Boston is going through a huge development phase and there appears to be no 
indication of it slowing down any time                               soon. 
                        Although there is talk/promise of the necessity to develop a overarching, and 
well thought out Vision for the Boston of                       the future - there is none.  As a result 
buildings go up like topsy and on every available parcel, no matter how 
small.                                     AND we have NO money for improving, increasing, 
extending  and creating the infrastructure for public transportation.                                     We 
only have to look at the Seaport District for the insufficient and poor public transportation 
planning for that area.                        How can the City expect, as a viable solution, that not 
providing sufficient parking, will limit or discourage cars                                                   when 
there isn’t sufficient public transportation to get people here .  
                             I get that additional taxes that these projects bring and they are certainly 
welcome.  However, at the rate we are                                               going we are going to face a 
rate of congestion and other issues, that will far outpace our ability to mitigate any time soon.  
                        It also brings jobs - but don’t workers have to live in Boston if they are 
union?  Who can afford it? And we certainly don’t                                    have enough living here 
who qualify. Can affordable housing catch up? Imbedding the paltry amount in these 
buildings                                 won’t solve that problem.                      
                                    So, given all this,  where are we on the vision for development  and 
growth for the CIty which does not create              large future issues and problems?  On 
the issues related to this particular development?  AND, just 
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for                                         consideration,  does anyone have the courage to reboot the 
thinking on development before the very fabric of                               this special City -
known for its size, livability, and character -is turned upside down? 
P.S.  I give you full permission to tell me I don’t know what I am talking about.  Would be 
very happy to be wrong! 
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Padien, Daniel

From: Padien, Daniel
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2016 12:00 PM
To: Melissa Schrock; Junghans, Mark
Cc: Lattrell, Seth
Subject: Gateway / Kressel Comment Letter and Request to Extend Comment Period / MEPA  

EEA# 15502 comment period.

Shirley Kressel comment letter and Request to Extend Comment Period / MEPA  EEA# 15502 comment period. 
 
From: Kressel Shirley [mailto:shirleykressel@comcast.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2016 11:47 AM 
To: Strysky, Alexander (EEA) 
Cc: Livingstone, Jay - Rep. (HOU); Will Brownsberger 413C; Chang-Diaz Sonia; gloria fox; elizabeth malia; Aaron 
Michlewitz; linda dorcena forry; mayor@boston.gov; Ron Rakow; Tito Jackson; ayanna pressley; josh zakim; Michelle Wu; 
annissa essaibi-george; matthew omalley; Andrea Campbell; Matt Cahill; Jackie; Elliott Laffer; ab@annbeha.com; Ted 
Pietras; christopher.tracy@boston.gov; lauren.shurtleff@boston.gov; michael cantalupa > 
Subject: MEPA EEA# 15502 comment letter 
 
Matthew A. Beaton, Secretary 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (OEEA) 
100 Cambridge St., Suite 900 (9th Floor) 
Boston, MA 
 
Attn: Alexander Styrsky, MEPA analyst, via email  (alexander.strysky@state.ma.us) 
 
May 31, 2016 
 
Subject:  EEA # 15502 
                        Back Bay / South End Gateway Project, 145 Dartmouth Street & 165 Dartmouth 
Street (aka 100 Clarendon Street), Boston 
                        Proponent BP Hancock LLC through its affiliate Boston Properties Limited 
Partnership 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton and Mr. Strysky: 
 
I am writing to comment on the MEPA Environmental Notification Form (ENF) filed for the 
above project. 
 
The proponent states that the project will seek tax and zoning relief under MGL Ch. 121A and 
121B, as well as I-Cubed funding.  These tax and regulatory waivers have very significant and 
long-lasting impacts on the city and the state.  They are mentioned in the MEPA filing 
(screenshots attached) only by name, without any explanation of how the project would 
qualify for them, how they would be structured, and what would be the financial cost to the 
city and the state taxpayers.  Without such full explanations of these waivers and their 
impacts, the BRA, state, City of Boston, CAC and public reviews of this project cannot be 
diligent and complete.  I ask that MEPA mandate these disclosures at the outset, for public 
consideration as an integral part of the project review. 
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I request that the proponent be mandated to provide: 
--  detailed calculations demonstrating the need for, and amount of, each granted and 
contemplated city and state tax subsidy (including MassDOT lease and other financial terms) 
— information detailing the specific regulatory changes to be sought via Chapter 121B Urban 
Renewal Plan modifications, and  
— details of the contemplated Ch. 121B Section 46(f) Demonstration Project, which would 
evidently involve eminent domain takings for what the proponent calls “title clearance.” 
 
 
I also note that, although the MEPA ENF was filed on April 14, the CAC members did not 
receive it from the BRA until May 27, mid-day Friday of the long Memorial Day weekend, the 
day after their most recent BRA-scheduled meeting; and today's May 31 deadline comes long 
before the next CAC meeting, scheduled for June 15.  Thus, the CAC has had virtually  no time
to review the ENF before today’s comment deadline.  This timing, no doubt inadvertently, 
precluded the opportunity for a public CAC discussion of the ENF.   
 
The BRA has extended its comment period of this complex project until June 17, and typically, 
MEPA review periods have been extended to match extended BRA deadlines.  I ask that the 
MEPA comment period be extended to June 17, to allow opportunity for a more 
comprehensive, integrated and coordinated review process by the CAC, reviewing agencies, 
and the public, covering all facets of the project. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of my comments. 
 
