
        
 
 
Northern Avenue Bridge     
Mayoral Advisory Task Force                        BSA Space 
Meeting #8 – December 12, 2018                                     Fort Point Room 
 
SUMMARY  
 
WELCOME1  
 
Chairman Rick Dimino opened the meeting and welcomed the Task Force and 
members of the public in attendance. He asked if the Task Force members had any 
edits to the minutes from Meeting #7 (November 14). Kate Barrett, Regina Villa 
Associates (RVA), said she received an edit from Vice Chair Sara McCammond on page 
9: “Vice Chair McCammond said a bicycle/pedestrian generated traffic signal is a 
possibility” should be changed to say, “Vice Chair McCammond said she would like to 
see a bicycle/pedestrian generated traffic signal explored.” There was a motion, which 
was seconded, for approval of the minutes with this change. The minutes were 
approved by the Task Force. 
 
COMMUNITY MEETING RECAP (slide 4) 
Frank DePaola, AECOM, recapped the November 28 Community Meeting at District 
Hall. The meeting was attended by more than 120 people, including elected officials 
and press. Mr. DePaola noted the robust Q+A and the feedback heard from the 
attendees was consistent with previous feedback received at other public forums.  
 
Vice Chair McCammond said the next Community Meeting should be held in a larger 
space.  
 
RESILIENCY (see Resiliency presentation) 
Chris Busch, Boston Planning and Development Agency (BPDA) Department of Climate 
Change and Environmental Planning, presented the City’s resiliency efforts in 
preparation for climate change. Coastal storms will be exacerbated by sea level rise. 
Mr. Busch said the City’s efforts are driven by the recommendations in the Climate 
Ready Boston Final Report which was released in December 2016.  
 
Mr. Busch said over the last two years the City has focused on developing vulnerability 
assessments. He showed a map of vulnerable areas citywide that have been identified 
for District Coastal Resilience Strategies and a graphic of various flood protection 
options in South Boston. The full district scale flood protection includes 47 miles of 
Boston waterfront.  

                                                           
 
1 The presentations from the meeting are available on the Documents page of the project website, 
www.boston.gov/northern-ave.  

https://www.boston.gov/sites/default/files/20161207_climate_ready_boston_digital2.pdf
https://www.boston.gov/sites/default/files/20161207_climate_ready_boston_digital2.pdf
http://www.boston.gov/northern-ave
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He noted that Mayor Walsh announced the Resilient Boston Harbor plan in October 
2018, which includes Coastal Resilience Solutions for South Boston. Mr. Busch noted 
that South Boston’s low elevation makes it extremely vulnerable and showed a graphic 
of the phasing plan of shoreline infrastructure, much of which is targeted to be in 
place by 2040. He noted a lot of community input informed the plans. 
 
Mr. Busch showed a graphic of primary flood pathways in Fort Point and the areas 
affected by sea level rise. Boston’s sea level could rise (from 2013 levels) by nine 
inches by 2030 and 40 inches by 2070. He said the City of Boston is working on a 
grant application to FEMA for $10 million to construct an integrated elevated 
landscape. The berm can be interconnected to an elevated Harborwalk system that will 
connect with the Gillette and GE buildings as part of the 100 Acre Masterplan. The City 
is coordinating with Gillette on easements and access to this area during construction.  
 
Mr. Busch showed plans for parks and open space as well as flood protection walls that 
will be constructed along the shoreline over time. He noted the parks can connect to 
Martin’s Park, and the City is currently working with the Children’s Museum and 
property owners on the plans. The estimated total cost to complete everything shown 
in the graphic is $100-$150 million.   
 
Mr. Busch explained two resiliency options were considered for Fort Point Channel, one 
of which involved a gate or series of gates at the mouth of the channel that could be 
closed ahead of an approaching high-water event, and the other includes flood 
protection along the perimeter of the channel. The gate option at the mouth of the 
channel was not pursued for the following reasons: 

• It is reliant on mechanical or human action, as well as fully functioning power 
supply, to ensure effectiveness. 

• It must be constructed as structurally independent from any vehicular bridge 
structure. 

