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Prepared by Karp Strategies 

 

This memo provides an overview of the community comments and questions gathered at the second 

public pre-EIS meeting on January 18, 2017. Karp Strategies analyzed community feedback provided via 

spoken comments, written notecards, and a facilitated feedback session at breakout tables, to identify 

several overarching themes. Two-person facilitation and note taker teams at eight breakout tables 

recorded comments and questions voiced at the meeting.  

 

MEETING OVERVIEW 

 

Meeting Participants 

An estimated 230 people attended Community Engagement Meeting #2 (CEM#2).  Many of these 

attendees were protestors who interrupted the proceedings.  A number of attendees were discouraged 

from signing in by protestors who took over the registration table. However, of the 50 people who signed 

in, 36 were from the community. Neighborhood registrants who indicated where they live included: one 

from 80 Rutgers Slip; one from 82 Rutgers Slip; two from 275 Cherry Street; two from 265 Cherry Street; 

three from Lands End I; two from 286 South Street; one from 625 White Street; one who lives on Cherry 

Street; two who live on Grand Street; and three from the Two Bridges townhouses. 

 

Elected officials present included Manhattan Borough President (MBP) Gale Brewer (with Deputy BP 

Matthew Washington also attending), Council Member Margaret Chin, and State Senator Daniel Squadron. 

A staff member from Congresswoman Nydia Velazquez’s office was also in attendance. 

 

Other attendees included: several reporters from local news sources, including the Lo-Down and Curbed; 

staff from the Department of City Planning; staff from the offices of elected officials; developer team 

members from JDS Development Group, Two Bridges Associates, and Starrett Development; legal 

representatives from Fried Frank; environmental experts from AKRF; and the facilitation team from Karp 

Strategies.  

 

Meeting Format 

The meeting was structured as a ten-minute introductory presentation given by Rebecca Karp, to be 

followed by approximately an hour and a half of discussion at breakout tables summarizing the 

developments, giving a condensed but comprehensive overview of environmental review, and conducting 

a two part, hands-on activity that connected resident concerns to specific EIS chapters.  

 

After the initial presentation, the planned agenda was interrupted by participants who spoke forcefully 

about their concerns via megaphone and, in a few instances, took control of the microphone. The protest 

lasted for approximately 30-40 minutes. During this time, various members of the community also spoke 

out about their concerns; Karp Strategies scribed the questions and comments offered during this time 

period. Several protestors urged participants to leave, after which approximately half of all participants, 

including the protestors, left.  From discussion with attendees sitting at the breakout tables, as well as 

those standing who declined to participate at a breakout table but who stayed, Karp Strategies facilitators 

learned that a number of those who decided to leave were community members who had attended to 

learn about the EIS process. These individuals indicated to the Karp Strategies team that they were 

choosing to leave because they were frustrated by the protest, confused about the purpose of the event, 

did not understand what was happening (particularly because the translators were unable to provide 
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continuous translation during the protest part of the meeting), or felt physically unsafe by the dynamic 

that had been created. 

 

Approximately 50 attendees stayed and participated in productive and substantive discussion at eight 

breakout tables. The discussion at CEM#2 largely centered on project impacts and the contents of an EIS.  

 

FINDINGS 

There were several overarching themes common to the discussions at the eight breakout tables. 

 

1. Many people are eager to better understand environmental review. There remain general 

questions and intense worry about both the pre-EIS and official EIS processes, in terms of the 

community role, access to information, and the integrity of collected data. Most of those who 

remained at the breakout tables were eager to discuss impacts and mitigations as they relate to 

the buildings themselves and to the broader neighborhood. Specific questions raised included 

“How will the EIS define the study area?” and “What are the three most effective actions we can 

take to mitigate development impacts?” Several participants at other tables also expressed interest 

in being able to provide comments without attending meetings.  

 

2. Socioeconomic issues, including the affordability of housing and food, as well as gentrification and 

displacement, were the overwhelming concern among participants of CEM#2. Affordability arose 

as it pertains to Area Median Income (AMI) bands and the definition of ‘affordability’ in the new 

developments – what rent will actually cost – affordability of existing housing in the area, and 

access to reasonably priced food. Participants detailed their concerns, including the potential for 

increases in property taxes for neighborhood homeowners. Affordable food access was equally 

pertinent to participants, with a specific concern reiterated from the first meeting concerning the 

future of the Stop 1 deli.  In addition, concern was expressed that the AMI bands have already 

been determined and that there will be no opportunity to weigh in on this issue.  

 

3. The effect of new residents on the community, especially those of a different socioeconomic 

status, was of concern to participants. Closely related to questions of food and housing 

affordability, participants wanted to understand the demographics of those individuals expected 

to move into the new developments. In addition to the economic concern about wealthier 

residents attracting high-end retail and higher rents, there was a question of the cultural and social 

fit of new individuals, and how they will or will not want to be involved in an existing, diverse, and 

tightly knit community.  

  

4. Participants wanted to understand more about efforts surrounding neighborhood and building 

resiliency. Impacts related to flooding were raised. Questions were asked about why development 

is allowable in a flood zone and if the project teams are consulting with the teams leading the 

Lower Manhattan Coastal Resiliency efforts. While it was explained that the buildings would 

include resiliency provisions, there was concern about the effect of these measures on the rest of 

the neighborhood (for example, would flood walls at the new developments worsen the effects 

elsewhere?).  