 
Shirley Kressel 
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Shirley Kressel 
27 Hereford Street 
Boston, MA 02115 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
47.1

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
47.2

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
47.3

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
47.4

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
47.5

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
47.6

VDu
Line

VDu
Text Box
47.7



Susan D. Prindle 
140 Marlborough St. 
Boston, MA 02116 

 
June 16, 2016 
 
Matthew A. Beaton, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental and Energy Affairs 
Attn: MEPA office 
Alex Strysky, EOEEA #15502 
100 Cambridge St.. Suite 1900 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
Re: Back Bay South End Gateway 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton, 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed Gateway project. If completed, it will be a 
significant addition to the area, but one which could have unanticipated negative impacts on the 
surrounding historic structures and on adjacent neighborhoods. I would like to outline a few of my 
concerns: 
 
Shadows on Copley Square. While I appreciate the fact that Boston Properties is respecting the Stuart 
Street Guidelines regarding Copley shadow, I hope that they will be asked to consider whether the loss 
of sunshine could be ameliorated by changes in the massing of the proposed structures. Once the 
sunshine is gone, the loss cannot be mitigated. Reduction in shadows on the Public Library Courtyard 
should also be carefully considered. 
 
Wind is clearly the most significant environmental problem in building in the Stuart street area. Mr. Pelli 
has made a valiant attempt to mitigate wind shear around the office building, but the residential 
buildings, from what I have seen, are unrelieved vertical towers that may well exacerbate conditions on 
Clarendon Street, which are already dangerous. Any wind study should include intersections on 
Clarendon at Boylston and Newbury Streets, as well as intersections into the South End. 
 
It is unclear how the wind studies will be managed if the project is built piecemeal. Will additional wind 
studies be required if the residential buildings are built before the office building or vice versa? 
 
Copley Square is especially sensitive to high winds. Multiple points should be studied in the park. Areas 
that are comfortable for sitting should be maximized. Existing conditions should be verified here and in 
the Stuart Street area by real-world testing. 
 
Urban Design. I believe that overhead pedestrian walkways are not the answer to moving people and 
cars simultaneously. Rather, the proponent could help Simon Properties improve the lighting and 
signage in the existing tunnel under Dartmouth. Widening the Dartmouth Street sidewalk and improving 
pedestrian safety and access should also be considered.  The 25’ setback required along Dartmouth St. is 
important to preserving the area’s skyplane, already impacted by the proposed Simon Tower; this issue 
should be looked at carefully. On the plus side, I applaud the proponent’s efforts to create permeability 
at the site.  
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Prindle on Gateway, p. 2 
 
The Stuart Street Zoning requires the creation of 2.5% more affordable units than is required by the 
applicable Mayor’s Executive Order on Inclusionary Development. Given the crying need for low and 
moderate income housing in the city, Will Boston Properties be asked to comply with this requirement? 
 
It has been the city’s policy to rely on utility providers to attest that there is sufficient capacity in their 
systems to accommodate proposed new construction. Given the amount of new construction in the 
Stuart Street area, it would seem prudent to require more detailed proposals from the gas, electric, and 
water and sewer providers as to how they plan to upgrade their systems to accommodate the new 
demand. I believe this should be done before approving the project. 
 
The issue of the impact of increased traffic in the surrounding neighborhoods is significant. Already we 
have noticed a perceptible increase in traffic on the cross streets in the Back Bay. The Stuart Street 
Guidelines ask that traffic be studied along Clarendon and Berkeley Streets all the way to the Storrow 
Drive intersection. Since 1/3 of the automobiles coming to the Gateway site are projected to come from 
this direction, it is important that this commitment be fulfilled. 
 
The impact of the proposed closure of the Clarendon Street entrance on surface streets should be 
carefully studied before the city takes a position on the closure. The Turnpike is right to be concerned 
about merging and tie-ups, but moving cars to neighborhood streets is not an acceptable answer to 
their problem. Use changes in the proposed buildings (from residential to office, for example) would 
impact traffic counts; should such a change be proposed, amended traffic studies will be critical. 
 
It is important to have real data on the existing garage use and its capacity, as well as those of 
surrounding garages. If adjacent garages are already full, how will existing parkers be accommodated? 
 
Finally, there is a real question of whether the T can accommodate the number of passengers the new 
development will generate. Will the T be required to develop a plan to cope with the increased 
ridership? It is critical that the proposed station renovations be designed so that they do not impede 
vital improvements to mass transit.  
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Susan D. Prindle 
 
Cc:  
State Senator Will Brownsberger 
State Representative Byron Rushing 
State Representative Jay Livingstone 
City Councilor Josh Zakim 
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Padien, Daniel

From: Strysky, Alexander (ENV) <alexander.strysky@state.ma.us>
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 4:41 PM
To: Padien, Daniel
Subject: FW: Back Bay Station Redevelopment

 
 
Alex Strysky 
MEPA Office 
100 Cambridge Street, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
ph: (617) 626‐1025 
fx: (617) 626‐1181 
 
From: Tracy Pesanelli [mailto:pesanelli@gurobi.com]  
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 4:35 PM 
To: christopher.tracy@boston.gov; Strysky, Alexander (EEA) 
Cc: jyessian@gmail.com 
Subject: Back Bay Station Redevelopment 
 
Dear Sirs,  
 
Last night, I attended a very informative presentation on the Back Bay / South End Gateway Project given by Boston City 
Properties. I do have a couple of questions/concerns? 
 
