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Two Bridges Community Engagement Meeting #4 Analysis 
Prepared by Karp Strategies 
 
This memo provides an overview of community comments and questions gathered at the fourth 
public Two Bridges community engagement meeting on June 24, 2017. Karp Strategies analyzed 
community feedback provided via verbal and written comments and in facilitated sessions in order 
to identify overarching themes. Two- to four-person facilitation and note taker teams worked 
across five breakout rooms in an open house-style meeting to run planned modules and to record 
feedback voiced at the meeting. Translators were available either in each room or accompanied 
participants requiring translation. Details of this open-house format are described below in the 
‘Meeting Format’ section. 
 
MEETING OVERVIEW 
Meeting Participants 
Roughly 55 people participated in Community Engagement Meeting #4 (CEM#4). Many had 
attended previous sessions, though some were new to the engagement meetings and to learning 
about the EIS process and associated topics. 
 
Of those who filled out detailed portions of the sign in sheet, 25 attendees self-identified as living 
within the Two Bridges neighborhood. Neighborhood registrants who indicated where they lived 
included: six from the Two Bridges townhouses; three from Lands End I; two from 82 Rutgers Slip; 
and one from 286 South Street. 
 
Other attendees included: reporters from the Lo-Down and City Limits; a staff member from the 
offices of Councilmember Margaret Chin; a candidate for City Council District 1 (did not sign in); 
legal representatives from Fried Frank; environmental experts from AKRF; and the facilitation 
team from Karp Strategies. Members of the facilitation team, Fried Frank, AKRF and other 
consultants are not included in the total meeting attendance count.  
 
Meeting Format + Flow 
The meeting was structured as an open house, between 10 AM and 1 PM on Saturday, June 24. 
Participants were welcome to come and go throughout the day, participating in as much or as little 
of the event as they desired. 
 
Five topics were discussed in five rooms located on two floors of the Manny Cantor Center. The 
topics were as follows: EIS Impacts + Mitigation; Affordable Housing; Construction Impacts + 
Mitigation; Open Space Impacts + Mitigation; and Shadows Impacts + Mitigation. The topics were 
chosen based on demonstrated participant interest at previous sessions, as well as the availability 
of some preliminarily potential analysis ready to share with the public.  
 
Translation in Cantonese, Mandarin, and Spanish was provided on an as-needed basis. Translators 
sat at the registration table in the lobby as well as in EIS Impacts + Mitigation and Affordable 
Housing, and accompanied individual participants throughout the day as requested. All written 
and graphic materials were available in traditional Chinese, simplified Chinese, and Spanish as well 
as English. Moreover, many of the facilitators and/or note takers who staffed the six rooms were 
bilingual in one of the above-mentioned languages. 
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After signing in at the lobby, participants were encouraged, but not required, to visit the EIS 
Impacts + Mitigation room first to learn basic information about the EIS and public review process. 
The EIS Impacts + Mitigation room was organized in an exhibit format, with informational posters 
mounted on easels. Facilitators and note takers explained information on the posters and 
answered questions in an informal setting while capturing participant feedback. 
 
The other topics were discussed in more structured breakout sessions, with the facilitator 
providing general background on a given topic and highlighting materials, such as graphics, maps, 
and charts prepared to illustrate key points, and answering questions from attendees. 
Representatives from AKRF and Fried Frank provided support to the facilitators, as needed. Many 
attendees sat in on multiple breakout sessions. At times when rooms were not in active use for a 
group session, facilitators had one-on-one conversations with participants. Note takers recorded 
as much as possible of every interaction. 
 
The following is a breakdown of the approximate number of people who visited each room: 

o EIS Impacts + Mitigation: 42 
o Affordable Housing: 12 
o Construction: approx. 20-25 
o Open Space: 10 
o Shadows: 22 

 
Throughout the session, participants were deeply engaged, asking numerous questions, offering 
feedback, and utilizing the materials provided. Several participants took materials home at the end 
of the day to share with their neighbors and fellow residents. Members of the Chinese community 
particularly commented that they had never seen materials like this translated for them before, 
and with regard to the open space materials, noted that they had not known that there were so 
many open spaces close to where they live. 
 
The following sections provide summary analysis of participant comments and discussion 
captured throughout the open house. Questions and answers are provided in a separate 
document. 
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SUMMARY OF PARTICIPANT COMMENTS 
 
EIS Impacts & Mitigations 
Participants in the EIS Impacts + Mitigation room had a range of questions from general questions 
and concerns about the developments to specific questions relating to the EIS process and 
possible impacts. The EIS Impacts & Mitigation room had 42 participants, including eight people 
who engaged with assistance from translators. Takeaways from the discussion are divided into 
two categories: 1) EIS Process, Impacts & Mitigations; and 2) Other Items Discussed. 
 
