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Two Bridges Pre-EIS Community Engagement Meeting #3 Analysis 
Prepared by Karp Strategies 
March 16, 2017 
 
This memo provides an overview of the community comments and questions gathered at 
the third public pre-EIS meeting on March 4, 2017. Karp Strategies analyzed community 
feedback provided via verbal comments, written notecards, and in facilitated sessions, in 
order to identify overarching themes. Two- to four-person facilitation and note taker 
teams worked across six breakout rooms in an open house-style meeting to run planned 
modules and to record comments and questions voiced at the meeting. Details of this 
open-house format are described below in the ‘Meeting Format’ section. 
 
MEETING OVERVIEW 
Meeting Participants 
107 people participated in Community Engagement Meeting #3 (CEM#3). Many had 
attended the previous two sessions, though many were new to the engagement meetings 
and to learning about the EIS process and EIS topics. 
 
Of those who filled out detailed portions of the sign in sheet, 43 attendees self-identified 
as living within the Two Bridges neighborhood. Neighborhood registrants who indicated 
where they lived included: four from Lands End I; five from Lands End II; three from 286 
South Street; one from 80 Rutgers Slip; one from 340 Cherry Street; and three from the 
Two Bridges townhouses. 
 
Other attendees included: a reporter from the Lo-Down; staff from the Department of 
City Planning; staff members from the offices of Councilmember Margaret Chin, Borough 
President Gale Brewer, and Assemblywoman Yuh-Line Niou; legal representatives from 
Fried Frank; environmental experts from AKRF; and the facilitation team from Karp 
Strategies. Members of the facilitation team, Fried Frank, and AKRF are not included in 
the total meeting attendance count. 
 
Meeting Format 
The meeting was structured as an open house, between 10 AM and 2 PM on Saturday, 
March 4. Attendees 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 six rooms located on two floors of the Manny Cantor 
Center. The topics were as follows: Introduction to Environmental Review (also known as 
“EIS 101”); Transportation; Construction; Community Facilities; and Socioeconomics (this 
topic was discussed in two rooms due to a large turnout anticipated by the consultant 
team based on the high degree of interest expressed by participants at previous sessions). 
The topics were chosen based on participant feedback collected at previous community 
engagement meetings. 
 
Translation in Cantonese, Mandarin, and Spanish was provided on an as-needed basis. 
Translators sat at the registration table in the lobby, and accompanied individual 
participants throughout the day as requested. In addition to English versions, all written 
and graphic materials were also available in traditional Chinese, simplified Chinese, and 
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Spanish. Moreover, many of the facilitators and/or note takers who staffed the six rooms 
were bilingual in one of the above-mentioned languages. 
 
After signing in at the lobby, attendees were invited, but not required, to visit the EIS 101 
room first to learn basic information about the EIS and public review process. The EIS 
101 room was organized in an exhibit format, with informational posters mounted on 
easels. There was no breakout table in this room; instead, 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 EIS 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 101: 79 
o Community Facilities: 35 
o Construction: 60 -70 
o Socioeconomics (small room): 45 
o Socioeconomics (large room): 44 
o Transportation: 51 

 
 
SUMMARY OF PARTICIPANT COMMENTS 
*Note: The facilitation team received a significant amount of feedback throughout the day, 
amounting to several hundred comments. The team has identified the most frequently raised 
concerns and questions in this section. 
 
 

1. EIS 101: The most frequent comments and questions in the EIS 101 room 
pertained to process, how and by whom an EIS is prepared, reviewed and 
approved, the timing of the process, and transparency. The basic question ‘What 
is environmental review?’ came up often in this room. (In general, the facilitation 
team observed that attendees at CEM #3 generally fell into two categories: on the 
one hand, those who had at least baseline knowledge or greater about 
environmental review or had attended previous meetings; and on the other hand, 
those that knew very little and were attending for the first time). 
 
Other frequently asked questions were about the timing of publication of the 
Draft Scope of Work and Draft EIS, the transparency of the scoping process, and 
how and when the public would be able to give their feedback during the formal 
EIS process. Many people asked who the facilitation team was working for – a 
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question that echoed those asked at previous meetings and reflected the desire 
of participants to understand who is responsible for the preparation and approval 
of an EIS. 
 
All other comments received in the EIS 101 room had to do with specific EIS 
chapters, and most often mirrored those made in the topic-focused facilitation 
sessions. 

