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sea LeveL rise:
in order To rePresenT soMe oF THe variabiLiTy in sea LeveL rise ProJeCTions, we’ve 
sHown boTH a +36” inCrease and a +55” inCrease To bFe, base FLood eLevaTion (see seCTion 
drawings).  THese nUMbers are ConsisTenT wiTH THe rePorT “Living wiTH a rising bay: 
vULnerabiLiTy and adaPTaTion in sF bay and on iTs sHoreLine” issUed by bCdC in oCTober 2011.  
+36” rePresenTs a HigH 50-year esTiMaTe or ModesT end-oF-CenTUry esTiMaTe, and +55” was 
Used as THe end-oF-CenTUry basis For vULnerabiLiTy assessMenT.
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SHORELINE PARK DESIGN PLAN, BROOKLYN BASIN
FEBRUARY 9, 2015  •  PREPARED FOR SIGNATURE DEVELOPMENT / ZARSION BY ROMA DESIGN GROUP PAGE 2

EXHIBIT 2:  OPEN SPACE CONTEXT    
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EXHIBIT _?_ :   SHORELINE PARK DESIGN PLAN -  OPEN SPACE CONTEXT

Brooklyn Basin Development Plan 
Prepared for Signature Development / Zarsion by ROMA Design Group

J A N U A R Y  2 0 1 5

BAY TRAIL ROUTE

* THIS EXHIBIT REMAINS UNCHANGED FROM THE ORIGINAL SUBMITTED BY ROMA DESIGN GROUP 2/9/2015

OPEN SPACE CONTEXT
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AREA TABULATIONS

CUrrenT sCHeMaTiC design bCdC PerMiT

ParK ParK 10.86 aCres 7.92 aCres
bUiLding bUiLding20,000 sF 20,000 sF
sHoreLine sHoreLine3,020 LF 2,130 LF

*ParK area inCLUding bioreTenTion area d1 is 12.02 aCres

**98 sPaCes assUMes 61** ParaLLeL ParKing sPaCes on ParK 
side oF sTreeT and 37 sPaCes in THe ParKing LoT on THe 
easT side oF THe TerMinaL a bUiLding. siX oF THe ParKing LoT 
sPaCes are ada aCCessibLe.

*** CiviL To ConFirM 

ParKing ParKing98 sPaCes* 90 sPaCes

20,000 sF bUiLdingreQUired PUbLiC aCCess 
area ProPosed

13,542 sF ParKing LoT

bioreTenTion area d1

100’ seTbaCK (bCdC JUrisdiCTion)

MHw

MLLw

noT To sCaLe
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AREA BELOW BFE+36”

CUrrenT sCHeMaTiC design bCdC PerMiT

ParK ParK 10.86 aCres 7.92 aCres
bUiLding bUiLding20,000 sF 20,000 sF
sHoreLine sHoreLine3,020 LF 2,130 LF
ParKing

PARK AREA BELOW 6.6’ (BFE+36”)

ParKing98 sPaCes*

0.51 ACRES

90 sPaCes

area beLow 6.6’ 
(bFe+36”)

100’ seTbaCK (bCdC JUrisdiCTion)

MHw

MLLw

noT To sCaLe
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100’ seTbaCK (bCdC JUrisdiCTion)

MHw

MLLw

bay TraiL

CLass 1 Ped biKe PaTH

ConneCTion To bay TraiL

viewsHed

TRAILS AND VIEW CORRIDORS

noT To sCaLe
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100’ seTbaCK (bCdC JUrisdiCTion)

MHw

MLLw

FIRETRUCK AND EMERGENCY VEHICLE ACCESS

noT To sCaLe

FireTrUCK aCCess

MainTenanCe veHiCLes
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PLAN: THE GREEN & THE COVE

30’ 60’ 120’0

SCale: 1”=60’-0”

100’ bCdC JUrisdiCTion

MLLw (-5.88’)

varies, -4.88 To +1.06

FLoaTing deCK

Led LigHTs, TyP

PUbLiC 
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eXisTing PiLes To reMain, 
TyP (above MHw)
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TreLLis
- saLvaged TrUss 

