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The Waterfront Infrastructure Committee hereby reports its 

findings and recommendations relating to the infrastructure 

plan for the Waterfront.   

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Committee Appointment and Mission Statement 

 The Waterfront Infrastructure Committee (the “Committee”) was appointed by 

the Board of Trustees (the “Board”) in March of 2012 and was charged with, 

among other tasks: 

a. to assist the Board in providing the Village’s recommendations to British Pe-

troleum (“BP”) as BP begins its remedial design for the waterfront.  The 

charge of the Committee is to create a memorandum that includes a basic 

infrastructure plan describing the Village’s preferences for the location and 

key features of parks, an esplanade, roads, and utility infrastructure that can 

be constructed during the remediation of the BP property. 

b. In addressing the remedial design for the waterfront, the Committee reviewed 

not only the 28-acre Anaconda site owned by BP, but also the adjacent indus-

trial property to the south, the “Tappan Terminal site”. The Tappan Terminal 

site consists of an additional 14 acres on which Uhlich Color Company manu-

factured pigments and Chevron and Mobil had oil storage facilities.   

1.2 Mayor Peter Swiderski’s Comments 

a. In 2011, the Committee was charged by the Board to create a draft schemat-

ic plan for the location of infrastructure on the 42 acres of property that con-

stitute our undeveloped former industrial waterfront.  This document reflects 

the outcome of that effort. 

b. The idea for a Waterfront Infrastructure Committee emerged from discus-

sions with Arco/BP over the years regarding the rehabilitation and revitaliza-

tion of the waterfront.  BP is responsible for the clean-up of the northern 28 

acres of this waterfront, a Class 2 waste site deeply polluted with a range of 

PCB-derived substances and various other metals and industrial poi-

sons.  The clean-up work will include the removal of several feet of contami-

nated soil, followed by a replacement of the contaminated soil with clean fill, 

and then followed by another approximately five feet of fill on top of the origi-

nal soil as set forth in the consent decree.    During the course of these dis-

cussions, BP indicated that, were the Village to provide an indication of where 
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parks, roads and infrastructure (such as sewers and electrical conduit) were 

likely to lie, they would seek to incorporate those plans into its remediation 

design. This incorporation of the Village’s plans could mean a choice of where 

to lay down certain grades of fill, the actual laying of conduit while the ground 

was open for remediation, and the laying of road foundation where there 

would be ultimately roads.  The idea was that these engineering-phase ac-

commodations would be far, far less expensive to carry out during the reme-

diation phase and would leave a site much better prepared for future develop-

ment.  

c. The Committee was appointed by the Board to take advantage of this oppor-

tunity to provide guidance to BP during its design phase.  The Committee 

was charged with the creation of a high-level schematic plan that would indi-

cate where roads and parks are likely to be, where the heaviest development 

was likely to go, and as a result, where conduits and piping was likely re-

quired, and, finally, likely recreational uses on the waterfront so that BP 

could plan to accommodate those into its engineering design for the ultimate 

remediation of the waterfront.  The Committee was also requested to incorpo-

rate the southern 14 acres (owned by Exxon and Uhlich) into its plans, so 

that a coherent vision for the waterfront could be created.  Finally, the Com-

mittee was asked to plan for the presence and absence of the remaining 

structure on the waterfront, Building 52, since its ultimate fate has yet to be 

determined. 

d. One thing the Committee was not asked to do was to determine what was go-

ing to actually be built on the waterfront.  The site is currently zoned Marine 

Industrial (“MI”), a designation left from the days when this was an area 

dense with factories.   While the Committee had to make assumptions about 

where structures would likely be placed and where the highest density of de-

velopment was likely to be, the Committee was not asked to determine 

whether development would be commercial, industrial or residential in na-

ture.  Its only charge was to plan for the densest reasonable development giv-

en the restrictive covenants of the new Consent Order and the 2003 Consent 

Decree that govern the site, as well as guidance from the Comprehensive 

Plan and other relevant documents that govern view sheds.  There are no cur-

rent plans to rezone the waterfront:  it remains the property of BP, Exxon/

Mobil and Uhlich.  

e. The Committee addressed its charge with great enthusiasm and rigor. Its ef-

forts here reflect the substantial work put in by the Committee.  This report 

will be forwarded to the Board for review and then onto BP and the DEC, 
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which have requested the document as well, for integration into their engi-

neering process.   

f. This document represents a very big step in the process of redevelopment of 

the waterfront.  It is the first such document produced by a group of resi-

dents that will actually be reflected in the reality of a completed water-

front:  we are now officially past the point of dreaming. This is the first broad 

brushstroke on the actual canvas of the future.  Read it and begin to see the 

future waterfront coming into focus.  

