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Testimony of Marcia Bystryn  

President  

New York League of Conservation Voters  

Brooklyn Bridge Park  

Committee on Alternatives to Housing  

December 9, 2010  

Re: Public Hearing on Alternatives to Housing within Brooklyn Bridge Park 

 

Good evening members of the Brooklyn Bridge Park Corporation and the Committee on 

Alternatives to Housing. Thank you for affording me the opportunity to present our position on this 

important plan. 

 

My name is Marcia Bystryn, President of the New York League of Conservation Voters (NYLCV), 

an environmental advocacy and education organization. I am here today to express our support for 

the proposed housing within Brooklyn Bridge Park. The park will afford enormous environmental 

and recreational benefits for New York residents, and this proposal will provide a critical revenue 

stream for park operations. However, without a stable revenue source, the future of this 

magnificent Brooklyn Bridge Park is in jeopardy. 

 

Revenue generated by the proposed residential development will dramatically offset the parkôs 

estimated $16 million in annual maintenance and operating costs, enabling the park to reach its full 

potential. Residential housing represents a consistent, stable, and long-term revenue stream, 

ensuring the future of Brooklyn Bridge Park for future generations of New Yorkers.  

This development plan was not arrived at lightly, rather it represents the culmination of a 

thoughtful review with the interests of the park itself, as well as New Yorkers in mind; and was 

painstakingly studied as part of the parkôs State Environmental Quality Review.  

It is important to note that under the proposed development plan, only eight percent of the park will 

be utilized for development. Yet, this marginal percentage will aid in maintaining numerous acres 

of lawns, playgrounds, beaches, and restored wetlands, that are open and accessible to all New 

Yorkers. 

 

For these reasons, the New York League of Conservation Voters supports the proposed 

development within Brooklyn Bridge Park and encourages the park to proceed with its 

development plans. 
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Dear Bay Area Economics, 

 

New York Restoration Project (NYRP) would like to express its support for the current self-

sustaining financing plan for Brooklyn Bridge Park. We urge the Committee on Alternatives to 

retain this plan going forward to ensure the completion of the park without delay. 

The new 85-acre waterfront park serves a diverse community of neighbors and visitors who use the 

riverfront space for numerous recreational purposes. Individuals and families can play, picnic, bike, 

kayak and exercise in the more than forty acres of parkland dedicated to such activities. The 

structure of the current self-sustaining financing plan will only encourage more use of and support 

for the public green space. 

 

Extensive and thoughtful research went into the development of this environmentally and 

community-minded plan, which NYRP supports for the following reasons: 

 

 The current financial plan emphasizes a minimal development footprint in the park. 

Developing only 9% of the total space allows visitors to take advantage of ample riverfront 

recreational and green space. 

 

 There is no evidence that housing in close proximity to parks serves to privatize a public 

park, and the plan includes appropriate and land-efficient housing and limited hotel use 

that will benefit visitors and park residents alike through ancillary facility uses in the form 

of meeting space, restrooms and restaurants. 

 

 The current plan will not rely on tax dollars to support the maintenance of the park. 

Instead, the current financial plan draws funds for maintenance from 1 Brooklyn Bridge 

Park, a pre-existing building within the project boundaries that was adaptively re-used for 

residential use and completed in 2008. 

 

Accordingly, we believe that Brooklyn Bridge Parkôs self-sustaining financing plan is in the best 

interest of the parkôs progress. Please consider our request for the retention of the current plan in 

your decision. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Amy Freitag, Executive Director 

New York Restoration Project 
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Dear Madam/Sir: 

I donôt want housing in the park. People should not live in public parks (unless you are a park 

ranger). Parks for recreation. 

I grew up in Brooklyn Heights and have lived in the area for most of my 40 years. As a teen, there 

was little to do here but hang out on the Promenade or at the diner.  As soon as we were old enough 

to take the subway, my friends and I took every opportunity to leave the neighborhood in search of 

more interesting activities. The Heights was beautiful and charming, but boringðand nothing has 

changed. 