Preserved in-siTU

C
e

d

PLAN: THE DECK

30’ 60’ 120’0

SCale: 1”=60’-0”

+10.0

+8.0

FFe 8.0

9TH ave 
TerMinaL

9TH ave

100’ bCdC JUrisdiCTion

CaFe 
seaTing

edge oF rooF 
overHang

PUbLiC 
resTrooM

eLevaTed wood deCK

LoCaTions For Large 
PUbLiC arT, TyP

TrUss LoCaTion MarKers

gangPLanK raMP

raMP

Lawn

CLass i biKe PaTH
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b

PLAN: TERMINAL ARRIVAL AREA

30’ 60’ 120’0

SCale: 1”=60’-0”

100’ bCdC JUrisdiCTion

MLLw (-5.88’)

MHw (-0.06’) broTZeiT LoKaL

9TH ave

easT ParKing area
9TH ave 

TerMinaL To 
reMain

arrivaL ProMenade+7.6 +6.6

+6.8

FFe 8.0

+9.0

TresTLe rUin waLK

PiCniC TabLes

biKe ParKing

CLass i biKe PaTH

PLanTers LiMiT oF worK
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30’ 60’ 120’0

SCale: 1”=60’-0”

PLAN: EAST STORMWATER BASINS

100’ bCdC JUrisdiCTion

Led LigHTs, TyP
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PedesTrian waLK

LoCaTions For Large 
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seCTion-eLevaTionsCaLe: 1” = 20’-0”

easT sTorMwaTer basins
a

0 10’ 20’ 40’

Led LigHTs, TyP sCULPTUre biKe PaTH bridge PLanTing

bioreTenTion bioreTenTion

PedesTrian PoLe LigHT

sCULPTUre PoLe LigHT

Led LigHTs, TyP

eMbarCaderoeXisTing 
ParKing LoT 
HoMewood 

sUiTes

15’-0”
biKe 
PaTH

6’-0”
PUbLiC 

sidewaLK

CaLTrans 
rigHT oF way

i-880

graded FLow Line
(overLand reLease)

SECTION A
a

*oUTside oF 100’ bCdC JUrisdiCTion area
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MHw (-0.06’)
bFe (3.6’)
bFe + 36” (6.6’)
bFe + 55” (8.2’)

MLLw (-5.88’)

seCTion-eLevaTionsCaLe: 1” = 20’-0”

TerMinaL arrivaL area: arrivaL ProMenade and TresTLe rUin waLK
b

0 10’ 20’ 40’

TresTLe 
rUin waLK

arrivaL 
ProMenade PLanTer

CLean and rePair 
eXisTing riPraP

ParKing 
area

biKe PaTH
(14’-0” Min)

9TH ave

9TH ave TerMinaL beyond

TresTLe rUin waLK arrivaL ProMenade riPraP wood TiMber PLanTer Large grasses

SECTION B

b

100’ bCdC 
JUrisdiCTion

24’-0”

20’-0” CLr



key plan sHoreLine ParK
design review board MeeTing

May 9, 2016  /  Page 16

eLevaTionsCaLe: 1” = 40’-0”

THe deCK
C

0 20’ 40’ 80’

TrUss TreLLisview Corridor
brooKLyn basin way

92’-0”

9TH ave 
TerMinaL

CaFe 
area

SECTION CC

*aLL in 100’ bCdC JUrisdiCTion

ConCreTe Paving deTaiLing ConCePTsdeCKboard PaTTern ConCePTsCorrUgaTed MeTaLHardwood
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seCTion-eLevaTionsCaLe: 1/8” = 1’-0”

biKe PaTH and PLanTer aLong THe deCK
d

0 4’ 8’ 16’