1) I understand they are looking at creating a new office building as well as two residential towers. I understand 
the present garage will be redeveloped but I did not hear anything about adding any additional spots? This does 
not seem practical, where are all the additional cars that will be created by these new buildings going to park? 
 
2) Also, along these lines, today both Clarendon and Dartmouth are saturated with traffic, is it reasonable to 
assume that either of these streets will be able to handle the additional volume of traffic that will surely be 
generated by these new towers….never mind the already approved projects at Copley Place and Trinity Place? 
 
Thank you, I look forward to your response, 
Tracy 
 
 
Tracy Pesanelli 
VP of Worldwide Sales 
Gurobi Optimization, Inc. 
Direct: 978‐779‐9957 
Cell: 978‐618‐5538 
pesanelli@gurobi.com  
  
Gurobi Optimizer 6.5 — State‐of‐the‐art performance and best‐in‐class support 
for your most important problems. Learn more at www.gurobi.com. 
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August 19, 2016 

Mr. Brian Golden 
Director 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 

Dear Mr. Golden: 

ARTSBOSTON 
TAKE YOURSElf TO A NEW PLACE 

On behalf of ArtsBoston's 175 arts member groups, tens of thousands of audience members, and 
community partners who realize that a vibrant cultural life is essential to Boston's position as a world­
class city, we are honored to ask for an investment of $75,000 from the SRA's community benefit funds 
relating to the Back Bay/South End Gateway Project. 

This support will enable ArtsBoston to complete and launch a facilities improvement and programming 
plan for ArtsBoston's iconic Copley Square cultural information and ticketing booth. It would leverage a 
planning investment from the Massachusetts Cultural Facilities Fund, as well as $50,000 in community 
benefit funds from the BRA's John Hancock building project at 380 Stuart Street. As a longstanding 
neighbor of Back Bay Station, ArtsBoston and its Copley Square booth represent an important resource 
for residents, workers, and visitors, and a high profile partner in efforts to transform this critical 
welcoming point for two of Boston's most dynamic areas. 

ArtsBoston is the Greater Boston region's largest and most high-impact arts service organization, a 
501(c}(3) corporation that is celebrated Its 401h Anniversary in 2015. For four decades, ArtsBoston has 
played a critical role in making Boston's arts scene affordable and accessible. Our Copley Square booth 
has been instrumental to that work since it first opened in 1994. Originally conceived as a second 
downtown home for BosTix, ArtsBoston's discount ticketing program (the other being our Faneuil Hall 
Marketplace booth, which opened in 1978), the Copley Square booth is a bricks and mortar gateway to 
Boston arts community, and a highly visible profile location for people to learn about what's happening 
across the city. The Copley booth features an award-winning design by renowned Boston architect 
Graham Gund, and evokes the classical elegance of its setting, complementing the great buildings that 
are its neighbors and creating another reason for people to visit Copley Square. 

The Copley booth helps member groups like Lyric Stage Company, Boston Ballet, and Handel and Haydn 
Society, who welcome its presence as a means to engage tourists, residents, and workers in the Back 
Bay, the Fenway, and the South End. As Spiro Veloudos, Producing Artistic Director of Lyric Stage 
Company observes: "Since our theatre is tucked away just a block away from the Copley booth, we 
really rely on the booth and its staff to get the word out about our shows. People might not know us, 
but having a presence at the booth puts our theatre and our shows in a highly visible place. Plus it 
provides easy and affordable access for people who want to give Lyric Stage a try." 

Over 20+ years, ArtsBoston has sold more than 825,000 half-price tickets to performances and other 
events from our Copley Square booth, generating $22.5 million In revenues for groups ranging from 
Lyric Stage and the resident companies of the Boston Center for the Arts, to the internationally known 

31 St. James Avenue, Suite 360, Boston, MA 02116 
T: 617.262.8632 II F: 617.262.8633 

ArtsBoston.org 
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Boston Symphony Orchestra, to local fan favorite Wheelock Family Theatre. The booth ls both a beacon 
drawing people into Boston's arts scene and an economic engine that drives revenues that arts groups 
of all sizes and in all disciplines can reinvest In their work onstage and in the community. 

It is imperative, however, that ArtsBoston make some capital improvements at our Copley Square 
booth, which has not undergone any extensive renovations since It was built. ArtsBoston completed a 
successful $500,000 renovation of our Faneuil Hall booth in 2011, including the addition of eye-catching 
digital poster displays. The "bones" of the Copley Square booth are good: its design is still current, and 
its core structural integrity remains sound. As such, we are not anticipating nearly as extensive-or 
expensive-a facilities investment as was needed at Faneuil Hall. In our preliminary assessment, 
however, we have identified several deferred maintenance Issues that need to be addressed, ranging 
from wiring to HVAC systems; aesthetic and practical issues relating to the poster displays; and exterior 
and site damage. The planning and renovation process will go beyond bricks and mortar to address 
opportunities for the booth to activate its beautiful corner of Copley Square with more Interactive 
displays that draw In passers-by and give more people a taste of everything Boston's arts scene has to 
offer. 