A park with facilities such as those found at Chelsea Piers would make Brooklyn Heights a 

destination for more than the people who live there or the occasional tour group. I believe that such 

facilities as a skating rink, a ball field, a swimming pool, a year-round stage for concerts and other 

cultural events would bring people from all over NYC to Brooklyn Bridge Park. They would 

draw paying customers to the park.  

Housing would just bring more residents. Is that what we want for Brooklyn Heights? A bedroom 

community that becomes less relevant to todayôs culture with each passing day? No. We should 

have a real park. It should to be completely public and offer activities that interest the the broadest 

swath of people.  

Thank you, 

Liz Abraham 
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12.13.10 

To: Bay Area Economics 

Re: How to Pay for Brooklyn Bridge Park without more condos inside this parkôs border 

 

What follows is our testimony regarding your work to find alternatives to housing inside Brooklyn 

Bridge Park. As background, when the community worked on a park plan that addressed their 

recreational needs - both passive and active - they also worked on a plan that was, to use the phrase 

from the Parks original 13 Guiding Principles: ñFiscally prudent that encouraged park compatible 

uses such as a destination resort, conference center, restaurantsò and ñdiscouraged office and 

residential housingò to pay for park maintenance. It was prudent in another way: it had multiple 

ways to pay for the park balancing the ups and downs of an economy's bubbles. While the current 

park funding plan places 90% of the dollars into private housing, the community's 2001 Master 

Plan (see documents to follow via mail) had multiple funding sources, employing a fiscally prudent 

means to pay for the park, each of which was publically accessible and compatible with the nature 

and use of a public park. It was sufficient to pay for the park the community had designed, 

collaboratively, over 20 years. What follows are our united ideas and requests for park payments 

that would replace private housing inside the park. We encourage BAE to look carefully at these 

alternatives and not fall prey to the interests of one narrow group of NIMBY players of the 

wealthiest New Yorkers, who live in one community and who have, throughout the years, shown 

no remorse in hijacking the communityôs park plan and foisting private, luxury housing on the 

surrounding communities that so desire and require a park. 

 

I. How to Pay for Brooklyn Bridge Park (with what is there): 

 

1. Lower the budget to a ñcity park times 10ò budget. 72 acres (not the inflated water-acreage of 85 

acres) multiplied by $150,000 per acre (which is 10 times what the city pays for park upkeep in 

regular parks) is $10.8 million, more than sufficient to run this park. We all must live within our 

means, so must BBP. We have many suggestions on how to get the $16.1 million annual budget 

down to something resembling a normal but ñworld classò park, but so will the park operators. 

(One glaring example: fleet of cars and trucks for the park- remember, Hudson River Park is 5 

times the length of BBP and has 5 golf carts to navigate around the park, not the 20-25 some odd 

Toyota Priuses and dune buggies. Capital replacement for this one budget line is in excess of 

$200K per year). If they are unable to do this we have many other suggestions including 

eliminating the duplication of bureaucracies. We have a city parks department - why are we 

creating a separate entity with its own President and staff? Fold BBP into the city's parks 

department and cut the redundancy. There is a private conservancy, too, that enjoys special 

financial priviledges in the park - they kept half of all the funds the Tobacco Warehouse generated 

over the past 5 years, estimated at $1 million, and they were given all the revenue from the pop up 

park's concession in 2009. These duplicative bureaucracies are a strain on the park's budget yet the 

public already has a bureaucracy to design, run and program our parks. The pier structures may 

very well be costly to maintain. The fault lies in the design not the piers. The uplands are the most 

valuable lands in the park ï why are they sacrificed for the sake of the piers? If there is no money 

to maintain the piers and these piers can not be maintained without privatizing public land with 
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housing, why choose the artificial and expensive piers over stable (and less flood-zone likely) 

uplands? 