EIS Process, Impacts & Mitigations 

• General questions about the EIS process. Participants had several general questions 
about the EIS process, inquiring whether there is a deadline for the issuance of the DEIS, 
whether the DEIS will be public, and about participation in future EIS-related meetings.  

• Specific questions about community benefits and opportunities in this EIS process. Some 
participants had questions about specific opportunities for community input into the EIS 
process, including with respect to the choice of mitigation measures. Participants also 
inquired whether a community benefits agreement (CBA) will be included in the process. A 
participant also asked if there are tools for the community to shape and design the 
neighborhood after construction is complete, following implementation of project-specific 
mitigations.  

• Questions about performance or funding of mitigations. Participants questioned how 
mitigations are financed, and asked about what happens if developers do not want to pay 
for some or all mitigations. Questions were also asked about the timing of mitigations, how 
compliance with mitigation measures is assured, and whether mitigation requirements can 
take the form of performance obligations rather than funding.  

• Request for specific mitigation examples. Participants were interested in examples of 
mitigations for impacts to schools, and “tangible” examples for mitigating overcrowded 
subways 

• Possibility of needing additional mitigations later on. A participant raised the question of 
the possibility that a mitigation itself may cause issues that need to be mitigated, and asked 
about the possibility that the need for more mitigations might arise during construction. 

• Anticipated construction impacts. Participants expressed many concerns about 
anticipated impacts from construction including: 

o Effects on the structural integrity of existing buildings within the Two Bridges 
LSRD  

o Impact to air quality and health from dust 
o Excessive noise 
o Concern about cracks in the street 
o Questions about the ability of the land to support the buildings 

 
 
Other Items Discussed in EIS Impacts & Mitigations 

• Affordability of Local Retail. Participants had strong concerns that neighborhood stores 
would become unaffordable to existing residents, and that the stores occupying the new 
developments would not be accessible to existing residents. Participants were very 
concerned about preserving Stop 1 Deli. Multiple participants asked for clarification of the 
term “mixed-use” as it pertains to the Two Bridges developments. They asked what stores 
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would be included in the new buildings, with one participant citing concern that these new 
stores may not offer products that are affordable for existing residents.  

• Transportation. A participant described difficulty with the level of service across multiple 
means of transportation (crowded subways and buses, difficulty catching a cab, and lack of 
parking), and had concerns about the capacity of existing resources to accommodate new 
residents. 

• Open space. Participants had concerns about losing quality open/public space due to the 
anticipated increase in people using such spaces and expressed a desire for the creation of 
new publicly accessible open space.   

• Impacts to existing buildings within the Two Bridges LSRD. Participants expressed 
concern that the development projects would reduce sunlight for existing residents of 
buildings in the LSRD. They also expressed concern that the new projects could cause 
more area flooding. 

• General questions about the development. There were some general questions, including 
who the developers for the project are, and if the buildings are being built on top of the 
existing buildings. 

• Construction jobs and opportunities. One participant was very interested in knowing 
more about construction jobs for the project, inquiring about job opportunities and 
whether construction would be done with union labor. The participant also asked how 
CBOs will be engaged to hire local residents, and suggested working with Good Old Lower 
East Side (GoLES), Lower East Side Workforce Initiative (LESN), and Empire Workforce 
Initiative. 

• Meeting notification. Some participants said more advance notice was needed for the 
community engagement meetings, and suggested placing notices in local supermarkets. 
 

Construction Impacts & Mitigations 
The Construction room included a discussion of specific concerns and technical questions. 
Approximately 20 to 25 people participated in the construction mitigation discussions. Takeaways 
from the discussion are divided into two broad categories: 1) Recurring Topics; and 2) Other 
Construction Comments.  
   
Recurring Topics of Discussion 

• Dust control was the most frequently mentioned topic, arising in at least eight 
conversations. There was concern that the mitigations discussed (wetting down 
construction sites and installing window A/C units) would not provide adequate dust 
control, and dust would still come into homes and affect the public realm. 

• Noise was the second most frequently discussed topic. Participants had concern about 
noise, stemming from the overlapping construction projects and their duration. 
Participants were especially concerned about the disruption to quality of life from 
construction noise for the elderly, as well as the impact to nearby schoolchildren and their 
ability to learn. Residents north of Cherry Street were concerned about construction noise 
reaching their units which are above the height of construction fences.  

