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Dear Mr. Fielder:

The Diego Beekman Mutual Housing Association, HDFC engaged my firm to

review the Draft Scope of Work (Scope) for the New York City Borough-Based 

Jail System and provide comments.  My firm regularly consults with land owners, 

architects, community groups and Community Boards on the New York City 

Zoning Resolution, and the City’s land use and environmental review processes, 

and I have been a member of the American Institute of Certified Planners for the 

past 21 years. My comments are as follows and are not exhaustive.   

Why one EIS? There should be at least two DEIS’s and as many as 4.  

Environmental reviews are designed to study impacts on local conditions.  The 

first part of identifying what impacts will be is to identify study areas for each 

topic area that will be reviewed.  Therefore, as currently proposed in the Draft 

Scope of Work, each topic area in the proposed environmental review will have 

four separate study areas.  This has the potential to confuse the public trying to 

understand the impacts that are disclosed.  This is not a trivial risk: These 

disclosure documents must be accessible and understandable to the general 

public.  For members of the public interested in impacts in the Bronx, for 

instance, they may be confused finding impacts disclosed for another project in 

another borough.  Because of the distances involved, segmentation of impacts 

would not be a concern. There is no procedural reason to keep these projects in a 

single environmental review.  Consequently, they should be broken into separate 

environmental reviews or the Scope of Work should instruct the DEIS to explain 

why these four projects were kept as a single environmental impact statement 

when there was a risk of confusing the public.   

The Bronx facility, especially, should be analyzed separately. Simply, it is 

materially different from the other facilities and will have different impacts. The 

Bronx site needs five land use actions, whereas the other sites only have two or 

three (Scope Table 2 on p.10).  The Scope explains the selection of the other 

three sites (p.5), which are near the court facilities for their boroughs, but 

discloses no information on why this site was selected for the Bronx site. The 

scope of the 
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Bronx project is different: it adds other land uses, including hundreds of units of 

affordable housing, retail space and, because this site is nowhere near the existing 

Bronx court complex, a new on-site arraignment facility.  Further, this site causes 

impacts by direct displacement (the removal of the New York City Police 

Department tow pound), the environmental impacts of which are not studied.    

HPD needs to be named as an interested or involved agency in the Bronx site  

The Final Scope of Work should be amended to add HPD as an involved or 

interested agency, as the Bronx facility will include a rezoning that will facilitate 

the construction of over 200 units of 100% affordable housing. The proposed 

affordable housing will be presumably facilitated by HPD, as such they need to be 

named as an involved or interested agency.  

Project Description: The proposed project is not sized to serve the unequal 

needs of the different boroughs.  CEQR requires a hard look, which should 

include justification of the purpose and need.  The Final Scope of Work 

should describe projects that are right-sized.   

In 2017, the population of the Bronx was estimated to be 1,471,160 people.  The 

population of Brooklyn and Staten Island is likewise estimated to sum to 

3,128,319,1 yet the project description shows the facilities serving these very 

different sized populations to be the same.  Why?  The project description should 

explain why each of the facilities need to be 1,510 beds, when they serve different 

sized populations of different needs.  Chart 1 is confusing, suggesting a nearly 

straight line decline of the population served, when points cover different and 

unequal time periods.  An X-axis showing time should be added and the Scope 

needs to better explain the current and future needs for the proposed facilities at 

the sized proposed.  Doing math on the different claims in the Scope, the project 

description is for a project that will be at only 80% of capacity in 2027.  The 

applicant needs to explain why they need a system with 6,040 beds when they 

only expect 5,000 people to be served (page 3).   

These data suggest that the Applicant is using a very broad brush to paint a 

description of the purpose and need of the projects.  CEQR requires a hard look, 

not broad generalizations. Four facilities all sized at 1,510 beds for unequally 

sized boroughs is clearly not a reasonable expectation of need.  The Final Scope 

of Work should describe facilities that are properly sized to their expected need, 

not build in an expected 20% vacancy rate.  If any of the facilities need to be 

“right-sized,” it is the facility in the Bronx.  When the Bronx facility is right sized 

for the need of Borough, alternative sites near the Bronx Courthouse become 

more reasonable facilities (see below Alternatives).  

The project description should include information on the uses that will be 

displaced from the site and how the need for those uses will be met.  It should also 

1 The Brooklyn facility includes Staten Island. 
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discuss the decommissioning of the Vernon C. Bain Correctional Center, which is 

directly related to the commissioning of this site.   

Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy: Because of the land use patterns around 

the Bruckner Expressway, a custom study area should be developed. This custom 

study area would increase the study area to the north and west to include areas 

with more direct connections to the site.  The areas to the south and east could 

remain the same, or possibly shrink, if necessary, to match the size the study area 

increases to the north and west.     

Socio-economic conditions: Direct and indirect residential and business 

displacement are studied under this chapter.  The Scope should be amended to 

study the impact of the direct displacement of the Tow Pound.  CEQR requires 

that direct displacement of residents and businesses be studied, and as a 

government function the displacement of the Tow Pound might not be studied.  It 

does provide an essential City service, however, and its relocation will likely have 

its own impacts. Therefore the Scope should be amended to disclose the impacts 

of the relocation of the Tow Pound  

Community Facilities:  As with land use, the study area should be changed to 

better reflect the Bruckner and its impact on the neighborhood.   

Open Space:  A map showing the open space study area needs to be included.  