 
2. Community Facilities: Comments and questions in these facilitated discussions 

were focused on the various types of community facilities studied in an EIS – 
public schools, libraries, and childcare. Most comments related to public schools, 
and reflected a fear that the addition of new residents will cause classroom 
overcrowding or result in segregation. Childcare facilities were of interest to 
participants in terms of understanding how the EIS will study them, their 
affordability, and who is eligible for publicly funded childcare. Concerns were 
expressed that local childcare facilities are already overcrowded. Overcrowding of 
libraries was also discussed, as well as the perception that there are too few 
libraries in the neighborhood. 
 
Overall, participants commented about the current strengths and inclusiveness of 
the community and its community facilities, and worried about the effect that the 
new developments would have on these neighborhood characteristics and local 
institutions. 
 
Questions were also asked repeatedly about the nature and scope of developer 
obligations with respect to community facilities (and CEQR mitigations in general) 
and how those obligations are made enforceable. 
 

3. Construction: The most frequent comments and questions in this room pertained 
to developer transparency and accountability during the construction process, as 
well as health and environmental hazards potentially caused by construction. 

 
Participants expressed a desire for transparency during the construction process, 
especially about the timeline. They asked whether the final construction timeline 
would be available publicly, and if physical signage would be posted on site, 
outlining hours of construction and when noisy activities would be allowed. Many 
people also wanted to know who would be held accountable if construction 
mitigations were not adhered to, and how the community could become proactive 
in regard to potential construction effects, like noise reduction. 
 
Finally, concerns were raised about health and the environmental hazards of 
construction, including the potential for a rodent problem, air quality, and noise 
impacts, as well as the potential for construction activities to affect both the 
foundations and structural integrity of existing buildings. Other frequently 
mentioned concerns included: the potential effects on children attending nearby 
schools of air and noise pollution, and pest control chemicals used on site; 
flooding and soil erosion during excavation; and the need to address construction-
related dust.  
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4. Socioeconomics: Similar questions and concerns were raised in both of the 

Socioeconomics breakout rooms regarding indirect business displacement, direct 
and indirect residential displacement, the affordability levels of units in the 
prospective developments, and access to affordable food.   

 
As has been expressed at past meetings, participants are very concerned about 
the neighborhood need for a large, affordable, and healthy grocery store. Indeed, 
participants indicated that while they are concerned about the tenancy status of 
Stop 1 Deli at 265 Cherry Street, they are not in need of a new convenience-type 
store, but something with a larger footprint. 
 
The conversation about direct residential displacement focused on the seniors at 
80 Rutgers Slip, with questions raised by seniors and non-seniors alike. 
Participants were concerned about the effects of relocation, even if only 
temporarily, on the health and wellbeing of seniors, as well as whether seniors 
would be relocated into apartments of similar sizes to their current ones. 
Questions were also asked about the role that HUD will play going forward with 
respect to any relocation plan. 
 
One facilitator had a long discussion about indirect displacement and tenant 
harassment. A number of participants felt that focusing the analysis on the 
potential for rent increases in market-rate housing that is not rent-protected 
would not adequately capture the potential for the proposed developments to 
result in indirect residential displacement.   
 
Finally, participants were interested in the potential levels of affordability in the 
proposed developments. They sought to know what Area Median Income (AMI) 
means and how it is determined, as well as to understand the process that will be 
followed to determine the AMI levels for units in the proposed developments. A 
number of participants expressed support for having units in 30% and 40% AMI 
bands on the basis that this would reflect the median household income of the 
neighborhood.  

 
5. Transportation: Most comments in the facilitated discussion of transportation 

pertained to public transit, but many others were also registered about traffic, 
parking, and vehicular and pedestrian safety. 

 
Participants’ primary transportation concerns relate to existing overcrowding at 
the East Broadway F train station and inadequate existing bus service. The F train 
station is already of concern to the community in regard to safety, sanitary 
conditions, access in general (but especially by elevator), crowded platforms, and 
few trains. Concerns were expressed that the increase in local population 
resulting from the new developments would exacerbate these conditions. The 
facilitation team also received questions and comments about existing bus routes, 
specifically that more local stops are needed, more service is needed at night, and 
that the M15 bus often passes stops in Two Bridges. 
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Concern was expressed that the new developments would result in a loss of on-
street parking. Participants felt that on-street parking is already sorely lacking in 
the neighborhood, and in particular, that visitors to Basketball City make it 
difficult for local residents to find spaces. The discussion of parking was part and 
parcel of a general concern that with local transportation resources already 
stressed, the neighborhood would have difficulty accommodating more people 
and their vehicles. 
 
Comments about traffic focused largely on safety concerns. Streets in Two 
Bridges are perceived to be heavily congested already, and speeding cars 
disembarking from the FDR at South Street were described as a safety hazard for 
residents of all ages. A few people brought up the idea of more four-way stop 
signs in the neighborhood to alleviate these problems. 
 