• Pedestrian safety, especially involving children, was brought up as a concern at least four 
times. Participants cited South Street as a particularly dangerous street, and had concerns 
that it would only become more dangerous during construction of the Two Bridges 
development. 
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• Problems with physical infrastructure were mentioned by participants at least three 
times. Participants described several instances of potholes, street buckling, and water 
main breaks that were thought to be caused by current construction in the area. 
Participants expressed concerns that these problems could be exacerbated by more 
construction. There was additional concern that NYCDOT may neglect to make some road 
repairs in the neighborhood, preferring to wait until area construction is completed. 

• There was interest in knowing more about oversight of construction and mitigations, 
specifically with regard to air pollution and noise levels. For both of these issues, there 
were questions about who (i.e. which city agency or what company) is responsible for 
monitoring and how the community can also monitor these construction effects and 
mitigations. 

• Participants raised questions about the cumulative impact of multiple projects/events 
that could exacerbate the potential construction effects of the project. Questions related 
to how impacts from other construction projects such as a new flood wall or the L-train 
shutdown are factored into the EIS for the Two Bridges project, if they are factored in at all.  

• At least one participant wanted to know if phasing could be a mitigation measure and if 
delaying the Site 4A/4B project would be possible due to the closest residents having also 
been close to the One Manhattan Square construction. 

• Participants mentioned the One Manhattan Square construction project several times, 
describing experiences with this project related to the effects of construction. 

• There was a safety concern about child care facilities in Two Bridges Tower using the 
space between Two Bridges Tower and the proposed Site 4A/4B project site.  

• In a related question, one resident wanted to know if new/other open spaces could be 
made available to the community during construction. 

• Although related to open space not construction, residents were interested in having a 
children’s play area under the FDR instead of the bocce court. 

 
Other Construction Comments 

• Noise – The vibration and noise from dewatering pumps is thought to be annoying by 
meeting participants. Participants were also averse to pile driving on Saturdays. 

• Pest Management – Pests could gather at other places that are not directly on the 
construction site, such as the MTA tunnel vent. 

Shadows Impacts & Mitigations 
The Shadows room discussion was characterized by concerns relating to shadows and open spaces, 
and many questions related to the technical processes for assessing shadow impacts. There were 
22 participants throughout the day. Takeaways from the discussion are divided into three 
categories: 1) Shadow Impacts; 2) Shadow Mitigations; and 3) Other Topics Discussed. 
 
Shadow Impacts 

• Incremental shadows. Some participants expressed skepticism about the accuracy of the 
incremental shadows depicted in meeting materials, due to the small size of incremental 
shadows. There was discussion that any additional incremental shadows are negative. 

• Sunlight-sensitive resources. Participants expressed a dissatisfaction with the way 
shadow impact is studied, and felt that in addition to focusing on public open spaces and 
historic resources, the study of sunlight-sensitive resources should include a public health 
analysis of the effects of loss of sunlight in residences. A participant described the need for 
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children to have access to sunlight, as well as a need for those with limited mobility, such as 
the sick and elderly, to have access to light within their homes.  

• Visual aids. Participants had multiple suggestions and comments regarding the visuals 
used to aid the conversations about shadow impacts and mitigations, including: 

o A month-to-month comparison of shadows to assess changes throughout the year 
o Strategies to better understand the incremental shadows, such as by showing 

incremental shadows without existing shadows, or by using physically layered 
images that would allow participants to better compare existing and incremental 
shadows 

 
Shadow Mitigations 

• Shade-tolerant plantings. One possible mitigation for shadow impact, shade tolerant 
plantings was viewed negatively by a participant, who believed them to be unnatural. 
Others seemed neutral on this point.  

• Open space creation. Participants asked if the creation of new open spaces is a possible 
mitigation for shadow impact. Other participants suggested making rooftops of the new 
Two Bridges buildings publicly accessible open space as a mitigation.  

 
Other Topics Discussed in Shadows Impacts & Mitigations 

• Impact of new population on open spaces. Participants expressed concern that the 
increase in population from the Two Bridges developments will overburden local open 
spaces. Additionally, participants felt that improvements to open spaces which they 
perceive currently to have low usage, such as Lillian D. Wald Playground and Cherry 
Clinton Playground, will attract the new residents and drive out previous users of these 
spaces. 

• Access to affordable housing. Participants asked questions about how young people and 
seniors would access the new housing units, stating fears of negative changes in the 
neighborhood and an inability of younger people, seniors on fixed incomes, or local 
neighborhood residents to afford the rents in the new affordable units. Participants 
believe that there is misalignment between federal/state policy and conditions on the 
ground.  