PLanTer

views To bay

9TH ave 
sTreeTLigHT

9TH ave

MHw (-0.06’)
eXisTing baTHyMeTry

LoUnge 
benCH

deCK JoisT

ToPPing sLab, 6” MinbenCH

new PiLe

(e) wHarF sLab

deCK sUbsTrUCTUre 
aLLows For 
sTorMwaTer drainage

wood deCKing

30” 
Min

18” 
Min

14’-6” PLanTer

18” CobbLe band

CLass i biKe PaTH

20’-0” ToTaL

2’ 2’10’
Peds onLy 

6’-0”

SECTION D

d

100’ bCdC 
JUrisdiCTion
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seCTion-eLevaTionsCaLe: 1/8” = 1’-0”

THe deCK and TrUss TreLLis
e

0 4’ 8’ 16’

“gangPLanK” ConCePT For enTry 
raMPs

benCHes aLong PLanTers and 
PedesTrian PaTHs

eXPanse oF waTerFronT deCK arT FeaTUres saLvaged TrUss TreLLis

TrUss TreLLis

benCH

PLanTer beyond

gangPLanK raMP FroM 9TH ave
5% sLoPe or Less

LigHT, TyP
sTePs
- benCH HeigHT waLL beyond

MHw (-0.06’)

gUardraiL Made For Leaning

wHarF ProMenade
30’-0” Min

eXisTing baTHyMeTry

SECTION E

e

*aLL in 100’ bCdC JUrisdiCTion

gUardraiL wiTH arM resT For Leaning
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Hanging LigHTs

PUbLiC baTHrooM

saLvaged PaneLs

sLoPed Lawn

wood TerraCes
wiTH LigHTing

TrUss TreLLis

eXisTing baTHyMeTry

TerraCes wiTH LigHTing Hanging LigHTs, arTisT ross MiLLer saLvaged TrUsses wood TerraCes

seCTion-eLevaTionsCaLe: 1/16” = 1’-0”

THe TerraCes
F

0 8’ 16’ 32’

MLLw (-5.88’)

MHw (-0.06’)

THe deCK

F

SECTION F

*aLL in 100’ bCdC JUrisdiCTion

bFe (3.6’)
bFe + 36” (6.6’)
bFe + 55” (8.2’)
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MHw (-0.06’)

MLLw (-5.88’)

Hanging LigHTs

PUbLiC baTHrooM beyond

saLvaged waLL wiTH 
seisMiC braCing

saLvaged MeTaL 
PaneLs wiTH 

graPHiC LeTTers

THe Cove

wHarF raMP

seCTion-eLevaTionsCaLe: 1/16” = 1’-0”

view oF THe TerraCes FroM THe Cove
g

0 8’ 16’ 32’

MHw (-0.06’)

MLLw (-5.88’)

near waTer 
TraiL

wood PiLes To 
reMain (above MHw)

beLvedere

benCH

seCTionsCaLe: 1/16” = 1’-0”

THe Cove and near waTer TraiL
H

0 8’ 16’ 32’

SECTIONS G & H

*aLL in 100’ bCdC JUrisdiCTion

*aLL in 100’ bCdC JUrisdiCTion

g
H

15’-0” CLass i
biKe PaTH

20’-0” CLr

15’-0” CLass i
biKe PaTH

5’-0” 
CLr

20’-0” CLr

14’-0” CLr

bFe (3.6’)
bFe + 36” (6.6’)
bFe + 55” (8.2’)

bFe (3.6’)
bFe + 36” (6.6’)
bFe + 55” (8.2’)
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wood PiLes To reMain (above MHw) inTerTidaL riPraPFiTTed sTone Paving and sTaCKed riPraP

seCTion-eLevaTionsCaLe: 1/16” = 1’-0”

THe raMPs
J

0 8’ 16’ 32’

MHw (-0.06’)

near waTer TraiL

beLvedere

FiTTed sTone waLK

sTaCKed riPraP, TyP inTerTidaL riPraP, TyP

wood PiLes To reMain 
(above MHw)