 

2. Build a for-pay recreation center and charge for use. The Mayor gave the real estate industry 

over $10 billion in tax subsidies over his first 8 years in office. What has that resulted in except a 

lot of subsidies for residential real estate that is underwater and over 600 buildings in New York 

lying vacant and unfinished? We need recreational facilities and these facilities can make money 

for the park. They do for other parks. Our children are obese, they suffer from asthma at a rate 

unequalled in the nation. It is time we invested in our children. Provide a tax incentive to draw a 

world-class recreational center operator to build the facilities for which the community advocated 

when it first imagined the park. This will make money. Look no further than the Dodge Y, four 

blocks east of the park. Within the first month of operation this Y was fully subscribed with a 

membership of 3000 families paying over $1000 per year. This number has grown to over 7000 

families paying more than $1200 per year. That is $8..4 million per year for a 40,000 square foot 

facility. The Y offers reduced and free memberships to families unable to pay. They also contribute 

their surplus revenue to Y's in less affluent neighborhoods. Their mission is not about money. Their 

mission is about building strong children and families. Maybe it's time the park focuses on what's 

important to Brooklynites - the money will follow just as it has for the Y. Assuming a vertical 

recreation center on Pier 6 and at John Street, each 3 stories or a total of 100,000 square feet, with 

half the Y fee-structure, these facilities could generate an additional $3,000,000 to park operations. 

 

3. Capture all the money flowing from in-park concessions. If this park must pay for everything to 

maintain and rebuild itself - again, something no other park is asked to do - then all revenue 

flowing from the park must be retained by the park. No new rules when it suits the Mayor to 

change them having already reneged on the park design the community developed and found 

funding for ï in favor of landscaping for condos without any year round recreation. The 5 new 

concessions already inside the park must pay rent (some do not according to Regina Myer at the 

first CAC meeting). The wine bar in the pop-up park in 2009 made $500,000 for one short season. 

The Shake Shack in Madison Square Park has a revenue sharing program with the park and critics 

feel that the $3,000,000 it contributes to that park is still smaller than it should be because certain 

special events are exempt from the revenue-share model. Marty Maher from the Parks Department 

told the CB6 Parks Committee last spring that one hot dog vendor alone in Central Park contributes 

$1 million to that park. One hot dog vendor with one cart. Using these as recent examples, the 

River Café should contribute at least $2,000,000 to the park (they pay $28,000 per year for rent, 

and not one dime goes to the park for the 2 acres of park land they use, half of it for their private 

parking and a sitting park). It should be noted that the Development Corporation renegotiated the 

River Cafe lease just as the terms of the financing deal and the CAH was being negotiated last year. 

Along with the lack of transparency on the RFP for the Tobacco Warehouse, it really appears that 

these existing sites are being given away to favored vendors and organizations in an 11th hour 

attempt to thwart the work of the CAH. The other vendors, seasonal because there are no facilities 

to keep park goers at the site year round, should be paying normal rents - $35 per square foot per 

month for 5 months per year. That would add $2,100,000 per year. Total income from in-park 

restaurants and concessions: $4,100,000. 
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No free passes should be allowed for any business inside park borders including parking facilities. 

The original plan had an estimated 400 income-producing spaces. The ESDC has already left 

parking revenue off the table for the 360 Furman Street building - 500 parking spaces - a 

significant revenue loss for park operations budget because most parks that do contribute to their 

overhead use parking as a significant source of revenue. So, the balance of the spaces that are 

planned for the park - 180 - must go to park operations. We estimate that these spaces, for the 

seasonal park that BBP has become, with only 5 useable months, or 150 days per year, at an 

average of $25 per space per day, could generate $675,000 from on-site parking spaces not already 

taken off the table from the poorly negotiated 360 Furman/1 BBP deal. Again, the Mayor has done 

a masterful job of locking out the biggest, best non-privatizing revenue generators so that the CAH 

can be told, ñsorry, that contract has already been let, for 20 years or more!ò But even despite this 

fact, there are several parking structures just off the site that could be assessed a park fee - there is 

one on State Street at Willow Place, on Atlantic at Hicks, one about to be built on Congress at 

Hicks, and at least 5 in the DUMBO and Vinegar Hill neighborhoods that could be tapped for more 

revenue in excess of the $675,000 outlined from spaces the Development Corporation has indicated 

the plan will have. 