 

5. Participants wanted to know more about building foundations and structural stability, specifically 

the structural soundness of the new buildings and their ability to withstand natural disasters. 
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Concerns also related to the effect of the new buildings on existing ones – essentially, if 

something went wrong with a taller structure, how that might directly impact a participant.  

 

 

Below is a summary of common questions asked and comments offered surrounding specific EIS topics.  

 

EIS Topics of Primary Interest 

 

Socioeconomic Impacts (Discussed by 8 facilitation tables) 

Comments included:  

 Explicit concerns about displacement of residents and business due to the potential for rising rents 

in the neighborhood. 

 Concerns that businesses will no longer serve the needs of current community members and be 

affordable to them. 

 Suggestion of a set-aside or below-market rate rents for local businesses. 

 Optimism that new residents would help support local businesses. 

 Concern about the needs of seniors and disabled. 

 Concern that an increase in wealthy residents will lead to an increase in police presence, and the 

impact it would have on current residents. 

 

Affordability (Discussed by 6 facilitation tables) 

Comments included:  

 Demand for details about the affordability terms of affordable units. For example, participants 

wondered about how the ‘Area’ in AMI is defined (is it by the neighborhood, borough, or city). 

Participants also questioned what the AMI bands will be and what the actual income limits will be. 

 “Affordable” must be considered relative to the incomes of neighborhood residents. 

 

Transportation (Discussed by 8 facilitation tables) 

Comments included: 

 Need to improve the F train by increasing service or adding a subway station, and making stations 

accessible with expanded/reopened entrances, elevators, and ramps. 

 Need to address issues with the M15 local and M15 select bus service (SBS) routes; an additional 

M15 SBS stop was requested to better serve the needs of residents and relieve overcrowding on 

the M15 local route. 

 Need for bus service improvements such as increased frequency of buses during all hours, more 

bus lines, and a route extension to facilitate an East Broadway connection. 

 A current lack of parking will be exacerbated with the addition of so many new residents in the 

area. 

 Concerns about overcrowded sidewalks, and congested crossings at intersections. 

 The area already has heavy traffic, and an increase in traffic from the project brings concerns 

about safety, air pollution, and noise. 

 

Community Facilities (Discussed by 6 facilitation tables) 

Comments included: 

 The local library branch is overused, and there is need for another library. 
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 Local schools are overcrowded and need better academics; residents expressed concern about the 

new population exacerbating overcrowding and felt that there is a need for an additional school.  

 There is a need for more emergency room access, more doctors, and more healthcare facilities in the 

area. The high number of elderly individuals in the area makes this need more acute. There are 

concerns that the additional population will make health care access even more difficult in this 

neighborhood. 

 Additional capacity will be needed to handle increased demand on already overtaxed community 

services such as the police, and mail service/post office. 

 One participant expressed that schools in Community District 3 – and in Chinatown in particular – are 

under-enrolled and are in danger of losing some of their funding.  

 

Construction (Discussed by 6 of the facilitation tables) 

Comments included concerns about: 

 Health due to dust. 

 Diminished quality of life for an extended period of time due to noise, increased traffic, blocked or 

closed roads. 

 Safety due to increased traffic and construction activity, with special concern for accessibility for 

the disabled and elderly. 

 Limited waterfront access during construction. 

 Structural damage to existing buildings from vibrations and the close proximity of construction 

projects. Many participants wished to know how these effects would be prevented. 

 How alternative parking will be provided to replace the parking displaced during construction. 

 

Other EIS Topics   

 

Open Space 

Participants at five of the eight tables had comments about open space. There was concern that the area’s 

few open spaces would become overcrowded, diminishing the quality of enjoyment. There were requests 

for the developers to provide support for open spaces further than 0.5 miles from the project. Reduced 

access during and after construction was also cited as a concern. 

 

Water & Sewer Infrastructure 

Participants from five of the eight tables expressed concern about the burden that the new residents 

would place on a sewer system that may be aged and in need of repair. Questions were also raised about 

the developments’ impact on flooding in the area. 

 

Solid Waste & Sanitation 

Participants at five of the eight facilitation tables were also concerned about the waste that would be 

produced by the new apartments. They questioned the ability of the city to handle the additional waste 

produced, and if additional garbage or recycling facilities would need to be built. 

 

Urban Design and Visual Resources 

Participants at five of the eight tables expressed concern about the impact of the projects to urban design 

and visual resources. Participants felt the projects were out of context, because they are much taller than 

existing buildings. There was also widespread concern about the loss of views, and worries about how the 

projects would affect the feel of the greenway.  
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Shadows 

Concerns about shadows were expressed at four of the eight tables. Participants were concerned about 

shadows on parks as well as private property. The impact of reduced light on vegetation in parks was also 

cited as a concern, with a request that the developers provide compensation for this. 

 

Air Quality 

Four of the eight tables also expressed general concern about air quality, with particular questions about 

impacts on the elderly. 

 

Noise 

Three of the eight tables cited concern about a general increase in noise. One commenter also requested 

that HVAC equipment not be placed next to common spaces. 

 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Two tables had questions about the sustainability of the project, asking if the buildings would be “green” 

or LEED certified. 

 

Energy 

Two tables were concerned about the impact of the new buildings on the city’s energy infrastructure. 

 

Public Health 

Two tables had public health concerns. Comments included concern about an increase in rats, and possible 

stress and mental health issues associated with an increase in population in the area. One participant 

asked if an evacuation plan was in place with regards to flooding concerns. 

 

Hazardous Materials 

One participant wished for the developers to refrain from using dangerous materials in the construction of 

the buildings. 

 

 

 

 