Led LigHTs, TyP

MLLw (-5.88’)

bioreTenTion

SECTION J

J

*aLL in 100’ bCdC JUrisdiCTion

12’-8”
PedesTrian 

PaTH

bFe (3.6’)
bFe + 36” (6.6’)
bFe + 55” (8.2’)
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MHw (-0.06’)

CLean and rePair eXisTing riPraP

ProPosed new riPraP above MHw

Ledge sTones

siMiLar To 
seCTion L;
see noTes 

beLow

Led LigHTs, TyP

bioreTenTion
Low-waTer Lawn

MLLw (-5.88’)

Ledge sTones and riPraP Lawn

seCTionsCaLe: 1/16” = 1’-0”

THe green and riPraP-reinForCed waLL aT THe edge
L

0 8’ 16’ 32’

L

seCTion-eLevaTionsCaLe: 1” = 20’-0”

sLoPe aT THe green
K

0 10’ 20’ 40’

7’-6”

K

SECTION K

100’ bCdC 
JUrisdiCTion

*aLL in 100’ bCdC JUrisdiCTion

8’-0”

21’-0”

15’-0” CLass i
biKe PaTH

25’-0” ToTaL

bFe (3.6’)
bFe + 36” (6.6’)
bFe + 55” (8.2’)
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COASTAL DUNE SCRUB

- drought tolerant
- salt spray tolerant
- native shrubs and Perennials
- Max. 36” tall

baCCHaris PiLULaris  + <>
- CoyoTe bUsH

Fragraria CHiLoensis  + <>
- CreePing sTrawberry

MiMULUs aUranTiaCUs  + <>
- sTiCKy MonKey FLower

LUPinUs CHaMissonis  + <>
- CHaMisso’s LUPine

BIORETENTION UPLAND

- Tolerates drought as well as 
saturated soil and particulates

- native
- Height and form vary

CaLyCanTHUs oCCidenTaLis  +
- sPiCe bUsH

FesTUCa rUbra  + <>
- red FesCUe

baCCHaris PiLULaris  + <>
- CoyoTe bUsH

MyriCa CaLiForniCa  + <>
- PaCiFiC waX MyrTLe

sCirPUs MiCroCarPUs  +
- bULrUsH

BIORETENTION LOWLAND

- Tolerates saturated soil and 
particulates

- grass-like forms

JUnCUs PaTens  + <>
- JUnCUs

JUnCUs baLTiCUs  + <>
- baLTiC rUsH

Plant material species shown are representative of concept and design goals for planting. 
Water Efficient Landscaping and the use of native and endemic plants is a design criteria for our selections.

Final selection of plants will be based on plant quality, availability, and season. 
Additional changes may be made to achieve a unified design following any required changes.

+ naTive
<> Low waTer

PLANTING PALETTE

rePresenTaTive sPeCies:
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Plant material species shown are representative of concept and design goals for planting. 
Water Efficient Landscaping and the use of native and endemic plants is a design criteria for our selections.

Final selection of plants will be based on plant quality, availability, and season. 
Additional changes may be made to achieve a unified design following any required changes.

+ naTive
<> Low waTer

LOW-WATER LAWN

- Low water use
- Mowable

LeyMUs TrTiCoides ‘LagUniTa’  + <> boLero dwarF FesCUe sod  <> naTive benTgrass sod  + <>

LOW EVERGREEN 
GROUNDCOVERS

- evergreen
- Low water use
- Max. 48” tall

rHaMnUs (FrangULa) 
CaLiForniCa  + <>
- CoFFeeberry

arCTosTaPHyLos sP.  + <>
- ManZaniTa

CeanoTHUs sP.  + <>
- wiLd LiLaC

STREETSCAPE PLANTING

- evergreen
- Low water use and low 

maintenance
- 12”-36” tall

sesLeria ‘greenLee’  <>
- sesLeria greenLee

arCTosTaPHyLos sP.  + <>
- ManZaniTa

LoMandra LongiFoLia 
‘breeZe’
- LoMandra  <>

oLea ‘MonTra’  <>
- dwarF oLive

PLANTING PALETTE

rePresenTaTive sPeCies:
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STREET TREE & PLAZA TREE