We would be grateful for an infusion of SRA's community benefit funds to leverage that time and 
support, as well as the planning grant from the Massachusetts Cultural Facilities Fund and BRA 
investment from 380 Stuart Street. Our vision is for a refurbished, invigorated booth presence that 
celebrates the combined efforts of all of these partners to weave arts and culture more strongly into the 
fabric of our urban landscape. We want to build on the past impact of the Copley booth and position it 
as strongly as possible for its ongoing importance to the future of Boston's arts organizations, the Back 
Bay and South End neighborhoods, and the residents and visitors who value our cultural scene as an 
essential element of our city's life. 

If you have questions about this request or require additional information, please do not hesitate to 
contact me at 617-262-8637 herine artsboston.or . 

Cc: Christopher Tracey, Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Michael Cantalupa, Boston Properties 
Susan Tracy, Strategy Group 



BRA Urban Design and Planning Scoping Comments: 

To: Boston Properties 
Date: August 19, 2016 
Subject: Back Bay South End Gateway Project Scoping Comments 

Boston Properties proposes the redevelopment of the John Hancock Garage and Back Bay 
Station air rights, which lies toward the north of the block bounded by Columbus Avenue and 
Dartmouth, Stuart, and Clarendon Streets. This Project aims to create new, defined, and activated 
passages from Dartmouth to Stuart to Clarendon Streets. Green roofs lie atop several tower and 
podium components. The mix of active uses would enhance the mix of uses (office, residential, 
hotel, retail) already extant in the area. The architect is Pelli Clarke Pelli. 

BRA Planning and Urban Design have appreciated working thus far with Boston Properties on the 
refurbishment of Back Bay Station and redevelopment of associated air rights parcels on what is 
poised to be a transformative development impacting the Back Bay, South End, and Bay Village 
neighborhoods. This is a project that requires considerable capital, vision, and persistence, and 
we recognize the hard work already expended by the development team, architects, consultants, 
and our colleagues at MassDOT and the MBTA. The Proponent's intent to renovate and restore 
the Station is laudable and represents a significant public benefit resulting from this project. The 
scoping comments below reflect some of the most salient issues at this moment in the design and 
development timeline. Due to the protracted and phased nature of this project, the BRA will 
continue to provide feedback throughout what is sure to be an iterative and collaborative process. 

Moreover, 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. That is to say, 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. Specific shadow and wind investigations will be requested - a 
separate category in this scoping - to determine what the impacts are regarding Copley Square 
and the Southwest Corridor Park, among others. 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. 

DPIR design alternatives or development should bring a high degree of innovation and achieve 
LEED Gold at a minimum, preferably Platinum. This Project should set the bar very high for 
projects in the Stuart Street Study Area, and incorporate bold energy, recycling, daylight/quality of 
environment, green roofs and plantings, innovative connections to the water, and transportation 
initiatives. 

General Urban Design and Planning Comments 

The Boston Civic Design Commission (BCDC) voted to review the Proposed Project on June 7, 
2016 and saw a preliminary presentation. The Commissioners present were generally supportive 
of the Project, but mixed in their comments; the Project was referred to Design Committee. 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, CAC, and BRA 
staff comments, BCDC Design Committee meetings should be scheduled by contacting David 
Carlson, Executive Director of the BCDC. Minutes from the Back Bay Garage portion of the June 
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BCDC meeting are attached. 

It should be noted that we will expect a design, rather than a conceptual diagram, however well 
conceived, which 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 any and all requested alternatives, with certain modifications, as well as comparisons to 
both existing conditions and an 'as-of-right' alternative. 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. 

Issues, some grouped by themes, are listed below, starting with the general: 

• The project is exemplary in its strong adherence to the Stuart Street Design Guidelines, 
which includes "Creating a vibrant street level pedestrian experience" as a core objective. 
To that end, the BRA recommends that resources be focused on the design of at-grade 
crossings for pedestrians around the entire perimeter of the project and for enhancement 
to the existing underground tunnel connecting Back Bay Station to Copley Place. 

• Similarly, a key urban design objective for the project as defined in the PNF is the 
following: "Design multiple ground level pedestrian through-block connections to create 
permeability through the Site, and connectivity to surrounding Back Bay and South End 
and Bay Village neighborhoods." This should be accomplished through exterior 
enhancements and through ground level interior building porosity, where possible. 

• While Dartmouth Street is the recognized "front door," there should still be a celebrated 
civic entrance to the Station from Clarendon Street. A recessed "door" must still have a 
perceptual presence directly on Clarendon Street, using innovative design strategies, 
public art, landscaping, and/or other public realm improvements. 

• Greater consideration to the Clarendon Street entrance must be made going forward, in 
combination with an improved streetscape design for Clarendon Street. Opportunities for 
additional open space and the relationship to the immediate context should inform design 
strategies on the Clarendon side. 

• Added vitality to the Clarendon Street corridor will be enhanced by the placement of two 
new residential properties, and therefore should be reflected in the ground level design for 
those buildings. At the same time, the drop-off zone in front of the new Station entrance 
should only supply the amount of space needed for the residences. The proposed 
additional drop-off lane for the Station would be better repurposed as either landscaped 
space or a shared space, in line with the other goals of the project. 

