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Prepared by Karp Strategies 

 

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

first public pre-EIS meeting on December 15, 2016.  Karp Strategies analyzed community feedback 

provided via spoken comments and written notecards and identified several overarching themes.  

Comments and questions voiced at the meeting were recorded by a four-person note taking team; in 

addition, 41 notecards were collected with additional comments and questions.  

 

MEETING OVERVIEW 

 

Meeting Participants 
Meeting participants were wide-ranging, and notably included residents of buildings in the immediate 

vicinity of the future developments.  Of registrants who indicated their street address, 30 people resided 

in 265 and 275 Cherry Street. Also registered were residents of 275 and 286 South Street; 38 and 55 

Rutgers Street, and 80 Rutgers Slip, and other local addresses.   

 

Elected officials at the meeting were Manhattan Borough President (MBP) Gale Brewer, Council Member 

Margaret Chin, and Assemblywoman-elect Yuh-Line Niou. Several members of the MBP’s staff helped 

with meeting facilitation, and Deputy Borough President Matthew Washington moderated a portion of the 

Q&A. Representatives of the Department of City Planning were there as well. 

 

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

developer team members from JDS Development Group, Two Bridges Associates, and Starrett 

Development; architects, community groups, and the facilitation team from Karp Strategies.  

 

Meeting Format 
The format of this first public pre-EIS meeting was decided by the Manhattan Borough President’s office 

and the Council Member’s office, following input from the Two Bridges Task Force.  The general format 

was speaker presentations followed by audience questions. The meeting was structured as follows: 
● Meeting introductions by Borough President Gale Brewer and Council Member Margaret Chin 

● EIS overview by Karp Strategies 

● Short EIS Q&A session, facilitated by Karp Strategies, with AKRF  

● Developer presentations 

○ JDS Development 247 Cherry Street presentation 

○ Two Bridges Associates 260 South Street presentation 

○ Starrett Development 259 Clinton Street presentation   

● Q&A session, moderated by Matthew Washington, Deputy Borough President 

 

Attendance  
This first meeting was well attended, with 132 registrants. Given the diversity of addresses captured 

during registration and the multilingual services provided, we believe multiple voices were present at the 

meeting. However, we must remember that those who show up at a public meeting only represent a 

portion of a broader community, who may not have been able to attend for various reasons. 
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FINDINGS 

Reflecting across the broad spectrum of questions and concerns raised by the public, several top-level 

findings arose.   

 

1. Some of the comments and questions reflected broader community concerns about neighborhood 

change, gentrification and development, and were not always specific to the new developments.  

Meeting participants were passionate and expressed deep concern on a number of issues beyond 

the potential for the three developments to have environmental impacts, such as the recent loss 

of a neighborhood supermarket. As the comment period progressed, however, many comments 

were made that related specifically to impacts and mitigations of the EIS.  

 

2. Throughout the meeting, the comments expressed a general desire to understand who the 

decision-makers are, both regarding the EIS and the affordability levels for the affordable units. 

This was reflected in several questions on how rents in the new affordable units will be set and 

how impacts in the EIS are determined to be adverse. The community members sought to 

understand these processes, and gain knowledge on who made decisions.  

 

3. Another overarching area of concern, not atypical of any new development, was the question of 

neighborhood capacity and whether existing infrastructure and resources can accommodate new 

residents.  

 

4. A concern specific to Two Bridges residents was the sensitivity to how construction would affect 

building stability and resident health. Reflecting on the overall meeting comments, it was clear that 

Two Bridges community members view construction as presenting potential community health 

issues.  

 

Below are the meeting participant comments organized into three broad categories: questions specifically 

related to the three developments, comments on the review and approval process, and neighborhood wide 

concerns. 

 

Questions Related to the Review and Approval Process 

  

EIS Process 
The first Q&A session following the EIS presentation was intended to address questions specifically 

relating to the environmental review process; however, questions about the EIS were present throughout 

the meeting.  Questions and comments focused on: 
● Specifics of the EIS and public review process, including clarifying the difference between major 

and minor modifications, and clarifying the EIS timeline.   

● Decision-making in the EIS process, starting with who initiates the EIS, who oversees it and who 

decides what are the impacts and mitigations.  

● The impartiality of the environmental consultant (AKRF), and the validity of the data gathered to 

analyze impacts. 

● The ability of the EIS process to satisfy the needs of the community.  

● The outcome of the EIS. Those present wanted to understand how mitigation measures are 

decided and enforced, and whether a determination that the projects have adverse impacts would 

affect the ability of the projects to proceed.   
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Questions Related to the Developments 

 

Building height and location of sites 
A common concern of community members present was the height of the new developments, and why 

they were being built “on top of” their buildings. 
● Participants wanted to understand why the sites of the new buildings were located so close to 

their buildings. 