• A near-term project or incremental solution are not possible with this option. 
• It can be designed to address 40 inches of sea level rise now, but it is unlikely to 

be adaptable to higher flood levels later without significant additional 
investment. 

• Increased closure frequency with sea level rise could limit effectiveness, 
introduce opportunity for failure, and have environmental impacts. 

• It would have impacts on water quality and navigation. 
 
He also noted the green infrastructure built along the perimeter of the channel 
enhances access to the area and increases property values.  
 
Steve Hollinger asked what plans are in place for managing stormwater. Mr. Busch said 
that is something that will be looked at in more detail as part of a yearlong analysis of 
inland flood dynamics, along with groundwater management.  
 
Vice Chair McCammond asked what solutions are being recommended for the areas on 
either side of the Northern Avenue Bridge (NAB). Mr. Busch said the plans are only 
conceptual designs right now and that the area’s vulnerability is in the 2040 midterm 
solutions range. He said the bridge would need to be elevated and the landings would 

https://www.boston.gov/departments/environment/resilient-boston-harbor
https://www.boston.gov/sites/default/files/imce-uploads/2018-09/climatereadysouthboston_execsum_v9.1s_web.pdf
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interconnect with the elevated structures around it and the Barking Crab would have to 
link into the Moakley Bridge/Martin’s Park area. Mr. Busch said a higher level of design 
is still needed, but the vulnerabilities are understood and by 2050 all elevations should 
accommodate 40 inches of sea level rise. He noted the designs are flexible so they can 
be modified if needed. Current elevations are nine to 10 feet. Elevations are expected 
to be 14 to 15.5 feet in 2050, and capacity will be an additional two feet. 
 
Bud Ris noted the Courthouse and Fan Pier are less vulnerable in the near term, but the 
Barking Crab is in a more vulnerable area. 
 
Stacy Thompson asked if the accelerated timelines of climate change impacts projected 
in the United Nation’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) report were 
taken into consideration. Mr. Busch said most of the risks and hazards in the Climate 
Ready Boston report were informed by IPCC scenarios, and the City’s intent is to 
reevaluate the data every five years to ensure it continues to be relevant. Mr. Ris said 
the same authors of the IPCC report were involved in the Climate Ready Boston report 
and the data is recent.  
 
Chairman Dimino asked about the impacts on the Atlantic Avenue side of the NAB. Mr. 
Busch said the solutions in the report focused more on the east side of Fort Point 
Channel than the west side, but in the coming years the City will focus more in the 
Downtown area and he noted there is an obvious need for protective measures to 
ensure floodwaters do not get into I-93 and the South End area. 
 
Chairman Dimino asked the project team if the design will allow for the flexibility of 
the bridge slopes to connect to the elevated Harborwalk in the future. Joseph 
Allwarden, AECOM, said the initial design transitions are to meet the existing grade, 
but it can be modified if needed in the future. Etty Padmodipoetro, Urban Idea Lab, 
confirmed this and said her team will be working closely with Mr. Busch and the BPDA 
on this matter.  
 
Vice Chair McCammond noted a lot of the green solutions discussed in the 
presentation could be incorporated near the bridge. She would like to know how the 
project can work with Mr. Busch and get a better understanding of the BPDA's goals 
regarding green space. Mr. Busch noted much of the infrastructure will be overseen by 
Public Works and follows guidelines for Complete Streets; however, the level of detail 
for green infrastructure in this location has not been discussed yet.  
 
Mr. Busch noted the City has worked with Utile on the design guidelines for transitional 
zones where different elevations will have to connect and what types of design can 
buffer this, especially regarding ADA standards and historical resources. Utile is 
currently working on a zoning overlay for resiliency.  
 
Mr. Ris said he sees three implications for the Task Force to consider: 1) elevations and 
the transition from the bridge to whatever elevation will be in place, 2) parks along the 
Fort Point Channel have great potential to create a destination, and 3) contending with 
pedestrian connections to the parks on the waterfront.  
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Victor Brogna asked if the UMass Boston Sustainable Solutions Lab report on the 
Boston Harbor barrier is available online. Mr. Busch said it can be found on the 
Sustainable Solutions Lab website in PDF format.  
 