1.3 Organization and Membership 

Wm. Lee Kinnally, Jr. - Chair 
Douglass Alligood 
Richard Bass  
Jeffrey Gaspar 
Kerry Gould-Schmidt 
Guy Sliker 
Brian Steinwurtzel 
Edward Weinstein 

1.4 Staff 

Susan Maggiotto 
Ex Officio Members 

Trustee Meg Walker 
Trustee Jeremiah Quinlan 
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2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

2.1 Executive Summary 

a. Shoreline Access: Maximizing public access to the shoreline is the highest 

priority. The Committee utilized four different form based planning concepts 

to assess the various uses contemplated on the site: linear (continuous rib-

bon) [Part III – Drawing 3.2]; nodes (major open spaces) [Part III – drawing 3.3];  a 

hybrid of linear and nodes [Part III – drawing 3.4]; and concentrated open spaces 

[Part III – drawing 3.5].  

b. It was determined that a linear or concentrated scheme is preferable to a 

node scheme for shoreline access because a linear scheme provides continu-

ous public access to the water’s edge.  Exceptions should be considered for 

eating establishments with outdoor seating where direct access to a board-

walk might also serve as a public amenity. 

c. Recreational uses:  The top three preferred activities identified by partici-

pants in a Village-wide survey of “quiet” or “reflective” activities include walk-

ing/strolling; picnicking and nature trails.   Active recreation uses scored 

closer to the bottom of the survey.   

d. Community Activities:  All of the community or group activities scored high in 

the survey.  The node, hybrid or concentrated scheme are preferred because 

they can provide enough contiguous open space for community activities.  

The linear scheme is not ideally suited for community activities.   

e. Density: For density, the concentrated scheme minimizes the development 

footprint; however, it has the drawback of resulting in a corresponding in-

crease development height.  Another disadvantage to this scheme is that traf-

fic and parking would be concentrated at development areas.  A decision 

needs to be made early on by the Board and the Village Planning Board to 

determine where best to concentrate development.  Development densities 

can be modulated in either a node or hybrid schemes. 

f. Bridge Access - in anticipation of the raising of the Dock Street Bridge the 

Committee recommends increasing the grades on both sides of the bridge, 

increasing the turning radii of the lanes going to the site and connecting bike 

and pedestrian lanes from the bridge to similar amenities on the site [Part IV – 

Drawing 4.1]. 

g. Road placement: The consensus of the committee was that the site would be 

best serviced by two primary roads [Part IV – Drawing 4.2].  One, a meandering 

road that would have a somewhat rural flavor, running north to south through 

the middle of the two properties.  It would intersect with or be adjacent to 

various walking and biking paths dispersed throughout the site. 

h. The second road, also running north south would be a limited access, more 

urban type of road situated on the eastern perimeter of the site parallel to 

and close to the railroad tracks. It would be designed to carry the bulk of the 

traffic servicing the site. More importantly, it would also be in the general ar-
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ea of the major utility infrastructure such as sewer and water lines and pump-

ing stations, and should be constructed with the requisite manholes and oth-

er entryways to enable ready access to the utilities.  The Committee recom-

mends that all utilities be installed below grade, situated in such a way to 

avoid penetration of the cap for future development [Part IV – Drawings 4.3 and 

4.4]. 

i. Shoreline treatments are somewhat limited by the existing conditions on the 

site. A substantial portion of the current treatment is comprised of sheet met-

al piling but alternative treatments were studied for functional, aesthetic and 

performance impacts [Part IV – Drawings 4.6 and 4.7]. 

j. The Committee recommends that the site be raised a variety of levels to as-

sure that the areas designated for development are above the 100-year flood 

plain [Part IV – Drawing 4.11]. 

k. View Corridors - the Committee recommends that views from the Library 

Park, Warburton Bridge, Washington Avenue, the train station platforms and 

Maple Avenue be preserved and that unobstructed views onsite to the north 

and south be preserved along the shoreline. 

l. Our recommendations are that the infrastructure is planned with flexibility to 

allow for future technologies, sustainability and increasing need for resiliency, 

as such, we recommend that two new sewer lines be installed; extensive re-

capture and reuse of “grey water”; that alternative and renewable energy 

sources be explored; and that various ecology-friendly building materials and 

plantings be used. 

m. There were also a variety of other initiatives for the site that were explored 

such as daylighting a portion of the stream that flows into the Hudson, add-

ing a pedestrian bridge at Washington Avenue; widening the two coves; and 

providing access to the in-river dolphins. 