 

4. Capture money from in-park activities the park naturally attracts. The Brooklyn Bridge is the 

location for at least one major action film production each year. It is the site for numerous 

television productions and advertising shoots for both film and print. The Top Chefs cable program 

is already using 1 BBP and the park as its backdrop for its new season. Again, if the park must pay 

for itself, then all funds it generates must be kept for its upkeep. Film companies pay $5,000 per 

day to shoot in Cobble Hill Park, a tiny local park without any of the world class back drop of 

BBP. Other locations around the city, like the Borough Hall building, charge considerably more 

(up to $100K per day) for major film shoots. If BBP were to attract 30 shoot-days per year (a low 

estimate), charging an average of $20,000 per day, that would bring in an additional $600,000 to 

park funding. And remember, with BBP's own armed police force and maintenance crew, these 

shoots are cost-free to the City. Think of the free advertising it brings to the park - an added benefit 

for tourism to the park, bringing in even more visitors! One fashion designer and one Chassidic 

group has rented Pier 2 over the past few years for big, one-day, private events. What they paid for 

these privileges inside BBP is not known. Can the consultant find out? What is known is that other 

big events that take place in Central Park, in Bryant Park and in other parks throughout the city, 

pay significant money to rent public lands. We suggest that BBP can become such a venue and 

generate at least $500K/yr., a modest amount compared to that paid by vendors for a single 

Manhattan event such as Fashion Week. The supersized marina with 180 yachts, the kayak 

boathouse and the new venue at the Tobacco Warehouse are all given a free pass and do not pay 

into the park. If the park must pay for itself, all vendors inside the park should pay in. If they are 

not for profit then they should be able to find donors to gift into a philanthropy fund (see below) for 

the park. No free rides in a park that must pay for itself. Even the recent RFP for Pier 6 contains 

language that allows the Development Corporation to ñhost a limited number of annual events 

(there), at a reduced ratesò. While a small amount of revenue from such events would be lost to the 

park, it is an issue of equity- a park that must pay for itself can not afford to overlook any potential 

revenue source. No special passes for favored organizations, especially for those who are entrusted 

with coming up with park funds in the first place. It is unseemly. 
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5. Capture funds from local businesses that profit from this world-class park. There is a line, 

sometimes around the block, at Patsy's every day and night of the week, even on the bitterest, 

coldest nights. Pete's Tavern has gone from one of the lowest-rated restaurants to one of the hottest 

since Pier 1 opened. Same is true for many other establishments on Old Fulton. Like Bryant Park, 

with a BID dedicated to funding the park, the businesses along the BBP's corridors should 

contribute to park funding because, after all, there would be little to no business for these venues if 

it were not for the park and the public funds that went into the park's creation in the first place. This 

formula for funding is simple, similar to Bryant Park's. If only a fraction of what Bryant Park 

businesses generate could be asked of the businesses along Old Fulton it would generate another 

$1,000,000 per year. Again, the park is attracting business - these businesses should contribute to 

maintaining the goose that has laid their golden eggs. 

 

6. Philanthropy without strings attached. The businesses around the HighLine contribute to that 

park without strings. Google gave $1,000,000 to the park, free of any obligation to house their art 

collection, or any obligation regarding private uses. Google felt that this park was a special amenity 

for their employees who work so close to it, and use it before, during and after work. The 

businesses near the park, in particular the bigger employers in DUMBO, should not be permitted to 

dictate how their donations are used (e.g., the Walentas' Carousel ñdonationò that does not 

contribute to park funding but is self-sustaining for their art collection, on public lands, in a 

location that they dictated). Philanthropy is a traditional park revenue source and so it should be 

used for BBP. The original plan had estimated $2,000,000 for philanthropy 10 years ago. Even if 

that number is cut to one quarter today, it is still a paltry amount considering the wealth in 

DUMBO alone. $500,000 for a world class park's philanthropy outreach would hardly be a burden, 

don't you think? 