• While the Dartmouth Street Entrance is being respectfully refurbished, additional 
enhancements to the surrounding streetscape are warranted. As a terminus to the 
Southwest Corridor Park, the project is to carry the spirit of well-designed open space and 
pedestrian primacy across the street and into the Station. 

• The Proposed Project repeatedly champions building porosity and neighborhood 
connectivity. This is already demonstrated with two crossings in place at street level and 
below grade to assist with station traffic across Dartmouth Street into Copley Place and the 
Southwest Corridor. For this reason, we are concerned that an additional connection that 
is elevated would take away from the street life on Dartmouth Street. We do not see this as 
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a necessary connection, as it would diminish the goal of activating the corridor. If an 
elevated pedestrian bridge across Dartmouth Street is to be pursued, further evidence 
needs to be presented showing how this would have a positive impact on the public realm. 

• The safety and security of pedestrians are better served by improved crosswalk design, 
which may include tabled intersections and other enhanced crossings (see Boston's 
Complete Street Guidelines). 

• The existing underground connection is a latent design opportunity that should be 
enhanced in tandem with the refurbishment of the Station. This tunnel is rightfully designed 
to privilege transit riders whose volumes far exceed users of the garage and whose 
numbers are projected to grow. As Boston's recent planning efforts (Go Boston 2030 and 
Imagine Boston 2030) plan for growth, it is increasingly important that the space of the 
street be multimodal to accommodate various users. 

• To facilitate improved at-grade crossings and pedestrian mobility generally, BRA Urban 
Design supports the closure of the 1-90 ramp should the Commonwealth deem it 
acceptable, as it will allow for vehicles to exit from Trinity Place rather than Dartmouth 
Street. 

• Though an engineering challenge, structure must be threaded with minimal impacts to the 
already constrained rail platform below. We recommend that any impacts to the platform 
should be counterbalanced by improvements to the platform seating and design 
configuration, as well as improvements to the underground tunnel connecting the platform 
across Dartmouth Street to Copley Place. 

• The corner of the Garage West parcel (at the intersection of Stuart and Dartmouth Streets) 
is the dominant and most visible corner of the project and will need further design 
refinement. The impacts of the garage plinth can and should be ameliorated through 
fa9ade strategies, but the design of the retail and streetscape is most important. Large 
pedestrian volumes make the design of ample sidewalk widths and high quality public 
realm improvements paramount. Moreover, it is crucial that the design works with the 
proposed reconfigured intersection design. 

• Tremendous work has been done to remove some major elements/interfaces of the 
existing garage. The amount of parking, in general, should 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. The BRA expects that all revised transportation elements will 
be designed in harmony with the architectural treatments and integrated into the design. 
Since retention of the above-grade garage floors cannot be avoided, garage uses are 
ideally completely covered, with active program uses, if possible, on all sides fronting 
primary streets. Treatment of any remaining directly visible portions of the garage will be 
presumed to be transformative, and should be of a high architectural character with 
robustly convincing detail. 

• The architectural expression of the tower elements should be clarified. They should be 
sufficiently differentiated, and shaped as part of the skyline, but not necessarily read as 
one 'complex'. 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 area. This 

vdu
Line

vdu
Text Box
55.16 cont.

vdu
Line

vdu
Text Box
55.17

vdu
Line

vdu
Text Box
55.18

vdu
Line

vdu
Text Box
55.19

vdu
Line

vdu
Text Box
55.20

vdu
Line

vdu
Text Box
55.21

vdu
Line

vdu
Text Box
55.22

vdu
Line

vdu
Text Box
55.23

vdu
Line

vdu
Text Box
55.24

vdu
Line

vdu
Text Box
55.25



effect will be most noticeable from the intermediate range of direct views, including views 
from nearby neighborhoods, the Southwest Corridor, Columbus Avenue, and Clarendon 
and Dartmouth Streets. The grouping of towers will act as a signifier of Back Bay Station 
in the Boston cityscape. 

• Special attention should be paid to public art, both indoor and outdoor. The Proposed 
Project presents an opportunity to connect interior and exterior space, and we encourage 
the Proponent to consult with local artists during the design period to allow for an 
integrated aesthetic effect. 

• To reiterate comments from the Boston Transportation Department, the relocation and 
accordant redesign of the MBTA Bus No. 39 stop must be clarified. The design of this stop 
must include adequate space for passenger queuing and general pedestrian circulation. 

• It is critical that wind impacts to public spaces be minimized using trees and other 
windbreak strategies, including the formal shaping of the building(s) and public spaces 
themselves. Regarding potential future studies, 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 property(ies) in question; where contiguous or proximate 
to open space, analysis may extend to likely bounds of no impact. Depending upon results 
of the wind tunnel testing, the BRA reserves the right to request further study, including 
further tunnel work, or a delta analysis if results are unclear. 

• Project shadows appear to be in compliance with the Stuart Street Design Guidelines, but 
will continue to be studied as part of standard design review processes. All shadow 
analysis should be provided in electronic rather than paper form, except as conclusion 
discussions, using continuous dawn-to-dusk 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). All net new shadows, in general, shall be defined as 
outlined elsewhere either by a contrasting tone or different color and shall be clearly 
shown to their full plan extent, whether on street, park, or rooftop. A specific shadow 
analysis should assess the time range of any new impacts on the Southwest Corridor 
Park, defining rough extent and duration in terms of hours and time of year. Particular 

attention should be given to the period from March 21st to October 21st. If overall duration 
is greater than one hour, provide an overlap study, which defines any area impacted by 
shadows for a period greater than one hour. 

