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STEP 2A: Tidal Gate at Alley
Install an automatic, pedestrian-scale
tidal gate between two buildings.
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[ . Proposed berm to eventually
connect into corner park
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Love the solutions, want to know

More bike access along Fort Point

Proposed Seawall J

j I Channel at planned Harborwalk. T tangible costs of implementation:
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We need a solution in Fort Point
Channel ASAP!!
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Use new development to provide a continuous line of Seaport Blvd

Assess the structural soundness of the existing protection along the waterfront

STEP 2B: Building/Arcade as Seawall
buildings to withstand flooding.
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PREFERRED LONG-TERM FLOOD PROTECTION OPTIONS BASED ON PUBLIC MEETING #2 FEEDBACK
FORT POINT CHANNEL

Fort Point Channel represents the area of highest - T Option A uses both planned development as well
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SOUTH BOSTON WATERFRONT

The South Boston Waterfront, which includes the | e < Option B seeks to protect the Fan Pier Civic Park
Federal Courthouse, the Institute of Contemporary Y p7 s ==t~ N\ Area, while building out into the existing marina to
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Option B seeks to protect the Seaport Boulevard
Area by building out into the water to expand public
park space.

SEAPORT BOULEVARD

I The Seaport Boulevard area is significantly space-
constrained between the existing waterfront and the
roadway, which leads to technical and permitting
complexities, depending upon the option selected. &y & » V- = »
The World Trade Center and Fish Pier are two major /. 7 ny 7 70 o s g (L& s
destinations in the area, which also serves as a 7 e g
critical transportation corridor for the larger district.

Permitting should not stand in the way of
optimal design!

Marina and other practical
infrastructure is realistic and will pay
for itself

PROPOSED CIVIC PARK

The options with fill are unlikely
to be feasible under current
regulatory environment.
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I'm concerned about all
the glass buildings that
haven't taken climate
change into account.

PROFPOSED FLOODGATE - PROPOSED

SEAWALL : ﬁ
’ 49 95%0 59 0

1 TIDAL FLOOD PATHWAYS iy |l or
) e I|
| 111 .._|

MARINE INDUSTRIAL PARK + RESERVED CHANNEL
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over time.
= Appreciate the barrier approach, but would
like to see more areas where water collects,
B buildings which deal with flooding
Continue the Harborwalk so that it L i
makes a circuit around the channel.
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and future expected flood risk than the rest of the

around Pleasure Bay. Along Day Blvd, Option B
district as most of the community is built on high
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v N ground. The areas most at-risk are the waterfront and incorporate restored beach and dune features
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Lo More habitat restoration +

Add elements that keep Curley living shorelines!

relevant to residents of all ages
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Living with water and buildings/areas
designed to flood seem most realistically
effective.

PROPOSED BEACH/DUNES
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