 

II. How to Pay for the Park with Transformative Ideas (that change the direction of the design, 

for the benefit of the borough and not just those who come to visit for the view once in a lifetime): 

 

A. Atlantic Ferry (see Roy Sloane/Cobble Hill Association testimony) 

 

B. The Berm Amphitheater: The current berm does not do what it is intended to do - significantly 

reduce noise in the part from the BQE. The highway's noise factor is still at deafening levels, yet 

millions would be spent for this structure that only serves as a barrier to park utilization (its angle 

prevents recreational use), save a walkway mid-way up the hill. Why not carve out the interior of 

the berm that faces the river so that residents of Columbia Heights, (who may prefer a green vista 

to a working park), get their view while at the same time creating an amphitheater whose interior 

could be used for musical events and an outdoor theatrical venue, such as what the Heights 

Association advocated during their Tobacco Warehouse testimony. This could be an experiential 

venue similar to what Boston did in 1976 for their bicentennial - a ñhappening ñslide show but 

circa 2010, digitized, and about the Great Bridge. David McCullough has supported our quest for a 

real park without housing and might very well be interested in helping with such a positive and 

park-like project. Using tax incentives to help a builder design and build it, the city and this park 

could reap millions in on-going revenue. 
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C. Tall ships and music at Pier 5: Instead of a yachting marina, transforming this space into a 

maritime museum on the water with 1885-era ships and make that into a federally registered 

destination for warships, too. Maritime use was Mayor Bloomberg's idea for this park; creating a 

true cultural amenity for the park that is in keeping with its history is appropriate. It might also 

serve as the summer home to the NY Philharmonic - to be played aboard a flotilla of ships. 

 

III . How to Pay for the Park (with Community Building initiatives):  (Let's not call it taxes but 

instead, a fee for public lands) 

 

1. Senator Squadron's Park Increment Recapture Plan not only finds new tax dollars but encourages 

community building for both the surrounding communities as well as the park - a win-win solution 

that is both incremental and practical because it addresses the fundamental financial truth about this 

park: the park itself improves the communities that surround it! 

 

2. Itemized and even voluntary Park Improvement Fund. Polk County Florida is full of lakes and 

tea partyers. They have beautiful waterfronts and a real aversion to taxes. These lakes are very hard 

to keep up and keep safe ï alligators living in and along almost 15 miles of shore lines. Here 

residents have a line item on their tax bill: for one tax payer paying $1300 per year, his bill 

includes $25 fee for parks. If we can no longer afford to pay for our parks then why don't we create 

a park improvement fund? With a minimal $25 per household per year we can generate sufficient 

funds to pay for our parks - ALL our parks. And when you itemize it people get it. They understand 

the value they receive from this minor amount of money. And if it is such a hard leap for the Mayor 

to accept that the residents of Brooklyn want a park and not the housing complex he proposes, why 

not test this idea? And you can give residents a choice on their taxes, too, with a voluntary check 

off box - they don't have to pay it but they can - similar to the way campaign financing was done on 

Federal Tax returns. 

 

3. Real Estate Transaction/land conservation fee: In East Hampton Long Island every home sale 

has a special transfer tax associated with it that helps the town preserve open space. With these 

funds the town pays for land they then place in a land conservancy for public use, forever protected 

as open space. The idea of a transfer tax fund for this park (and other parks in the NYC system) is 

to create a world class park fund from real estate transactions in either Brooklyn as a whole or in 

the areas surrounding the park. It assures a constant stream of dedicated funding outside the reach 

of mayors or council people who come and go (but public land should be forever). 