2.2 Meetings and Public Workshops 

a. The Committee held over 24 meetings, all of which were open to the public 

and at which the public participated, including two public workshops which 

reviewed the work of the Committee and solicited input and reactions from 

the public. 

b. In addition, various Committee members visited the Anaconda site with BP 

personnel on several occasions. 

c. The Committee held its initial public workshop on Wednesday, November 28, 

2012 at the James Harmon Community Center for the purpose of: 

sharing the Committee’s thoughts on the layout of the property’s open 

spaces; and 

brainstorming with the public a program for activities in the public spaces. 

d. The focus at this first workshop was to provide guidance and public input to 

the Committee in the following areas: 
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The likely activities for the parks, open spaces and water-related  uses; 

The location and key features of the desired park(s) and esplanade; 

 Other open spaces; 

Key waterfront amenities such as boat access points, piers, floating docks, 

marinas, etc.; 

The location and size of the road(s); and 

The physical infrastructure to support future development, including sew-

ers, electrical conduits, telecom and other utilities, and BP’s long-term fi-

nancial commitment to maintain the site’s bulkhead and cap for a period of 

100 years. 

e. The second public workshop held on May 1, 2014, also at the James Harmon 

Community Center, reviewed the revisions to the report since the initial pub-

lic hearing and discussed the broad outlines of the report. 

2.3 Site Description  

a. The 42-acres that comprise the Hastings waterfront are divided into two sep-

arate components: the Anaconda site of approximately 28 acres and the 14 

acres of the Tappan Terminal site just to the south of the Anaconda site on 

which Uhlich and Mobil had operations. 

b. The Anaconda site is located on the east shore of the Hudson River.  The New 

York Department of Environmental Conservation (“NYDEC” or “DEC”) has di-

vided this site into two operable units, OU-1 and OU-2. OU-1 is the land por-

tion of the Anaconda site bordered on the west by the Hudson River and on 

the east by the railroad tracks. OU-2 is immediately to the west of OU-1, out 

into the Hudson River. 

c. The Tappan Terminal site is located along the southern boundary of OU-1 

and adjacent to OU-2. The site comprises two properties: what is today re-

ferred to as the Exxon/Mobil property, which is located adjacent to the Hud-

son River, and the Uhlich Color Company property, which is located along the 

railroad tracks at the eastern boundary of the site and adjacent to the Exxon/

Mobil property.  

d. The Uhlich property contained a former pigment manufacturing facility; the 

Exxon/Mobil property was most recently used by Exxon/Mobil as a petroleum 

distribution terminal, and before that by Chevron. All former operations at the 

site have been discontinued and the buildings have been demolished. A small 

portion of the southern end of the Exxon/Mobil property was used by the Pio-

neer Boat Club as a marina and clubhouse, but that use has also been dis-

continued. There had been limited vehicular and pedestrian access to the site 

from Railroad Avenue at the southeast corner of the property via the Zinsser 

Bridge. Because of its poor condition, the bridge is no longer open to vehicu-

lar traffic. 
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DDRAWING 2.1 
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PHOTO 2.1 

SOUTHWEST VIEW OF SITE  
FROM SOUTHSIDE AVENUE 
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PHOTO 2.2 

WEST VIEW OF SITE  FROM 
SOUTHSIDE AVENUE 
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PHOTO 2.3 

WEST VIEW OF SITE  FROM 
SOUTHSIDE AVENUE 
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PHOTO 2.4 

NORTHWEST VIEW OF SITE  
FROM SOUTHSIDE AVENUE 
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3 PROCESS 

3.1 The Committee’s Process  

 In developing its recommendations as set forth in this report, the Committee in-

vestigated many components and explored a number of options.   

 The first thing the Committee did was to agree upon a definition for 

“Infrastructure.”  It then reviewed the recommendations and findings of prior 

committees which had looked at the waterfront.  To assess existing grades and 

site features the Committee next utilized CAD to stitch together surveys of the 

entire 42-acre site with surveys of the east side of the railroad tracks. 

 The Consent Decree was reviewed to determine the locations and dimensions of 

“no-build” zones and height restrictions.  The Committee also identified and an-

alyzed view corridors both onsite looking to the site to help in defining and pre-

serving preferred open space areas on the site. 