 
Open Space Impacts & Mitigations 
Consideration of potential impacts and mitigation in the Open Space room was supported by a 
robust discussion of the current open spaces in the area. Ten participants attended this topic, and 
discussed features of existing open spaces they did and did not like as well as perceptions of these 
spaces, their usage, and the social dynamics of area open spaces. Takeaways are divided into two 
broad categories: 1) Open Space Resources, which includes discussion points related broadly to 
the nature of the open space resources that currently exist in the neighborhood; and 2) Open 
Space Mitigations, which covers participant feedback and preferences for mitigations of any open 
space impact from the Two Bridges projects. 
 
Open Space Resources 

• Mixed perceptions about impact of new population. Participants discussed the possibility 
that the new residents the Two Bridges developments may displace existing users of some 
open spaces, but also discussed the possibility that new residents may not actually use 
area parks. 
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• Concern about short-term loss of open space. Participants raised concerns about the 
temporary loss of local open space resources during construction if they are used as as 
staging areas, and wanted to know how this loss would be mitigated.  

• Not all open space and recreation resources are accessible to the community for various 
reasons: 

o Restricted Use. Participants said Basketball City is inaccessible to the community as 
a recreation resource and occupies what could be open space on the pier.  

o Physical Access. Participants questioned the ability to use open space resources 
that require visitors to take dangerous routes, crossing the paths of fast-moving 
vehicular traffic and cyclists, in particular South Street and the bikeway along the 
East River Esplanade 

o Social Dynamics. Access to open space resources can be limited by local social 
dynamics, with some groups claiming certain spaces. Participants gave examples 
including teenage and adult skateboarders dominating certain parks, such that 
other potential users did not feel welcome. 

• Concern for loss of informal open space within the Two Bridges LSRD. Participants said 
the open space between the “U” of current buildings on Cherry Street between Rutgers 
Slip and Clinton Street is heavily used and expressed concern about the displacement of 
users of this space. 

• Displeasure with some parking aspects related to open space resources. Participants 
expressed concern that some parks in the area are or could be used as parking lots. They 
were also unhappy that parking lots on some open spaces are unavailable for community 
use due to high cost or exclusive use for NYC DOT. 

• Open space resources are not necessarily parks or spaces with vegetation. Participants 
said that many open space resources lack greenery or an obvious connection to nature. 
There are many playgrounds and asphalt-paved open spaces in the neighborhood, but not 
necessarily green parks or plants.  

• Local knowledge of open space usage. Participants said East River Park, East River 
Esplanade, Corlears Hook Park, Coleman Square Playground, Lillian D. Wald Playground, Little 
Flower Playground, are the most used open spaces in the area. Captain Jacob Joseph 
Playground was also described as very important. Participants noted that Sara D. Roosevelt 
Park has multi-generational users. 

• Desirable open space amenities and features. Participants like benches, and suggested 
installing benches in informal open spaces at 265 and 275 Cherry Street. They said 
barbeque pits are often utilized in existing open spaces, and they had a favorable view of 
this amenity. Participants described shade as being both a desirable and non-desirable 
feature in open space.  

• Undesirable open space amenities and features. Participants specifically cited bocce ball 
and Citi Bikes as undesirable amenities at parks. Many participants also disliked the skate 
park at Coleman Square Playground, which participants said attracted outsiders and made 
Coleman Square Playground too crowded. 

• Passive recreation amenities are largely favored over active recreation amenities. 
Participants explicitly cited a preference for passive recreation, especially around the East 
River, fearing that active recreation would attract newcomers and support gentrification. 
Furthermore, participants perceive greenways to be a transportation amenity rather than 
an open space amenity, preferring paths with slow-moving pedestrian traffic rather than 
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“fast” transportation. However, participants noted that seniors enjoy both passive and 
active recreation in local open spaces. 

 
Open Space Mitigations 

• Types of mitigations desired. Mitigations suggested by participants focused on improving 
amenities at local open spaces. These mitigations included, in order of frequency 
mentioned: 

o More space for exercise equipment, which participants said is very well used by 
seniors (e.g. exercise equipment under the elevated FDR) 

o Several participants also desired playgrounds where older and younger children 
could play separately 

o Opening and fixing all water fountains and bathrooms 
o More lighting 
o More multipurpose fields/courts with soft ground cover 

• Suggested sites for mitigations. Participants said Captain Joseph Playground and the East 
River Esplanade were highly used open spaces by residents of the Two Bridges area. They 
felt that these open spaces also do not have enough maintenance or space for their high 
level of use. Participants did express concern that providing money for improvements to 
the most highly-used parks will harm the low-use parks, and favored investment in 
mitigations across multiple area parks, rather than putting all mitigation investment into a 
single project.  
 