- evergreen
- 20ft - 40ft tall
- Low water use and low 

maintenance
- ornamental bark

LARGE SHADE TREE

- native
- 40ft - 60ft tall
- Low water use
- Moderately dense canopy

arbUTUs Marina  + <>
- sTrawberry Tree

LoPHosTeMon 
ConFerTUs  <>
- brisbane boX

QUerCUs sUber  + <>
- CorK oaK

PLaTanUs raCeMosa  + <>
- wesTern syCaMore

QUerCUs engeLMannii  + <>
- engeLMann oaK

QUerCUs engeLMannii  + <>
- engeLMann oaK

QUerCUs agriFoLia  + <>
- CoasT Live oaK

BIORETENTION TREE

- native
- 30ft - 45ft tall
- Tolerates saturated soils and a 

variety of conditions

QUerCUs wisLiZenii  + <>
- inTerior Live oaK

aLnUs rUbra  +
- red aLder

QUerCUs LobaTa  + <>
- vaLLey oaK

Plant material species shown are representative of concept and design goals for planting. 
Water Efficient Landscaping and the use of native and endemic plants is a design criteria for our selections.

Final selection of plants will be based on plant quality, availability, and season. 
Additional changes may be made to achieve a unified design following any required changes.

+ naTive
<> Low waTer

PLANTING PALETTE

rePresenTaTive sPeCies:
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DRB MINUTES  
February 9, 2015 
 

	  

	  

TO:	   Design	  Review	  Board	  Members	  

FROM:	   Lawrence	  J.	  Goldzband,	  Executive	  Director	  (415/352-‐3653;	  larry.goldzband@bcdc.ca.gov)	  
Ellen	  Miramontes,	  Bay	  Design	  Analyst	  (415/352-‐3643;	  ellen.miramontes@bcdc.ca.gov)	  

SUBJECT:	  Approved	  Minutes	  of	  February	  9,	  2015	  BCDC	  Design	  Review	  Board	  Meeting	  	  

1. Call	  to	  Order	  and	  Attendance.	  The	  Design	  Review	  Board’s	  Chair,	  John	  Kriken,	  called	  the	  
meeting	  to	  order	  at	  approximately	  5:20	  p.m.	  Other	  Design	  Review	  Board	  (DRB	  or	  Board)	  
members	  in	  attendance	  included	  Vice	  Chair	  Steve	  Thompson,	  Ephraim	  Hirsch,	  and	  Michael	  
Smiley.	  BCDC	  staff	  in	  attendance	  included	  Bob	  Batha,	  Erik	  Buehmann,	  Brad	  McCrea,	  Jaime	  
Michaels,	  Ellen	  Miramontes	  and	  Ming	  Yeung.	  

2. Approval	  of	  Draft	  Minutes	  for	  the	  January	  5,	  2015	  Meeting.	  The	  Board	  approved	  the	  
minutes	  with	  no	  revisions.	  	  

3. Brooklyn	  Basin,	  Shoreline	  Park,	  City	  of	  Oakland,	  Alameda	  County;	  (First	  Review	  of	  
Shoreline	  Park).	  

a.	   Staff	  Presentation.	  Erik	  Buehmann	  introduced	  the	  project	  and	  the	  issues	  identified	  
in	  the	  staff	  report,	  which	  included:	  whether	  pedestrian	  and	  bicycle	  connections	  to	  and	  along	  
the	  shoreline	  were	  adequate	  and	  appropriately	  placed,	  and	  whether	  the	  proposed	  Shoreline	  
Park	  provides	  adequate,	  usable,	  and	  attractive	  public	  access	  spaces	  appropriate	  to	  the	  
development	  and	  the	  site.	  

