Modification of the GPP for BBP and 

R. Myer – thanks for support at Pier 4 would like the same for Squibb

Public Hearing Mon. 6PM at Polytechnic to review 

M. Urbanski of MVVA presented Squibb designs for presentation to public design commission.

Old part of the plan – very preliminary plans show Squibb Park Bridge and it is currently a part of the overall plan for the Park.   It is a critical link to the Pier 1 portion of the Park.  

Existing conditions: 1 way in and 1 way out.  Bridge would provide a second entrance.  Phase 1 renovations are ongoing.  ADA compliance planned for walkway.  Proposed program includes play space, skate park, table tennis, and planted buffer zones and restroom/utility building.  Ramp/steps/seating area proposed.

Squibb Park Bridge:  Connect across Furman Street – Squibb elevation is far above Furman Street.  Would save walking time/mileage in connecting to the park. Pivotal connection to park below.

Open truss structure is proposed for bridge.  Bridge is open at either end for view to green space (Squibb or BBP).  Span is approximately 230’ – elevational changes as well (compliant with ADA).  HSS steel members formed into a truss, steel mesh between steel guardrails, concrete walkway.  

TD: Schedule from implementation

RM; Not yet funded, hopeful that it can be funded.

MG: Is PS8 interim use plan (to use squibb) still in place

RM: implementation of bridge will not impact interim use plan.

RM: Structure would be prefabricated.

AL: What is the amount of funding

RM: 4-5 MM

AL: From funding, how long until construction

RM:  Would hope within a year.  

S. Balboza: Skateboard area – how will it be used?  

MU: Street-style skateboarding

RM: Full build-out of Squibb still not funded.

SB: Security

M. Maher: open road is talking about staffing it

Guest 1 Nancy Webster: Comfort station – opened at outset: 

Guest 2 Barbara Brookheart (from Carroll Gardens):  Skatepark in Douglas Green park – big skate program on Saturday:  Will steps be a target for grinding?   Skatepark should be strictly programmed.  Expressed concerns about visibility over bridge. 

AL: Stated we are not evaluating design of the bridge.

MM: Skate elements will be designed for grinding.  Bridge is park to park, not street to street.  In theory, parks are both secured. 

Guest 3 Anthony Manheim: Why is Columbia heights path assumed? Why not Old Fulton Street?  Any outreach to Cranberry Street Association?  RM: We would be happy to reach out to the association.

N. Wolf: Old Fulton is not a safe route for Children.  Columbia Heights is the safer route. 

AL: Will Squibb Move ahead?

MM: Squibb will be usable this summer.  There will be skate units, subject to design commission review, which is to be at staff level.

Phase 1: Currently Funded and in progress

Phase 2: Squibb bridge ($4-5MM) – interchangeable with

Phase 2: Steps and bridge hook-up $2MM

J. Dew: Anything on bridge to prohibit skateboarding?

MU: No. 

TD: Is this our last opportunity to review?

RM: Yes, we will come back

MM: We will come back.

G. Rattner: Any playground equipment in proposed play space?

MU: Yes

Motion: 

AL: 

NW 1, CHK 2

Unanimously voted to support the application to Design Commission:

Joshua Laird – Ass’t Commissioner of Park

City is taking over park from State

Formal Public Hearing on the Amendment 4/26

No Q and A, but receipt of statements.

Process: after hearing, goes to PACB for final approval (June)  after that, 90 days to draw up papers and make official – August 1st.  

RM: Comment period will go for another 30 days past

BBDC will enter into lease agreement to City-created non-profit to receive control of the park development.  City will then have responsibility for management, revenue, PILOT, ground rents, etc. will go into the operating entity.  Majority of appointees will be made by the Mayor.  State will also have representation.  9 Mayoral, 4 by Governor (2 from the community), Millman, Squadron, Markowitz, City Council seat (Quinn) representatives. 

Park itself:  The project that was approved etc., remains the same.  Entity will remain the same.  City is committed to fund the rest of the Park over time.  Initial 55MM investment, but with strings attached:

1. all elements currently funded for construction all can be supported through projected revenues from Park (Furman Street, Hotel, Park Concessions, etc.) 2. Alternative funding mechanisms for Pier 6 and John Street being explored.  3. City will not fund construction unless there is a revenue model for development plan going forward.  They do not want to build out park unless there is funding available for capital and maintenance.