Below is a summary of other frequently asked questions and concerns raised about each 
topic area throughout the day. 
 
EIS 101 
Aside from the principal themes outlined above, all other questions and comments 
registered in the EIS 101 room had to do with specific EIS topics and chapters. The most 
common included: 
 

• Socioeconomics – Existing affordable housing needs to be protected and 
maintained by the City, and local business displacement should be taken into 
consideration 

• Socioeconomics – Poor people and immigrants should not be displaced 
• Open Space – Tall towers will have an impact on open space 
• Community Facilities – New public schools should be built 
• Neighborhood Character – Ethnic, racial, and economic diversity should be 

preserved because this neighborhood is home to a historically diverse population 
• Transportation – A solution needs to be found for overcrowding of the F train 

station 
• Transportation – The effects of construction on traffic flow are a concern 
• Transportation – There is a lack of space in the neighborhood for parking, 

especially parking lots 
• Construction – The community needs to understand when construction will begin, 

and the overall schedule 
• Construction – The community needs to understand how noise and dust impacts 

will be mitigated, due to public health concerns 
• Air Quality – Concern about air quality during construction, especially given how 

Lower Manhattan public health was perceived to be impacted post-911 
 
Community Facilities 
Comments and questions raised in the facilitated discussion regarding Community 
Facilities are generally summarized above. The following represents several additional 
comments expressed by multiple participants: 
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• Public schools – For residents in the area, education is the number one priority 
among the various community facilities discussed (especially in regard to public 
schools) 

• Public schools – District 2 schools should be taken into account in the EIS analysis, 
since many District 2 facilities are in closer proximity to the development sites 
than are schools in District 1 

• Public schools – The fact that some District 1 schools are overcrowded and 
others are underutilized reflects their varying quality; academic quality is an 
underlying concern 

• General – The Educational Alliance is considered the number one community 
resource 

• General – Very few participants who attended the Community Facilities sessions 
had children currently enrolled in public schools or childcare  

• General – The community needs to understand how universal pre-K will be taken 
into account in the analysis, i.e., whether this falls under the public schools or 
childcare analysis 

• General – There is not enough land to build new community facilities, if it is 
determined that they are needed 

• General – Questions about whether the EIS could include an assessment of 
additional users on Post Office services 

 
Construction 
Other concerns and questions expressed regarding Construction were as follows: 
 

• Pest control – Rats will move into existing buildings as they are displaced by 
construction 

• General – The safety of building on these sites at all given their proximity to the 
water and the possible destruction wrought by weather events, like Superstorm 
Sandy 

• Mitigations – The community needs to understand how construction mitigations 
work in practice, and whether their use will prolong the construction period 

• Air quality – Concern that asthma rates will increase during construction 
• Foundations – The community needs to understand whether existing foundations 

will be able to sustain construction vibrations, as well as how the foundations of 
the new buildings will address flooding and other concerns 

• Noise – The community needs to understand what levels and types of 
construction noise are considered acceptable, and how noise barriers and other 
noise mitigation measures work 

 
Socioeconomics 
Though the most frequently discussed socioeconomic issues are outlined above, other 
prevalent concerns included: 
 

• Indirect displacement – That landlord harassment is perceived to be a current, 
rampant problem in the area 

• General – Mom and pop stores are disappearing from the area, and there is 
already a general trend of gentrification  
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• General – The community needs to better understand how the Socioeconomic 
study area is determined, and if parts of Brooklyn are included in the half-mile 
radius 

• General – More needs to be known about the demographics of possible new 
residents 

• General – Displacement is not just a matter of whether existing residents will 
continue to be able to afford to live in the area and be able to shop locally, but 
also about whether they will continue to feel welcome in the neighborhood 

• Indirect business displacement – The community needs to understand if the EIS 
studies how rising costs for businesses might be passed along to the consumer 
(i.e., higher rents leading to higher prices) 

• AMI – Many questions about how to find more information online, and when the 
AMI bands will be determined 

 
Transportation 
Aside from the primary concerns outlined above, topics of discussion in Transportation 
included: 

• Traffic – Congestion on Clinton Street causes noise and concern for traffic safety 
• Other Safety – Cars speeding onto and off of the Williamsburg Bridge are a safety 

hazard 
• Parking – The need to constantly search for parking negatively affects 

neighborhood quality of life 
• Public Transit – A bus stop should be located on Pike Street between Madison 

and Henry Streets 
• Public Transit – The F train station should have two elevators, especially for those 

with strollers and the elderly 
 
 
 
 