b.	   Project	  Presentation.	  Patrick	  Van	  Ness	  from	  the	  Signature	  Development	  Group	  
introduced	  the	  project	  by	  briefly	  summarizing	  the	  previous	  Design	  Review	  Board	  meetings	  on	  
the	  project	  and	  providing	  an	  overview	  of	  the	  entire	  project	  to	  provide	  context	  for	  this	  focused	  
review	  of	  Shoreline	  Park.	  Boris	  Dramov	  of	  ROMA	  Design	  Group	  presented	  the	  proposed	  design	  
for	  Shoreline	  Park	  and	  explained	  how	  the	  design	  has	  evolved	  since	  it	  was	  originally	  permitted	  in	  
2011.	  Specifically,	  Mr.	  Dramov	  explained	  that	  the	  original	  design	  for	  an	  open	  lawn	  area	  was	  
determined	  not	  to	  be	  feasible	  on	  a	  pile-‐supported	  structure	  due	  to	  weight	  limitations,	  and	  that	  
the	  park	  would	  now	  feature	  primarily	  wood	  decking,	  with	  the	  exception	  of	  a	  paved	  Bay	  Trail	  
pathway.	  He	  explained	  the	  desire	  to	  use	  salvage	  materials,	  from	  the	  portion	  of	  the	  Ninth	  
Avenue	  Terminal	  building	  that	  will	  be	  demolished,	  to	  provide	  interpretive	  elements,	  seating,	  
and	  planters	  in	  the	  park.	  Special	  events	  would	  be	  planned	  around	  the	  portion	  of	  the	  Ninth	  
Avenue	  Terminal	  building	  that	  will	  remain.	  

2 

DRB MINUTES  
February 9, 2015 

c.	   Board	  Questions.	  The	  Board	  members	  asked	  several	  questions.	  	  

Mr.	  Hirsch	  asked	  about	  the	  Ninth	  Avenue	  Terminal	  Building,	  and	  Mr.	  Dramov	  
described	  the	  plan	  to	  demolish	  the	  majority	  of	  it,	  while	  retaining	  a	  portion	  of	  the	  building	  for	  
community	  use.	  

Mr.	  Kriken	  asked	  whether	  there	  was	  a	  consistent	  design	  strategy	  throughout	  the	  
parks,	  or	  whether	  each	  park	  was	  distinctive	  in	  its	  design.	  	  Mr.	  Dramov	  responded	  that	  the	  
designs	  for	  the	  parks	  emphasized	  distinctive	  uses	  and	  design	  approaches:	  Estuary	  Park	  would	  
be	  a	  more	  active	  and	  sports-‐oriented	  park;	  Channel	  Park	  is	  designed	  to	  be	  more	  natural	  and	  
vegetated,	  with	  a	  soft	  shoreline;	  South	  Park	  is	  a	  primarily	  green	  and	  flexible	  space;	  Gateway	  
Park	  is	  an	  urban	  park	  that	  would	  connect	  to	  the	  promenades	  on	  each	  side	  of	  Clinton	  Basin;	  and	  
Shoreline	  Park	  would	  emphasize	  the	  site’s	  historical	  industrial	  character.	  

Mr.	  Kriken	  asked	  whether	  the	  park	  would	  be	  used	  for	  any	  specific	  purposes.	  	  Mr.	  
Dramov	  responded	  that	  the	  design	  allows	  for	  flexible	  and	  general	  uses	  throughout	  the	  park.	  
Public	  trust	  requirements	  provide	  that	  the	  park	  must	  be	  regional-‐serving,	  so	  no	  playgrounds	  or	  
bocce	  ball	  courts,	  that	  could	  be	  considered	  neighborhood-‐serving,	  were	  included.	  Shoreline	  
Park	  could	  accommodate	  programming	  such	  as	  festivals	  or	  other	  special	  events.	  

Mr.	  Hirsch	  and	  Mr.	  Smiley	  asked	  about	  the	  materials	  covering	  the	  surface	  of	  the	  
park.	  Mr.	  Dramov	  explained	  that	  the	  majority	  of	  the	  park	  would	  be	  wood	  decking	  over	  a	  
concrete	  structure,	  but	  that	  the	  Bay	  Trail	  along	  the	  edge	  would	  be	  a	  paved	  bicycle	  and	  
pedestrian	  pathway.	  Mr.	  Dramov	  addressed	  a	  comment	  from	  Bay	  Trail	  planner	  Lee	  Huo,	  stating	  
that	  the	  bicycle	  and	  pedestrian	  pathway	  would	  not	  be	  wood	  decking,	  except	  for	  the	  trestle	  
section	  east	  of	  the	  Ninth	  Avenue	  Terminal	  Building.	  	  