 

4. Jehovah Witness Properties off site (see Tony Manheim testimony; Marilyn Gelber editorial 

Nov. 2010): This idea is fully developed by others. The only thing we would add is that if a deal is 

not struck now, before the Pier1 buildings go up, the value of the Witnesses' Columbia Heights 

properties will be greatly diminished. As with so many of the ideas to pay for the park, if time is 

lost, if contracts are let without a provision to secure funding, then the only thing left will be the 

sale of public lands for condos. 

 

5. Middle School : This idea was recommended several years ago when it was apparent that with 

all the new residential building in Brooklyn, including the massive Atlantic Yards project, would 

require more school facilities for area residents. This was also an idea put forward by the writer 
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Philip Lopate whose book on walking New York's Waterfronts is a useful primer on how New 

Yorkers relate to their open space. He posits the idea that New Yorkers have an uneasy time with 

parks and open space. To help them relate, he recommends putting public services into these spaces 

- to offer public services inside our parks (to go school or to mail a box or to get their license) and 

get a park experience for free. 

 

Summary: How can we pay for the park? 

 

I. With what is there, within the proscribed revenue footprint: 

With a for-pay recreational facility: $3,000,000 

With concessions: $4,100,000 

With parking: $ 675,000 

With film shoots: $ 600,000 

With one event per year: $ 500,000 

With a Fulton Landing PID: $1,000,000 

With Philanthropy: $ 500,000 

 

II. With what could be, transformatively: 

Atlantic Ferry Terminal and vertical cultural venue: $3,000,000 

With Berm Amphitheater: $1,500,000 

With Tall Ships/ Summer Music: $ 500,000 

III. With Community building, fees for public lands initiatives: 

Park fee/Conservation Fee: $$$$ 

Middle School: (swap $$) 

PIRC Plan: $$$ 

Jehovah Witness Plan: $$$$ 

 

ALL of these ideas are PUBLICALLY accessible activities, are compatible with a public park - 

even the private events only temporarily use public lands (unlike the permanent event of private 

housing inside a public park) - and we can conservatively bring of $10,375,000 per year. Adding 

the PILOTs from 360 Furman/1BBP, hotel, retail at Empire Stores, and the hotel brings it to $16 

million. Then, along with the transformative ideas there is enough money (in excess of 

$20,000,000) to actually do more in the park with free programming to address the recreational and 

cultural needs of area residents. Finally, adding community building initiatives, the funding for all 

city parks including this one is guaranteed. There is no one magic bullet for park funding. Private 

luxury housing is a cop-out that says the city has no will to provide the people of Brooklyn with the 

park they have so long advocated. The answer - the fiscally prudent answer - lies in the will to 

create a true amenity for the community that the community can actually use. That was the original 

vision for BBP. It lies in a multiple funding scheme that can weather the ups and downs of any 

economy and does not rely 90% on luxury housing: that bubble has burst. 

 

Other issues we respectfully ask you to address in your final report because looking at just the 

narrow, contrived request of three small ñfootprintsò with the same timing, same amount of funds, 

same footprint is simply wrong: 
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1. If housing is the only way to pay for this park then it should line the entire park. Why is it that 

the people who most want housing don't want housing in front of their homes? Forget about 

protecting view planes for this NIMBY few. They were given their design of a ñheart of greenò 

back in the 2001 Plan. But that was not enough. Letôs have no sacred cows. No more view plains 

protected. If you cannot employ the public trust doctrine for this park (because they cleverly did 

not designate this land as a park) then place housing along the entire length - keep it low so as to 

not block those cherished views for New Yorkôs wealthiest Wall Street financiers, but build private 

housing along the length of the park, replacing the berm and the high rises at the park's entrances. 

So if it is housing you will recommend, be equitable. Share the pain for the sake of environmental 

justice and the communities at either end of the park that so desperately need a park. 