Subcommittee of Alternative Housing (SAH) of operating entity will be established funded and charged to engage a consultant to study revenue models within 120 days + 60 day comment period + 30 day revision.  (RM: The make-up of this committee is in the MOU/Term Sheet that accompanies the GPP.)

CAC will be reconstituted and will be an “independent” entity dedicated to reviewing park projects, maintenance, construction, etc.

City winter athletic enclosed bubble on Pier 5 is a prospective project – RFP to go out for concession.  If more than $750k cost, then

Other commitment: pursue DEC approval for a new floating pool (yet to be designed). 

P. Killackey: Re: alternative housing committee:  This committee will look at alternative ways of funding the operation of the project.  Is there a way that the City can alter the operating budget of the park so that no housing would be required? 

JL: Charge of the SAH is to review revenue opportunities for the park, not to review operating budget.

JL: City felt housing plan was the best way to reach operating goal.

NW: Why create a non-profit for the BBP?  Why not have it part of the Parks Dept.?

JL: It will not operate anything like a city park. It will be completely self-sufficient, and will have its own dedicated revenue stream.  

NW: Will it operate as any non-profit?

RM: Will operate like Hudson River Park

TD: Impact to parks in the district?  

JL: None, would be completely self-sustaining, GPP would need to be altered in order for impact to extend to local parks?

TD: Will there be information sharing between the operating entity and community board in order to facilitate district wide allocation of resources?

JL: Look to Hudson River Park for an example.  Yes, there will be sharing of plans, information, etc.,

MG: What force do comments on the plan have?

JL: On-point comments would need to be responded to.

MG: Will the private development or ownership association have a role on the CAC

Guest 4: Funding trigger for $55M?  

JL: City is making a commitment that budget will be there moving forward.

AL: Once there is an operating entity, will BBPDC exist?

JL: It will exist as a paper entity.  Operating authority will rely on ESDC to collect PILOT etc.

AL: Will conservancy have a voice?

JL: Not as a designated slot, but someone from the conservancy could wind up as an appointee of mayor, or one of the others.

AL: Status of Pier 5

RM: Pier 5 is fully funded, construction of 3 soccer fields and picnic peninsula.

AL: Bubble?

RM: Bubble is proposed, but still need to make sure it can be done

AL: So $55MM is for new funding

JL: yes.

AL: Veto power?

JL: Make sure that the State Senator and the Assembly member are confident that the Revenue plan meets the requirements

AL: Veto power over operating the park?

JL: Veto power only applies to vote for revenue plan

NW: Is this legal?  Outlandish?  Separation of Powers?

PK: End result is that elected officials may be forced to veto park.

Guest 5(Lucy Willner): Who approves the agreement?

JL: Proposed change will be approved by BBDC, ESDC, and finally the PACB.

Follow up: Can it be amended?

RM, JL: Not sure?

Guest 3 carroll gardens:  Is it still a City Park?

JL:  it is a city park, and will be legally encumbered with a conservation easement, and will so be dedicated parkland. 

Guest 3: there are other successful models of part management.

SB: If housing is not a part of the mix, it will have an impact on the operating budget?

JL: Claim is not accurate – operating budget is solely for maintenance of the park. 

C. Goulder: How do concerned parties get their concerns on the record?

Squadron’s and Millman’s representatives stated that people should contact them with concerns.

AL:  Will this be a park for all of Brooklyn?

JL: You will have state, city, and boroughwide representation.  

Guest 3: It will be a huge park.

AL: Huge list: vendors and concessions

AL: Scoping meeting for Bridge Park 2: Marty Maher made a presentation to witnesses and they will fund this park.  Engineering team has been engaged, and we should hear about it within a year.  

Minutes: unanimously approved.

NW: passed out bill – SBA Environmental Stewardship Assistance Act (SBA Tree Planting Act)  Cong. Velazquez needs to hear support from the community.  