Urban design/visual resources: The Project Description describes neighborhood 

integration as an urban design principle, which will help in “promoting safety and 

security, designing dignified environments, leveraging community assets, and 

providing added value and benefits to the surrounding neighborhoods.” The Final 

Scope should require that the EIS include a discussion of how urban design 

principles will be used to achieve these goals or the unsupported statements of 

how urban design will achieve those goals should be removed from the project 

description in the Final Scope.  

Transportation (Traffic): The Final Scope should require the DEIS to discuss 

how the impacts for the relocated Tow Pound are being disclosed.  The Scope 

shows 16 intersections will be studied for the Bronx site, mostly in the industrial 

areas around the Bruckner.  The Final Scope should include some nearby 

residential intersections to the north and west to disclose the neighborhood impact 

on the residents.    

Alternatives: The Scope includes no meaningful alternatives to the proposed site 

that would meet the Sponsor’s needs, and there appears to have been no 

meaningful engagement on the site selection process or clear understanding why 

this site was selected over as the best site for this facility in the Bronx.  The Final 

Scope should include a discussion of the site selection process and the other sites 

that were considered and why this site is preferential.   
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The Final Scope should describe alternative sites in proximity to the Bronx 

courthouses.  The locations selected in the other boroughs are justified because of 

their location near the courthouses.  Locations near the Bronx courthouses need to 

be closely examined for their potential to house this facility.  If any are potentially 

feasible, they should be studied in the EIS as alternatives.  At minimum, the 

following sites should be examined either singularly or in combination,2 and the 

size of the facility should be right-sized. 

Ideal sites adjacent to or across the street from the courthouses 

Site 1: Rear of Bronx County Hall of Justice, part of Block 2444, Lot 1.  Publicly 

owned zoned C4-6. This area is used for surface parking and is about 40,000 SF.  

Could be developed in conjunction with Site 2.   

Streetview of Site 1 in foreground and Site 2 in background 

Site 2: Rear of Bronx Criminal Court, part of Block 2454, Lot 1.  Publicly owned, 

zoned C4-6.  Currently occupied by a low-scale portion of the Bronx Criminal 

Court. Could be developed in conjunction with Site 1 with connections that bridge 

over the public street, as is currently proposed in Manhattan.  Alternatively, Site 2 

could expand to the entire all of this building, which fronts on 161st Street and 

extends to Sheridan Avenue.  While the portion facing 161st Street is substantial, 

it was built in 1968 and is reported as underutilized.  Some of the uses, such as the 

Family Court, could be moved to other buildings in the area, while some of the 

other office functions could be moved to the DCAS controlled office building at 

198 East 161st Street.    

2 All sites will require a new design, which might include breaking up the facility into different 

parts (e.g. different facilities for men and women, for instance).   
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Site 3: Concourse Plaza, Block 2443, Lot 90: a low-privately owned shopping 

center and parking structure directly across from the court houses.  The lot is 

400,000 SF so only a portion of the site would need to be acquired.   

Streetview of Site 3 from 161th Street.  This is privately owned and would have to be acquired. 

Site 4: St. Angela Merici Church & School, Block 2445, Lot 28 and 46.  (918 

Morris Ave.) The Catholic Church has closed many facilities in the Bronx.  Might 

this site become available?  Has the archdiocese been asked about their future 

plans?  The lots combine to nearly 50,000 SF.  
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Streetview of Site 4 from 162nd Street.  This is privately owned and would have to be acquired. 
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Other sites further from the courthouses 

Site 5: 925 Cortlandt Ave, Block 2409, Lots 98 and 1.  A publicly owned 

(NYCHA) vacant lot adjacent to the Metro North right-of-way.  The lot is 21,218 

SF.  Block 2409, Lot 1 is the space over the Metro North tracks, which adds 

nearly 20,000 SF to the site bringing this site to 41,000 SF.  Buildings to the south 

are built over the tracks and building at least partially over the tracks would 

continue that pattern.   

Site 6: American Pen outdoor storage, Block 2409, Lot 50; Block 2391, Lot 5. 

Mostly privately owned, low density M-zoned site used for outdoor storage.  

Occupies both sides of Melrose Ave.  Irregularly shaped but large, and like site 5 

is also adjacent to Metro North right-of-way (lot 8). Lots 8 and 50 sum to 

approximately 140,000 SF.  Lot 5 of block 2391 would bring that to over 200,000 

SF.   

Site 7: Park sites. Using mapped parkland for the jail would require an act of the 

state legislature. Parkland would have to be replaced on a one-for-one basis from 

elsewhere, which makes the use of mapped parkland for the jail more difficult 

than the other sites.  They are publicly owned and there are two parks that are in a 

good location. The two sites are across from the Bronx Supreme Court, which is 

near to the criminal court: 

a. Joyce Kilmer Park: Block 2469, Lot 1, which is on the north side of

161st Street between Grand Concourse and Walton.

b. Franz Sigel Park: Block 2467, Lot 1, which is on the south side of

158th Street between Grand Concourse and Walton.

A jail on either site would only require a portion of the park as they both are quite 

large.  
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Both of these lists should be seen as a starting point for investigation for a site, 

not an exhaustive list.  Siting the Bronx facility near the courthouses might be 

more difficult than the other Boroughs, but that does not mean it should not be 

fully explored.  Finally, if the applicant insists on continuing forward with the 

proposed site, the no action alternative should describe the community 

development scenario put forward by Diego Beekman.  

Please let me know if you, the applicant or lead agency have questions or 

comments at 646-652-6498 or george@georgejanes.com.   

Sincerely, 

George M. Janes, AICP 

George M. Janes & Associates 

mailto:george@georgejanes.com