Respect and adherence to Stuart Street Guidelines: 

• The project largely complies with the Guidelines established during the Stuart Street 
Planning Study and later codified as zoning in Article 48: Stuart Street District. Moreover, 
the spirit and intent behind the Guidelines is directly expressed in the project. 

• Certain project elements deviate from the zoning, primarily at the Garage West parcel: 
o Service and parking areas must be set back a minimum of 20' from the building 

face; because of the garage dimensions, this will only be between 1 and 4'. Our 
recommendation to abate this will be to continue to explore creative options for 
screening the garage. 

o The maximum floor plate for commercial uses is 30,000-SF; the project proposes 
two floors above the garage that are approximately 36,000-SF and 38,000-SF, 
respectively. The remaining commercial floors are in compliance, with an average 
square footage ranging from approximately 22,000-SF to 26,000-SF. 
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a The project exceeds the recommended 25' setback on Dartmouth Street; the 
massing of the building varies from 15-27'. We urge the proponent to prioritize the 
pedestrian experience in the design of the streetscape, as noted elsewhere in this 
comment letter. 

o The LEED target of Gold is instead projected to be Silver for the Garage East, 
Station East, and Station West parcels. The commercial tower (Garage West) is 
projected to achieve LEED Gold equivalence. 

• The BRA recognizes that the zoning for this project will be pursued through an amendment 
to the existing PDA for the garage, as envisioned during the Stuart Street Planning Study. 

Back Bay Station Design: 

Though Back Bay Station proper is not under the express purview of BRA Planning and Urban 
Design staff, we nevertheless include the following comments: 

• Improved connectivity and porosity to/from the Station is desirable. In particular, the new 
station entrance on the Stuart Street side should be designed with visibility and 
accessibility in mind. 

• The strong pedestrian connection and axial procession through the Station should be 
continued strongly through to the Clarendon Street side. 

• Minimizing clutter (ticketing machines, signage, retail kiosks) in the Station should be a 
primary design driver, particularly in the central hall. 

• Any proposed additional retail should not interrupt the sense of space from a connective 
standpoint. Additionally, the proposed retail should not reduce the effective daylighting 
produced by the upper hall and clerestory areas. Neither should the simplicity and purity of 
the restored station's space be compromised by upper encroachments or penetrations. 

• Embracing new technology to facilitate expedited ticketing and gating is desirable insofar 
as the resultant space should allow for improved circulation and well-placed and numerous 
accommodations for seating. 

We reserve the right to add additional concerns during the course of the process of combined 
BRA Staff, CAC, 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: 

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

2. 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: 

a. Massing 
b. Building height 
c. Scaling elements 
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d. Open space 
e. Major topographic features 
f. Pedestrian and vehicular circulation 
g. Land use 

3. Color, or black and white 8"x1 O" photographs of the site and neighborhood. 
4. Sketches and diagrams to clarify design issues and massing options. 
5. 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. Some of these viewpoints have already been 
suggested and used in presentations to the public. Long-ranged (distanced) views of the 
proposed project must also be studied to assess the impact on the skyline or other view 
lines. 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. 

6. Additional aerial or skyline views of the project, if and as requested. 
7. Site sections at 1"=20' or larger (or other scale approved by the BRA) showing 

relationships to adjacent buildings and spaces. 
8. Site plan(s) at an appropriate scale (1 "=20' or larger, or as approved by the BRA) showing: 

a. General relationships of proposed and existing adjacent buildings and open spaces 
b. 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 

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

g. Study model(s) at 1" = 16' or 1" = 20' showing preliminary concept of setbacks, cornice 
lines, fenestration, facade composition, etc. are recommended. 

h. 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 
c. Development in the context of the surrounding area 
d. Sections showing organization of functions and spaces, and relationships to 

adjacent spaces and structures 
e. Preliminary building plans showing ground floor and typical upper floor(s). 
f. Phasing, if any, of the Proposed Project 

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

j. Electronic files describing the site and Proposed Project. 
k. Full responses, which may be in the formats listed above (and more), 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 
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additional information leading up to BRA Board action, inclusive of material required for 
Boston Civic Design Commission review. 

I. Proposed schedule for submission of all design or development-related materials. 
m. 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. 
n. 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. 

Daylight Component 

If not defined elsewhere, 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' (defined in this case as the 
recent Stuart Street zoning), and context examples. The areas of interest include Dartmouth, 
Stuart, and Clarendon Street, and Trinity Place. 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. 

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. 

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. 40 Trinity, 380 Stuart, Copley Expansion, 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 
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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 

h. Detail methods of protection proposed for infrastructure conduits and other artifacts, including 
the MBT A tunnels and station structures, 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 
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be chosen to minimize disruption to pedestrian paths and public improvements both when 
operating normally and when being serviced, and must be described. If necessary, storm drain 
and sewage systems should be separated or separations provided for in the design of 
connections. 

This proposal calls for the radical modification of older air rights Projects that were basically the 
reconstruction and repair of railroad and highway infrastructure. The balance of the notion of 
'embedded energy' as balanced with the long-term energy savings proposed by this Project 
should be discussed. The Proponent should investigate energy 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 strategies, wind, solar, 
and geothermal systems, and cogeneration. 