 

2. Hasnôt the rise in real estate taxes in DUMBO, the Columbia Waterfront and Cobble Hill alone 

over the past 10 years been sufficient justification that this park has more than paid for itself? If 

BAE were to analyze the rise in real estate values for these communities and compare it to the rise 

in values of the one community that supports housing in the park (Brooklyn Heights), you will see 

that these other communities flanking the park have increased their property values and tax base at 

a much higher rate than the pro-park housing community! These other communities have already 

paid their share of park maintenance! Let the park enjoy the tax revenue it has already generated 

from the communities that have worked so hard to improve their properties. That would be the 

most equitable and just means of ñpayingò for this park - with a percentage of the existing ñriseò. 

 

3. Why we are not evaluating the park on its utility rate? With very little to do in the park 

particularly from September to May, people are coming to look, and go. We know that most do 

what Michelle Obama did last summer on her visit, and many others who bring their relatives for a 

look, then go out to eat. A park should be evaluated on its utility to the people who were to use it, 

often and for lengths of time. 

 

4. How did it become the worldôs park versus Brooklynôs much needed park? As the priorities 

began to change to make this park appealing to the world and less to residents, so should the 

funding prerogatives. Without usable recreation throughout the year, who does this park really 

serve? If it is now to serve the world we suggest that in consideration for all the earlier promises 

made to the community that were broken with this plan, that the funding ñpromiseò be broken, too. 

Thank you for your consideration of these funding opportunities. We trust you will find alternatives 

that do not further privatize our wonderful and long advocated public park. 

 

Sincerely, 

President, BBP Defense Fund 

President, Carroll Gardens Neighborhood Association 

President, Friends of Brooklyn Bridge Park 

President, Park Slope Neighbors 

Executive Director, Sierra Club, Atlantic Chapter 
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We are against building condos in the neighborhood to fund the park.  

 

There are too many people in the neighborhood already.  There is no more parking for the residents 

that have lived here for years.   

 

Secondly the scale of the building proposed for John st is way out of touch with the scale of the rest 

of DUMBO Vinegar Hill. 

 

Please consider alternatives to high rise condos.  The residential condo boom is over.   

 

Thank you, 

--  

Adam Meshberg  

Vinegar Hill Neighborhood Association President  
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-- no more condos because you will be giving away the land forever (as opposed to leasing for a 

fixed period) 

-- we need more recreation: ballfields, track, skating, pool 

-- I support creative financing ideas such as the PERK plan 

  

My husband and I attended the early park plan meetings. I did not like the commercial aspects but 

it was acceptable. Then a few years ago the condos were added without neighborhood support. The 

outlines of the park were determined to include the water in order to increase the commercial area. 

This has made me cynical and mistrustful of the entire process. I hope you will listen to the 

community this time around and give us a real park, not a condo's backyard. 

  

Ann Link 

1 Tiffany Place, Apt. 5C 

Brooklyn, NY 11231 
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To Whom it may concern: 

I am a 10 year resident of the Columbia Waterfront neighborhood and a mother of three young 

children. 

My family is very pleased that parts of the park have opened. My children have really enjoyed 

exploring the new playground. Preserving our waterfront for families in our community has been a 

priority and it is great to be able to finally see the water and get to it at Pier 6.  

  

However, it is still very dangerous to get to Pier 6 - it seems that the south end of the park is always 

an afterthought for the people of Brooklyn. It seems like it has been designed just for housing and 

for people who drive to the park and not for the millions of Brooklynites who use public transit or 

for pedestrians. 

 

We are also very disappointed that the pools, the indoor recreation center and ice rink were taken 

out of this new park plan when housing was put in. We are grateful to Senator Squadron and 

Assemblywoman Millman for their promise to restore recreation in the park.  Recreation helps 

make this park usable throughout the year and as a destination it will be filled with people who in 

turn will help make it safe (for those concerned about safety in the park).  

 

We do not want to see 5 more luxury condo towers built on what should be land dedicated to a 

park. That violates everything a public park stands for. There are so many other viable options that 

can be implemented for funding the park. Senator Squadronôs PIRC plan, is an excellent example 

of one. 

  

We simply want a park that our children can enjoy. The community has waited for almost thirty 

years for this chance and it won't come along again. Let's not blow it on private luxury housing.  

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Lind 
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