Affordable Housing 
The discussion in the Affordable Housing room centered around community needs directly related 
to affordable housing, strategies to facilitate access to the affordable units created in the Two 
Bridges developments, and questions that sought more detailed information about the affordable 
units planned for the development. There were 12 participants over the course of the day. 
Takeaways from the discussion are divided into two broad categories: 1) Two Bridges Affordable 
Housing, which includes discussion related to the Affordable NY program option and applications; 
and 2) Other Topics Discussed.  
 
Two Bridges Affordable Housing 

• Affordable NY options. Of the two Affordable NY options presented (Options E and F), all 
participants who expressed a preference preferred Option E, which provides fewer 
affordable units than Option F, but offers some units at deeper affordability than any 
affordable units in Option F. Participants felt strongly that the affordable units under 
Option F would not be affordable to the existing local residents. Some participants 
inquired about the possibility of providing a mix of units other offering even deeper 
affordability, either with an income band lower than the 40% AMI income band in Option E, 
or an affordable unit mix comprised only of units for lower income bands, such as 40% and 
60% AMI.  

• Applications for affordable units. Participants felt that significant assistance would be 
necessary for the community during the application process for affordable units, especially 
for seniors and foreign language speakers. They cited the recent application process for 
affordable units at Essex Crossing as difficult, and requested that the development team 
evaluate and learn from the Essex Crossing affordable housing application process. 
Specific suggestions from participants included: 
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o Be prepared for a high volume of paper applications. Participants said many seniors 
and foreign language speakers prefer to apply for affordable housing with a paper 
application, even when provided with assistance to complete an application 
electronically.  

o Streamline the paper application process. Participants said that paper applicants for 
affordable housing at Essex Crossing faced long lag times between requesting and 
receiving the paper application and other information. A participant said that an 
extended application window would also help alleviate this issue. 

o Utilize a coalition of community-based organizations (CBOs) to provide application 
assistance, including language support. Participants—including some who are 
employees of CBOs—said that no single CBO in the neighborhood has the 
organizational capacity and experience to provide the assistance that is needed for 
large affordable housing application events, and suggested instead using multiple 
CBOs to assist in the affordable housing application process for the Two Bridges 
developments. Participants suggested engaging the following organizations for 
application assistance: Chinese-American Planning Council (CPC), Charles B. Wang 
Community Health Center, Henry Street Settlement, Grand Street Settlement, 
Good Old Lower East Side (GoLES), Committee Against Anti-Asian Violence 
(CAAAV). 

o Provide transportation to application support locations. Participants felt that 
providing transportation for local residents to centers providing affordable 
housing application assistance is needed. 

• Affordable units for seniors. Participants expressed concern about the affordable units 
that will be designated for seniors. Some participants had concerns about the ability of 
many seniors to qualify for the affordable units due to limited income. Participants 
inquired about different income targets and rent levels for the affordable units for seniors. 
Some participants were also interested in knowing about the distribution of affordable 
senior units amongst the new buildings, citing a participant’s understanding that all senior 
units were planned for a single building. 

• Credit counseling. Participants were supportive of the development team’s commitment 
to provide credit counseling, however participants felt that credit counseling must be 
offered much earlier than at the time applications for affordable units are released, 
suggesting a time frame of two years in advance to have an impact.  

• Community preference for affordable units. Many participants asked if there would be 
community preference for units, and inquired about a voluntary commitment from the 
development team to institute a higher community preference than the standard 
preference.   
 

Other Topics Discussed 
• NYC-area AMI compared with neighborhood income. Multiple participants remarked on 

the large difference between NYC-area AMI and the average income of the Two Bridges 
neighborhood.  

• Larger affordability concerns. Participants expressed concerns about affordability of the 
neighborhood, for those in rent-regulated and non-regulated housing. Affordability of 
neighborhood goods and services, including groceries, was discussed as a concern. 
Additionally, one participant described concerns of residents in rent-regulated units who 
can be subject to illegal harassment or rent increases. 
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• Need for greater social services in the neighborhood. One participant suggested that 
there is a need for financial education and assistance to prevent and deal with evictions, 
and inquired about the development teams’ willingness to support such services. 

• Community Meeting notification. One participant requested that Community Board 3 be 
notified about community meetings sooner, and that local groups be provided with flyers 
rather than having these groups bear the cost of printing themselves.  

 