Greg Galer asked what the City’s projected sea level rise impacts are to other bridges 
in the area. These bridges are flat so any impacts at street level would also impact the 
middle of the bridge. Mr. Busch said the level of analysis focused on basic site grades 
at either end of the bridges and did not get into reconstructing the bridge.  
 
Mr. Allwarden said the project team is working with the BPDA for the NAB to have a 
minimum elevation that will match the current clearance of the Moakley Bridge (the 
Moakley has a high clearance for the navigable channels, and this clearance is currently 
higher than the minimum flood resiliency elevation in the guidelines). Ms. Thompson 
said the fact that the Climate Ready Boston’s guidelines for the height of the bridge are 
lower than the current clearance of the Moakley Bridge is an important nuance to 
consider, since the NAB could potentially turn to allow for navigability. Ms. Thompson 
said she wants to understand how the height differences of the bridge will impact 
abutters. Mr. Allwarden said more details on this will be presented in the design 
options at the January meeting.  
 
Mr. Ris and Mr. Allwarden mentioned the City’s resiliency plans create a lot of 
opportunities for how the NAB can be integrated.  
 
Mr. Hollinger asked if buildings have been abiding by the voluntary guidelines set by 
the City for first floor minimum elevation, noting that the Liberty building has flooded 
in the past. Mr. Busch said he cannot speak to all buildings. He has seen it used over 
the past year, and City’s zoning guidelines may incorporate this in the future.  
 
Vice Chair McCammond asked Mr. Busch if the island placemaking concept is in line 
with the coastal resiliency plans, as the Task Force should consider the longterm 
impacts on the island. Mr. Busch said the state regulations do not necessarily allow for 
that now, and there will be more conversations with regulatory agencies in the coming 
years.  
 
Paul Farrell urged the design team to look at decoupling elements of the concepts. He 
said islands could be made to float. He asked the design team to consider what is 
possible if the bridge did not have vehicles on it regarding the slope of the bridge 
approaches.  
 
Chairman Dimino thanked Mr. Busch and the meeting attendees for the robust 
discussion. 
 
FUNDING DISCUSSION (slide 8) 
Mr. DePaola noted there have been numerous questions raised by members of the Task 
Force and the public about funding at previous meetings. He presented an update on 
the following sources of funding: 
 
$46 million from the City of Boston – This money is guaranteed from the City and 
comes from two sources: general obligation bonds and the parking meter fund. 



5 
 
 

 
$2 million in development funds – Mr. DePaola confirmed a developer has pledged this 
money and the project team is in the process of developing a letter of engagement and 
will begin formal discussions with the developer. 

 
$8 million in earmarked federal funds – Mr. DePaola said the Office of Congressman 
Lynch has mentioned this at previous meetings, but further investigations are needed. 
Mr. DePaola explained that the City does not currently have these funds and still needs 
to go through the process to access them. If the earmark is associated with a federal 
transportation bill, the City must engage the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 
to program it in the Transportation Incentive Program (TIP). Mr. DePaola said the next 
step is to reach out to the Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT) to 
see if the funds are still available. 
 
Mr. Ris asked if any of the above three funding sources comes with stipulations for 
programming of the bridge. James Fitzgerald, BPDA, said the $2 million development 
fund does not have any language stipulating the modal use of the NAB. Mr. Fitzgerald 
explained that the first million dollars is due upon the developer receiving the building 
permit, and the second million dollars is upon receipt of the certificate of occupancy. 
He added that the building permit will likely be issued early next year. Mr. DePaola said 
if the $8 million in earmarked funds are from a federal transportation bill, the process 
of engaging MPO and the Federal Highway Administration could mean there are 
environmental requirements or restrictions. He said the $46 million from the City does 
not demand a specific modal use of the NAB.  
 
Ms. Thompson asked how much of the $46 million is from the general obligation 
bonds versus the parking meter fund. Mr. DePaola said that information was presented 
at a previous Task Force meeting and Ms. Barrett will share this information with Ms. 
Thompson.  
 