 The Committee studied the possible implementation of the strategies and objec-

tives described for the Waterfront in The Village of Hastings-on-Hudson Compre-

hensive Plan of 2011. 

 In summary the strategies were defined in the Comprehensive Plan as follows: 

Objective 1. Ensure fiscally responsible development. 

Objective 2. Design a plan for the Waterfront that promotes appropriately scaled 

development that will provide economic support for the Village. 

Objective 3. Maximize public enjoyment of the Waterfront. 

Objective 4. Ensure environmentally smart development. 

Objective 5. Preserve public views of the Hudson River, Palisades and New York 

City Skyline. 

Objective 6. Preserve the historical architectural features in the area. 

Objective 7. Investigate improvements to circulation to and through the Water-

front. 

Objective 8. Proactively seek out opportunities for the Waterfront that are con-

sistent with the goals and vision of the Comprehensive Plan and the (future) 

Form-Based 

Code for the Waterfront. 

Objective 9. Ensure that built areas do not create self-contained enclaves and 

impede public access to the Waterfront. 

 

 Members of the Committee visited the site and its periphery on several occa-

sions. 

 Potential destinations and uses were identified and sited with the help of a pub-

lic survey that was drafted and circulated in June of 2013 to measure the com-

munity’s interests related to eventual uses of the waterfront. The survey had a 

very good response rate - - 703 participants, 98% of whom were Hastings resi-

dents.  In summary, respondents indicated their preferences for how they want 

to use the waterfront and what activities they would like to see occur there.  

PART III 
WIC PROCESS 



PPART III 18 WIC PROCESS 

 

 The top five scored land based uses/facilities, chosen from a list of 11 provided 

in the survey were:  

a. walking/strolling; 

b. picnicking; 

c. nature trails; 

d. playgrounds; and  

e. biking.  

 

 The lowest scoring land based use was a physical fitness course.  

  

 The top five water-based uses/facilities, chosen from a list of seven provided in 

the survey were:  

a. kayaking and canoeing;  

b. beaches;  

c. fishing pier; 

d. swimming; and  

e. pier or dock for tour or ferry boats.  

 

 The lowest scoring water based use was a Marina for transient boaters. 

 

 The Committee then analyzed the existing flood plain and grade and assessed 

possible changes to the flood plains and the impact it would have on the loca-

tions and the type of any developments. Consistent with the above, the Commit-

tee identified certain existing and potential visitor destinations on the sites: 

a. Public open space; 

b. Kayak/canoe launch; 

c. Cove areas; 

d. Access to shore; 

e. Daylit Stream; 

f. Southbound Metro North platform drop-off; and 

g. The two dolphins adjacent to the Exxon/Mobil property in the Hudson.  
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PPreferred recreational uses ac-
cording to survey responses: 

1. Walking / Strolling 

2. Picnicking 

3. Nature Trails 

Preferred amenities according to 
survey responses: 

1. Restrooms 

2. Benches for enjoying views 

3. Restaurant / outdoor cafe 

Preferred events according to 
survey responses: 

1. Outdoor concerts / movies / 
performances 

2. Farmer’s market 

3. Arts & Crafts fairs 

Preferred water related activities 
according to survey responses: 

1. Kayak / canoe launch 

2. Beach 

3. Fishing pier 

DRAWING 3.1 
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3.2 Form-Based Planning Studies: 

a. Because the site has not yet been rezoned, the Committee was careful to 

avoid land use planning as directed in its mission statement. However, be-

cause this report may help inform any eventual rezoning considerations by 

the Board, we used the concept of form-based planning in its simplest format  

- comparing solids (potential building form) to voids (non-built space, such as 

open space, walkways, roadways, etc.). We “backed into” various massing 

schemes by a process of elimination: removing lot area for waterfront set-

back, required walkways, no-build contaminated locations and view corridors, 

etc. Additionally, we factored in the restricted height limits prescribed by the 

Consent Decree. In this manner, we were able to develop different build sce-

narios that dealt with massing, not use. 

b. Using the foregoing information and process, we looked at different ways of 

providing public access to the shoreline. 