● Participants wanted to understand why the new construction needed to be so tall. 

● Concerns were expressed about the impact to sunlight and views when all three developments are 

considered together. 

 

Parking 

A number of those present voiced and wrote their concerns over parking availability during and after 

construction.  It appears that most of these questions were raised with regard to existing parking at 260 

South Street; however, community members present did not state their address before speaking. 

Comments included:  
● Parking is scarce in the neighborhood; especially as certain parking spaces were recently redrawn 

as bike lanes. 

● Residents wanted to know whether their parking licenses would be honored at the new 260 South 

Street parking garage.  

● Residents were concerned about price increases. 

● Parking scarcity concerns were also indicative of the broader question of neighborhood capacity. 

 

Open Space 

Participant feedback about open space was minimal, and related to concern about accessing the 

waterfront, and in particular, doing so through the new building at 260 South Street.  

 

Health 
Several people expressed concern for resident health, particularly that of their elderly and disabled 

neighbors, during the construction process.  Specific health concerns included: 
● Psychological impacts of construction and neighborhood change. 

● Excess dust, poor air quality, vibrations. 

● Sanitation concerns over the increase in household trash with new population. 

● Health effects related to lack of sunlight. 

 

Construction  
In addition to the possible health impacts of construction, as outlined in the Health section above, several 

participants present also had specific concerns about the construction process. Questions came up 

around: 
● The foundations of new buildings. 

● Impacts of construction on the stability of the foundations of existing buildings. 

● Total length of construction/timeline of all three developments. 

 

Affordability 
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Residents wanted more information on the availability of affordable units in the new developments.  Their 

questions and comments reflected skepticism over the affordability and availability of the new units.  

Participants at this meeting wanted to know: 
● Who decides the AMI levels and the rents associated with them? 

● Is there a local/neighborhood AMI, which is different from the citywide AMI? 

● Will the local community have the opportunity to live in the affordable units, and why is local 

preference capped at 50%? 

 

Questions Related to the Neighborhood 
 

Meeting participants expressed concerns that went beyond the immediate impacts of the three new 

developments and spoke about potential changes to the larger neighborhood context. They voiced 

concerns about gentrification in the context of residential and retail/commercial displacement.  Several 

residents also expressed concern that new restaurants and retail for market-rate tenants would result in 

increased prices for low-income tenants.  

 

Potential Effects on Local Retail  
Concerns focused on the existing Stop 1 deli, as well as the impact of future retail on the availability of 

affordable products in the neighborhood.  

● Several people voiced concern over the possible closure of Stop 1 deli. The grocery holds 

significance both as a longtime neighborhood facility, and because it is perceived to be the only 

nearby grocery store. 

● People wanted to know if displacement specific to retail would be analyzed in the EIS. Specifically, 

they wondered about the potential for the projects to result in a loss of the customer base for 

neighborhood retail or trigger increases in commercial rents in the neighborhood that would be 

unaffordable for existing businesses. 

● People expressed concern that new retail would not cater to current residents of the community. 

 

Potential Effects on Residential Properties 
In connection with the issue of residential displacement, community members present wanted to know 

whether the affordability of their existing units would be maintained going forward. Questions about 

preserving affordability in rent-stabilized and NYCHA units were raised. Also asked were:   
● Questions about the preservation of public housing.  

● Questions about the preservation of rent-stabilized apartments. 

● Questions about assurances against tenant harassment and displacement. 

● Questions about options for any displaced seniors, and the availability of senior housing in general. 

 

Transportation 
Attendees expressed concerns over crowded public transportation options. Their comments included 

details about: 
● The impression that there is no capacity for more people on the F train, or at the single platform 

East Broadway F Train station. 

● Their experience of long waits for the M15 bus. 

● Their perception of already limited transportation options. 

 

Traffic 
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Several people spoke about the impact of increased foot traffic, noise and street congestion. 

 

Community Facilities 

Capacity of local public schools and crowding was an area of resident concern.  Some participants asked 

the developer teams to commit to provide a new school as a community benefit. 

 

Community Benefits 

Residents asked how the new developments would benefit their community. The term “reparations” was 

used by several participants to reflect a view that the developments are taking away more from the 

neighborhood than they are providing in return. Based on the feedback collected at this first meeting, 

desired community benefits may include: 
● Grocery stores 

● Schools 

● Transit improvements  

● Local hiring 

● Access to affordable units and AMI bands 

 