Ms. Thompson said it is important to find out which bill the $8 million of earmarked 
funds was included in, as she assumes federal transportation money would not pay for 
a pedestrian and bicyclist only bridge. She also noted that the processes of engaging 
this fund are not built into the current project timeline and asked if the project team 
has developed bridge designs that fit within a $46 or $48 million budget. Mr. DePaola 
said the project team will present families of bridge options at the next Task Force 
meeting that will include a range of costs. The concepts will also address other 
questions such as the cost of replicating or restoring the bridge compared to a bold, 
new design.  
 
Chairman Dimino asked the project team to begin investigating the $8 million in 
earmarked funds. Mr. DePaola said the team will begin working on this with MassDOT’s 
Federal Aid Office. The team will also reach out to Congressman Lynch’s office to see if 
there is a record of the bill as it is quite old and might require additional research. 
Chairman Dimino said from what Mr. Fitzerald said the $2 million in development 
funds do not carry any modal stipulations but the developer will reasonably want to 
know how the funds are used. He added that timing of when the funds are available 
may be an issue.  
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Ms. Thompson asked if the project team has looked into other varieties of funding 
sources, for example certain resiliency uses of the bridge could allow the use of 
funding from FEMA. Mr. DePaola said the project team has not looked into the other 
funding programs mentioned by Mr. Busch in his presentation, but it is a great idea to 
look into other sources. 
 
Vice Chair McCammond asked about the $10 million FEMA pre-disaster loan. Mr. Busch 
said it is only for work on the other side of the channel near the Gillette and GE 
buildings.  
 
Chairman Dimino said an email will be sent to the Task Force soon seeking volunteers 
for a Financial Advisory Subcommittee. The Committee’s charge is to get clarity on the 
funding sources discussed at the meeting as well as seek out additional sources of 
funding including creative sources that have not been considered yet.  
 
Mr. Ris asked about the $25 million pledged from GE to the City of Boston. Chairman 
Dimino said none of that money is available for the NAB.  
 
Chairman Dimino summarized that there are $48 million of known funds for the 
project (not including the $8 million earmarked funds for now), and the Financial 
Advisory Subcommittee will consult with experts on topics such as private 
development/third party investors and federal and state funding. The Committee will 
evolve and address issues as needed throughout this part of the project.  
 
YEAR-END MATF SUMMARY DISCUSSION (see slides 10-13) 
Mr. DePaola said the project team believes it would be useful for the Task Force to 
prepare a brief summary memo of the work that has been accomplished to date since 
May. The memo would summarize areas of consensus, areas that require further 
discussion and the differing positions, as well as statistics of the Community Meeting 
and briefings.  
 
Mr. DePaola presented a summary of discussion topics that would be included in the 
memo, which show where consensus has been reached and where further discussions 
are needed: 
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Mr. DePaola asked the Task Force for their input on the above discussion topic 
matrices. 
 
Mr. Ris questioned whether there are still ongoing discussions about the General 
Traffic – WB and General Traffic – EB mobility concepts, as he believed there is only 
ongoing discussion about the HOV+ concept. Mr. DePaola said there has not been a 
unanimous agreement on those concepts, so they have not been removed from 
consideration.  
 
Ms. Thompson would like to know if the Courthouse needs emergency vehicles on the 
bridge or if the Courthouse just needs an emergency egress plan in the event of an 
emergency to use the bridge. Carol Chirico said she is meeting with Susan Goldberg 
soon and will discuss this issue further. 2  
 
Ms. Chirico asked if the project team has met with the Massachusetts Historical 
Commission (MHC). Mr. DePaola said the team has not yet met with MHC, but is 
continuing to meet with the Task Force, the Boston Preservation Alliance (BPA), and 
other stakeholders to prepare for discussions with MHC regarding Section 106. Ms. 
Chirico said MHC has the authority to influence the design of the bridge. Mr. DePaola 
said the project team would like to have a better sense of the general preferred design 
of the bridge before meeting with MHC.  
 
Mr. Galer summarized a letter he sent to Chief of Streets Chris Osgood which included 
questions and requests for further data. Mr. Galer said he has not yet had a chance to 
digest the response memo that was sent to him, and he said he has felt frustrated with 
the delay of the data. He said BPA can help the project team prepare for a meeting with 
MHC and assumes there will be further discussions regarding this next year. Chairman 

                                                           
 
2 Susan Goldberg had left the meeting before this discussion. 
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Dimino noted Mr. Galer’s letter is included in attendees’ packets and the response 
memo will be shared electronically with the Task Force.  
 