Mr.	  Smiley	  asked	  about	  the	  redesign	  of	  the	  remaining	  portion	  of	  the	  Ninth	  Avenue	  
Terminal	  building.	  Mr.	  Dramov	  stated	  that	  it	  would	  be	  a	  glassy	  interior	  to	  maintain	  a	  positive	  
relationship	  with	  the	  park,	  while	  retaining	  the	  original	  historical	  features.	  

d.	   Public	  Comment.	  Two	  members	  of	  the	  public	  made	  comments.	  	  

Arthur	  Levy,	  a	  resident	  of	  Oakland	  associated	  with	  the	  Oakland	  Heritage	  Alliance	  but	  
not	  representing	  that	  organization,	  described	  that	  about	  ten	  percent	  of	  the	  existing	  Ninth	  
Avenue	  Terminal	  building	  will	  be	  retained.	  Mr.	  Levy	  expressed	  his	  hope	  that	  Shoreline	  Park	  
would	  be	  inviting	  and	  be	  a	  park	  the	  public	  would	  visit	  daily.	  He	  supported	  the	  proposal	  to	  open	  
the	  park	  for	  public	  events.	  He	  understood	  that	  a	  green	  lawn	  was	  not	  feasible,	  but	  encouraged	  
more	  plantings	  and	  seating	  in	  the	  area	  to	  make	  the	  park	  more	  hospitable.	  He	  supported	  the	  Bay	  
Trail	  along	  the	  shoreline	  along	  with	  the	  additional	  bicycle	  lanes	  on	  the	  street,	  providing	  the	  
bicyclists	  a	  choice	  between	  slow	  and	  fast	  speeds.	  	  

Sandy	  Threlfall,	  a	  member	  of	  Waterfront	  Action,	  provided	  background	  context	  for	  
the	  removal	  of	  the	  majority	  of	  the	  Ninth	  Avenue	  Terminal	  building.	  She	  encouraged	  the	  seating	  
and	  plantings	  for	  the	  park,	  and	  suggested	  that	  the	  design	  somehow	  reflect	  the	  size	  of	  the	  
removed	  portion	  of	  the	  Ninth	  Avenue	  Terminal	  building,	  to	  demonstrate	  to	  the	  public	  how	  
large	  that	  building	  once	  was	  and	  depict	  the	  space	  that	  it	  occupied.	  Ms.	  Threlfall	  also	  
encouraged	  historical	  signage	  and	  complimented	  the	  proposed	  reuse	  of	  elements	  from	  the	  
existing	  Ninth	  Avenue	  Terminal	  building.	  
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e.	   Board	  Discussion.	  The	  Board	  members	  discussed	  the	  following:	  

(1)	  Ninth	  Avenue	  Terminal	  Building	  and	  Historic	  Remnants.	  The	  Board	  expressed	  
regret	  the	  existing	  Ninth	  Avenue	  Terminal	  building	  would	  be	  demolished,	  and	  hoped	  the	  new	  
large	  open	  space	  would	  provide	  an	  inventive	  future	  use	  at	  the	  site.	  The	  Board	  encouraged	  the	  
use	  of	  historical	  remnants	  of	  the	  Ninth	  Avenue	  Terminal	  building	  in	  the	  site	  design,	  and	  
encouraged	  the	  designers	  to	  incorporate	  a	  “ghost”	  of	  the	  building’s	  presence	  into	  the	  park	  in	  
some	  manner.	  This	  could	  be	  done	  by	  retaining	  original	  columns	  from	  the	  building	  that	  could	  
show	  the	  size	  of	  the	  building	  and	  also	  providing	  interpretive	  elements.	  The	  retained	  columns	  
could	  be	  used	  for	  lights,	  sound	  equipment	  for	  events,	  shelter	  from	  the	  wind	  or	  shade.	  