Excerpted from the minutes of the BCDC of June 7, 2016: 

The next item was a presentation of the Back Bay / South End Gateway Project. Mike 
Cantalupa (MC) of Boston Properties introduced the Project while the team struggled with setup, 
giving some of the history. They had considered this potential project, and approached MOOT 
regarding the Station, since they were already renegotiating the Hancock Garage lease. Boston 
Properties are not station management folks, but were willing to take that on ... if the MBTA 
cleaned up the blue haze on the train platform. They agreed to match the cost of that up to $5 
million. MC then noted the development sites on an aerial overlay. Rafael Pelli (RP) of Pelli 
Clarke Pelli presented the design and project. He first introduced Jim Batchelor of Arrowstreet 
(working on the station design for the MBTA) and Cody Klein (CK) of The Office of James Burnett 
(landscape architects). RP showed a series of historic aerial views, noting earlier stations, then 
later views from the era of heroic highway building. As PCP precedent, he noted the 
transformation of the area in Bilbao they worked on, now most famous for the Gehry museum 
design. 

RP showed a massing diagram, noting that they would be taking down about a third of the garage 
and the two drums. RP: The proposed buildings are where they are because of structure - where 
they can land program and structure. They are not touching the highway. (Shows structure, 
extrusions, and basic floorplates. A structural scheme as massing blocks.) The guidelines in the 
Stuart Street study, because of their shadow analysis, brought the tower heights down to 330', 
365', 370'. They will exist at a medium scale; the Hancock will still be dominant. The office 
building could be massive, with large floors and rebuilt parking below. We use those datums to 
express levels, then we express the corners, with terraces and balconies going up. And we are 
carving vertically into the residential buildings. There will be intensely designed, occupiable 
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spaces - we see that as important. (Shows a Sasaki green roof design for Boston Properties in 
Washington. Shows the office tower elevation in context along Dartmouth.) We have a preliminary 
idea about screening the garage. Resolution at the base is important. We are cutting a portion of 
the existing platform to connect to the corner and Stuart. (As precedent, shows a building they did 
between Lexington and 3rd Avenue in NYC. Shows a before and after view. Notes the 
exaggeration of the twisting at the corner. Shows a view of the existing corner structural deck, and 
then the proposed condition, with retail all along the edge.) The entry to the station platform level 
is now from Stuart. (Shows views looking at the Clarendon side, before and after, at a distance -
then closer. Goes through plans.) At the Stuart grade, we are taking down the concrete extended 
deck. The second level is at the level of the station off of Dartmouth, with a connection. 

BCDC Questions 
Andrea Leers (AL): And parking? RP: The existing ramp is still off Clarendon. For an additional 
ad it/exit to replace the drums - In our plan, if the turnpike ramp remains open, they will need to 
exit onto Dartmouth. If the ramp is removed, they will exit onto Trinity. Michael Davis (MD): And 
the bridge across Trinity? RP: That was requested by 40 Trinity. There is other potential. MD: 
You should read our position paper. MC: If it's done in any district, this is the place to do it; there 
are three already. AL asked about the nature of that and what could happen in that area; a 
discussion ensues. Kirk Sykes (KS): What was the idea of pulling the residential building back 
from Clarendon? RP noted where the structure lands. RP: Also, we don't have the capacity to 
build much on that deck. Deneen Crosby (DC) asked about the view of the Hancock from the 
Southwest Corridor (it's hidden). 

JB talked about the Station air rights: Noted info is in your packets; station improvements are 
underway. For air rights over the station itself, a 1-2 stories addition is possible. (Shows an image 
with a setback from Dartmouth.) Dartmouth is greener, with 20' setback. An alternative adds 
another floor. William Rawn (WR) asked about its section/location. JB: That alternative spans over 
the station; the one-story version does not, but connects through. (JB shows a plan with terraces 
on the roof along Dartmouth, noting the elevators, and interior bridges across.) David Manfredi 
(OM): Entrances ... are these restaurants? Or entries on the street, or in the station? JB: We think 
there's a connection to the street, but the nature of the retail does not necessarily include a 
restaurant. The upper floor, at 35,000 SF, has more terraces in the front. 

CK: I'll focus on different areas. We will realign and signalize the pedestrian crossing across 
Dartmouth at the station entry. We will use Complete Street principles. We plan to add street 
trees, even with the structured deck. Accessibility is tricky; it's easier at the corner. We'll have 
pedestrian zones on Clarendon, too. 

AL: Congratulations, about figuring out how to do this. The locations and base strategy are all 
intelligently thought out. The concourse, the corner down to the sidewalk ... are all good. Go for it, 
in all the new places. But leave the station alone. Adding stuff to that, when you have all the 
space in the world, seems superfluous. And Trinity Place needs work to resolve. At the corner, 
just think - how much architecture can we stand here!? But overall, it's good. OM: I agree. There 
are a lot of good decisions. A lot of very smart things - on Stuart, on the residential pads. I have 
the same question Kirk asked about the Clarendon setback; it seems like a leftover space. I 
struggle with even the 1-story addition on the station, and what it does to the original concept. I 
think you've found space elsewhere - it's thoughtful, a positive impact on the public realm. 