Benjamin Sun, City of Boston, asked the project team to post Mr. Galer’s letter and the 
memo on the project website. Mr. Sun apologized to Mr. Galer for the frustration he 
has experienced and thanked Mr. Galer for his help on the Task Force.  
 
Ms. Chirico said there have only been discussions about the structural analysis of the 
existing bridge related to historic status. There haven’t been discussions about the 
historical significance of the structure, which she believes should also be considered. 
Mr. DePaola noted the project team is conducting a 3-D laser survey of the bridge 
structure to preserve its dimensions, which will be kept on file and may assist with 
future drawings.  
 
Vice Chair McCammond said she would like to see all emails and comments from the 
public on the project website, as she has seen other projects post comments as part of 
the public record with identifying information removed. The project team will discuss 
this possibility further.  
 
The Task Force members further discussed what should be included in the Year-End 
MATF Summary and how it should be formatted. Mr. DePaola said in addition to the 
discussion matrices in the presentation, the project team could write brief summaries 
of the differing viewpoints on each topic.  
 
Richard Martini said he does not see how rehashing discussions is helpful when they 
are already included in the Task Force meeting summaries. Vice Chair McCammond 
said Chief Osgood has requested this Year-End Summary to show where the Task Force 
stands, and she believes it would be helpful to provide more context to the discussion 
matrices, which she said do not provide much detail on their own.  
 
Ms. Thompson said a letter to Chief Osgood explaining the Task Force is at an impasse 
and will not reach consensus on certain topics would be helpful. She said the Task 
Force’s current standing differs from the viewpoints shared at the Community Meeting, 
and the letter can ask for the City to make a decision and advise the Task Force how to 
move forward.  
 
Chairman Dimino said the intention of the Year-End Summary is to provide a brief, 
matter-of-fact update to Chief Osgood, and agreed with Mr. Martini the summary 
should not get bogged down repeating the meeting summaries.  
 
The Task Force agreed that the summary should be brief, clear, and include a concise 
paragraph stating the general viewpoints of the Task Force for each of the areas 
without agreement, include the matrices and link to relevant data. There was 
discussion about the timing of the Year-End Summary. The group discussed when to 
provide it to Chief Osgood. He had requested it by the end of the year. Mr. DePaola 
said he thought Chief Osgood would accept the summary shortly after the New Year. 
The project team will send a first draft of the summary to the Task Force and ask for 
comments by December 28. 
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Patrick Sullivan requested the project team post the data from the mobility analysis in 
an easy-to-find location on the project website, as it is currently only included in the 
Task Force meeting presentations which is difficult to find. The project team agreed to 
update the website and find an approach to break out the data for the four goals as 
separate PDFs for posting.  
 
SCHEDULE UPDATE AND REVIEW (see slides 15-16) 
Frank DePaola, AECOM, presented a schedule update as follows:  

• January 24, 2019 – Task Force Meeting3 (design team to present general concept 
bridge solutions for feedback) 

• February 2019 – Task Force Subcommittee Financing Plan Discussion  
• February 28, 2019 – Task Force Meeting (design team to present narrowed 

options based on January meeting feedback) 
• March 2019 – Community Meeting 
• April 25, 2019 – Task Force Meeting (design team to present refined options 

based on community meeting and February Task Force meeting feedback) 
• May 23, 2019 – Task Force Meeting (review of preferred alternative to move 

forward to final design) 
• June 2019 – Begin final design of preferred alternative 
• Fall 2019 – 25% design complete and begin permitting; design public hearing 
• Fall 2020 – Advertise for construction 
• Fall 2022 – Project complete 

 
Ms. Chirico asked how NEPA and MEPA permitting would fit into this timeline, and she 
said the schedule is very aggressive. Mr. DePaola and Ms. Chirico discussed whether or 
not an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) would be required – Mr. DePaola said an EIR 
is not required, but an Environmental Assessment (EA) may be done if necessary. Mr. 
Allwarden and Mr. DePaola noted the schedule does not include any permitting until 
the end of next year, and the project team has met with the City numerous times about 
the schedule and permitting timeline and they agree it is aggressive. Mr. DePaola said 
the fact that a bridge is being built in the same place as a previous bridge can also 
lighten the permitting requirements, and it is already permitted by the Coast Guard. 
Chairman Dimino asked AECOM to look further into what environmental permitting 
would be required and present an update at the January meeting.  
 