(2)	   Programming	  at	  the	  Park.	  The	  Board	  discussed	  the	  flexible	  open	  space,	  stating	  
that	  it	  provided	  expanded	  views	  of	  the	  Bay.	  The	  Board	  agreed	  that	  the	  wood	  decking	  was	  an	  
acceptable	  change	  from	  the	  original	  lawn	  design,	  but	  encouraged	  formalized	  programming	  to	  
activate	  the	  park	  for	  much	  of	  the	  year.	  The	  Board	  agreed	  with	  the	  proposed	  trail	  widths.	  

f.	   Board	  Summary	  and	  Conclusions.	  The	  Board	  made	  the	  following	  summary	  and	  
conclusions:	  

(1)	   The	  Board	  agrees	  with	  the	  approach	  that	  each	  of	  the	  shoreline	  parks	  throughout	  
the	  Brooklyn	  Basin	  development	  should	  have	  a	  unique	  identity	  from	  each	  other.	  

	  
(2)	   The	  Board	  stated	  that	  the	  proposed	  Bay	  Trail	  and	  other	  shoreline	  path	  widths	  

are	  adequate	  and	  appropriate.	  

(3)	   The	  Board	  agreed	  with	  concerns	  brought	  forth	  by	  the	  Bay	  Trail	  that	  the	  main	  Bay	  
Trail	  routes	  be	  paved	  with	  a	  smooth	  and	  durable	  surface	  rather	  than	  the	  wood	  decking	  that	  will	  
be	  used	  in	  other	  areas.	  

(4)	   The	  Board	  suggested	  leaving	  vertical	  elements	  from	  the	  portion	  of	  the	  terminal	  
building	  to	  be	  removed	  in	  order	  to	  recall	  its	  historical	  presence	  on	  the	  site.	  These	  poles	  or	  other	  
elements	  left	  behind	  could	  be	  used	  to	  temporarily	  support	  lights,	  banners,	  sound	  equipment,	  
temporary	  backdrops	  or	  material	  for	  overhead	  shading	  associated	  with	  the	  special	  events	  
envisioned.	  

(5)	   In	  order	  for	  the	  space	  to	  be	  successful,	  the	  Board	  believes	  that	  the	  large	  open	  
space	  areas	  should	  be	  highly	  programmed.	  

(6)	   The	  Board	  recommended	  that	  the	  landscaped	  portions	  of	  the	  design	  take	  on	  a	  
more	  curvilinear	  design	  while	  the	  hardscape	  areas	  could	  be	  more	  geometric	  in	  form.	  

(7)	   The	  Board	  concluded	  no	  future	  review	  of	  Shoreline	  Park	  was	  necessary.	  

g.	   Project	  Proponent	  Response.	  Mr.	  Dramov	  stated	  the	  park	  was	  originally	  envisoned	  
as	  a	  flexible	  space,	  with	  an	  inviting	  wood	  surface	  in	  the	  tradition	  of	  the	  maritime	  use	  at	  the	  site.	  
The	  grade	  changes	  would	  allow	  multiple	  activities.	  He	  described	  that	  the	  park	  would	  include	  
many	  benches	  and	  some	  landscaping	  in	  the	  form	  of	  industrial	  planters.	  	  Approximately	  thirty	  
percent	  of	  the	  park	  would	  be	  soft	  landscape	  throughout	  the	  site.	  Mr.	  Dramov	  briefly	  replied	  to	  	  

	   	  

* WE’VE INCLUDED NOTES FROM THE DESIGN REVIEW BOARD MEETING OF 
FEBRUARY 2015 BELOW FOR REFERENCE AND HIGHLIGHTED PORTIONS WHERE 
THE PARK DESIGN CHANGES ARE CONSISTENT WITH THE BOARD’S COMMENTS.