MD: We'll want to look closely at the streetscapes. The corner is a huge benefit. Retail in the 
station could work better; it's not good now. That would be a huge benefit. I'm not convinced of 
what else you add. KS: On the station, the question is the amount of benefit. Activating that. .. ! 
could get my head around a different thought...like Champions Way. Clarendon is a messy place; 
your building can do a lot to resolve that. On the garage - is a screen? RP: Right, it's not 
enclosed. OM: But you have a new building behind it.... KS: I'm open to it being open, but don't 
want to lose inventive treatment. There are five levels of stuff ... above that, could you set that 
back? MC: The building is up as much as we can to take advantage of the structure. KS: If it were 



tiered up differently, you could do more over the station. 

WR: I agree with what everyone said about preserving the station. I think we have to be careful 
about structured parking coming above grade. The genesis of the floating boxes, the datum line .... 
A part of me thinks that the boxes make it heavier. I would like to see other precedents of that. 
RP: We have earlier studies where they weren't cranked. But it also allows terraces at each 
setback. And, we've done wind tunnel analysis; the cranks serve as a windbreak, and indicated 
improvements over existing conditions. On the north and south, it's not as dramatic. Just at the 
edges ... the expression made it stronger. It's not intended to be tectonic. AL: One of the things 
working against that is the wider base. I would like to think of it with less of that. It comes to a 
wide base quickly. There's not enough tall part for the wide part. You have some structural 
flexibility .... RP explained the strategy: We tried that; we didn't think it was as effective pulling it 
back. [It could go down, but then the proforma ... ] We didn't think of this as a tower. 

The Back Bay/ South End Gateway Project was sent to Design Committee. Public comments 
were heard. Elliot Laffer noted that the bridge across Trinity Place makes it more of an alley. And 
Dartmouth would be disastrous. And the garage ramp exit there, across all the pedestrians, is 
also bad. Melissa Shrock of Boston Properties: The other exit is still functional, but it all heads 
toward the South End. We can't do that. But if the current Turnpike on-ramp closes, that allows a 
superior solution. KS: Bring a traffic engineer to subcommittee. An Unidentified Citizen: The 
garage is really ugly. Whatever you can do to screen it.. .. On Clarendon, it really overhangs. Look 
at how wide these streets are! We are a city of small streets ... now canyons. The trains - it's 
difficult to get around. The streetscape here is critical. 
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Boston Redevelopment Authority Office of Environment, Energy and Open Space 
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September 13, 2016 
 
 
Mr. Michael Cantalupa 
BP Hancock LLC 
c/o Boston Properties Limited Partnership 
800 Boylston Street, Suite 1900 
Boston, MA 02199 
 
 
Re: The Back Bay/ South End Gateway Project  

Boston Zoning Code Article 37, Green Buildings 
 
 
Dear Mr. Cantalupa: 
 
The Boston Interagency Green Building Committee (IGBC) has reviewed for compliance with Boston 
Zoning Article 37, Green Buildings, your March 29, 2016 Project Notification Form (PNF) with LEED 
Checklists, Sustainability Narrative and Climate Change Preparedness and Resiliency Checklist.  
 
The PNF indicates that the project will use the LEED 2009 for New Construction and Major Renovations 
rating system for both the Garage East Parcel and the Station East Parcel with the intent to achieve LEED 
Silver with 57 points (for both parcels) and the LEED 2009 for Core and Shell rating system for both the 
Garden West Parcel and the Station West Parcel, with the intent to achieve LEED Gold for the Garden 
West Parcel with 65 points and LEED Silver for Station West with the intent to achieve 50 points.  The 
IGBC accepts the rating system selections and encourages the project team to continue to pursue 
additional LEED credits, including but not limited to the feasibility of implementing features of the WELL 
Building Standard.   
 
In support of the City of Boston's Greenhouse (GHG) emissions reduction goals, the IGBC requests that 
the project make full use of utility and state-funded energy efficiency and clean/renewable energy 
programs designed to minimize energy use, GHG emissions and adverse environmental impacts.  
 
The Boston Redevelopment Authority (BRA) and the City of Boston plan to update the performance 
criteria for climate change based projections presented in the recently released Climate Change and Sea 
Level Rise Projections for Boston (2016), a report prepared by the Boston Research Advisory Group for 
the Climate Ready Boston project. The projections have a higher upper range for sea-level rise than the 
current set of performance criteria.  
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Article 37 Interagency Green Building Committee 
 

Please note that prior to the Inspectional Services Department’s (ISD) issuance of a building permit, all 
projects must demonstrate compliance with Article 37 and have obtained approval of the requisite 
submissions from the IGBC.  In order to demonstrate compliance, the IGBC requires that you provide an 
updated submission including a Design Green Building Report (Design Report). The Design Report shall 
provide a comprehensive narrative describing in detail proposed strategies and paths that will be used 
to meet LEED prerequisites and achieve the selected credits. 
 
Please refer to the Boston Redevelopment Authority’s Article 37 Green Building and Climate Resiliency 
Guidelines for information on submission requirements and review procedures. 
(http://www.bostonredevelopmentauthority.org/planning/planning-initiatives/article-37-green-
building-guidelines). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Article 37 Interagency Green Building Committee 

http://www.bostonredevelopmentauthority.org/planning/planning-initiatives/article-37-green-building-guidelines
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