Mr. Ris noted if the City decides to build a bold, new bridge design the schedule would 
be completely different. Chairman Dimino said that is a good point and that is why 
getting more context for the permitting requirements is crucial. Mr. DePaola said 
concepts for bold, new designs, including cost estimates and permitting requirements, 
will be presented at the January meeting.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
Chairman Dimino asked the members of the public to provide comments. 
 
Mr. Hollinger said the presentation at the November 28 Community Meeting did not 
mention the Task Force had discussed phased permitting for the island concept and 

                                                           
 
3 The January 24 Task Force meeting will be held at District Hall. 
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the communities should be made aware of the permitting restrictions involved. He said 
he does not recall any discussions or desire at previous Task Force meetings of 
reinterpreting the bridge design beyond the trusses, and he said the team should look 
into when the $9.4 million earmark4 was reported.  
 
Mr. Farrell said he would like to see more delineation of basic costs that the $48 
million can be used for and the additional placemaking concept costs.  
 
Jack Glassman, Chair of the Boston Society of Architects (BSA) Historic Resources 
Committee, said Mr. Galer’s letter raised some important issues and the Task Force 
and public deserve to have all the information regarding the structural analysis of the 
bridge. He said the BSA has been encouraging design excellence for this project and 
this bridge has gained a lot of interest. He said the bridge is more than a roadway, it is 
art, an engineering achievement, and it is a destination with historical significance.  
 
Chairman Dimino thanked everyone for coming and adjourned the meeting. 
 
TASK FORCE MEMBERS 
Congressman Stephen Lynch (not present) 
Senator Nick Collins (not present) 
Councilor Michael Flaherty (represented by Stephen Harvey) 
Councilor Ed Flynn (represented by Steve Moore) 
 
Rick Dimino, Chair, A Better City 
Sara McCammond, Vice Chair, Fort Point Neighborhood Association 
 
Kathy Abbott, Boston Harbor Now (not present) 
Dennis Callahan, MA Convention Center Authority (represented by Shannon 
McDermott) 
Carol Chirico, General Services Administration  
Handy Dorceus, Tufts University (not present) 
Gregory Galer, Boston Preservation Alliance  
Susan Goldberg, U.S. Court House 
Susanne Lavoie, Wharf District Council (not present) 
Richard Martini, The Fallon Company  
Bud Ris, Green Ribbon Commission  
Patrick Sullivan, Seaport TMA  
Stacy Thompson, Livable Streets 
 
City of Boston 
Chris Busch, Boston Planning and Development Agency 
Jim Fitzgerald, Boston Planning and Development Agency 
Sarah Leung, Boston Disabilities Commission 
John Read, Boston Planning and Development Agency 
Benjamin Sun, Chief Structural Engineer 
 

                                                           
 
4 This is the same earmark that has been discussed before but in a different amount.  
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AECOM Team 
Joe Allwarden, AECOM 
Frank DePaola, AECOM 
Etty Padmodipoetro, Urban Idea Lab 
Kate Barrett, Regina Villa Associates 
Emily Christin, Regina Villa Associates 
 
OTHER ATTENDEES  
Victor Brogna, NEWRA 
Paul Farrell, Friends of the Old Northern Avenue Bridge 
Amy Gaylord, Trustees of Reservations 
Jack Glassman, BSA Historic Resources Committee 
Steve Hollinger, resident 
Kelly McQuillan, U.S. Courthouse 
Tom Nally, A Better City 
Tom Ready, FPNA 
Nina Schlegel, CLF 
Peter Shelley, CLF 
Bill Zielinski, SKW Partners 
[3 illegible names] 
 
 
 