Continuous ribbon – linear 

Major open spaces – nodes 

A hybrid of 1 and 2 

Concentrated open space.  

c. Each of the form-based planning studies was evaluated in terms of the path-

ways, constructability and expandability of an infrastructure system.  

d. In addition, each scheme was evaluated for its potential to provide a pleasant 

spatial quality (including view corridors), easy access to public spaces and 

distribution of potential development parcels. 
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DDRAWING 3.2 DRAWING 3.3 

DRAWING 3.4 DRAWING 3.5 
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3.3 View Corridors: 

 The Committee looked at the site from various vantage points to determine 

what, if any, view corridors should be considered when developing an infrastruc-

ture layout. The primary source for the information came from the Village’s 

Comprehensive Plan and onsite observations and visits. 

 Given that all but one of the factory buildings have been demolished and the site 

is clear, every direction, except from the east, was considered a potential view 

corridor. 

 The Committee identified a number of view corridors that it concluded had to be 

preserved and enhanced. Those include: 

a. looking onto site from 

Library Park 

Warburton Bridge 

Washington Avenue 

The train station platforms 

Maple Avenue 

b. looking from within the site to the Palisades and the north and south river 

views: It is recommended that unobstructed views north and south be pre-

served at the shoreline along the length of waterfront.  

3.4 Constraints 

 There are several constraints to the waterfront that affect any future uses and/or 

development. 

 The Consent Decree contains a series of “no-build” restrictions and setbacks. 

No buildings may be placed at the northwest corner of the Anaconda site. 

There is a 30-foot minimum continuous setback at river’s edge, which was 

defined as Mean Low Tide. 

There is a minimum 100-foot continuous setback from river’s edge, except 

at the two coves where a 60 foot minimum setback applies. 

There is a high contaminant concentration at the Northwest corner of the 

site which leads to no build restriction there.  

Several lead hot spots and contamination outliers exist throughout the site. 

Buildings are limited to a maximum height of 65 feet. 

100-foot set back from Hudson River (60-feet from the coves) for any build-

ings. 
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DDRAWING 3.6 
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DDRAWING 3.7 
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DDRAWING 3.8 
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DDRAWING 3.9 
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DDRAWING 3.10 
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DDRAWING 3.11 
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DDRAWING 3.12 
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PART IV 
ANALYSIS 4 ANALYSIS 

4.1 Bridge Access: 

a. It became clear to the Committee that the existing Dock Street Bridge should 

be repaired or replaced in the near future due to deteriorating expansion 

joints, poor site lines, poor traffic lane alignment and an extreme grade 

change which would hamper the efficient flow of traffic. 

b. It was assumed that a replacement Dock Street Bridge will be required by the 

MTA or NYSDOT in the future to allow for double decker freight trains. Alt-

hough there exists no timetable for any bridge replacement, the Committee is 

incorporating into this report consideration for a bridge with an increased 

height, but is making no assumptions as to how it would be paid for or which 

entity would construct it.  

c. As part of any new replacement bridge, the Committee recognized that other 

elevation changes would be needed to tie the bridge with connecting  roads 

from the site:  

The increased height of a replacement bridge would require longer access 

roads on either side. The approach from Maple Avenue will likely cut into 

the hill on the south side of the library property so as to avoid a grade 

change and a major impact to the turn-round in front of the train station. 

One benefit of increasing the length of the approach ramp is that it allows 

the existing bridge to remain in place while a new one is constructed. 

Both ramps on the site (the river side of the bridge) would have to be rebuilt 

to accommodate the increased height of the replacement bridge. The south 

ramp from the bridge would lead to the raised grade of the waterfront site. 

d. Layout:  

Increased turning radii from a new bridge can be accomplished in the air 

space above the train tracks to provide better site lines. 

Sidewalks and bike paths are proposed on both sides of the replacement 

bridge to tie into new sidewalks and bike paths on the site. 

In the event that Building 52 is removed, rush hour congestion at the train 

station can be eased by providing a secondary ramp and access road to the 

Waterfront site. This new road would extend westward from the tracks to-

ward the river and gently arc to the south and onto the site. It is recom-

mended that no buildings be constructed along the first portion of this ac-

cess road, thus preserving the spectacular Hudson River and Palisades 

views from this area.  If Building 52 were to remain, the road could extend 

above the building and possibly provide direct access to parking within the 

building. 

e. The Committee discussed the history of past pedestrian bridges onto the site 

and recommends adding a pedestrian bridge at the foot of Washington Ave-

nue.  
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The majority of visitors will 
access the site by car.  Side-
walks and bicycle lanes 
should be added to both sides 
of new bridge. 

Sidewalks and bicycle lanes 
added to new bridge 

Rotate new ramp parallel to 
train tracks 

DRAWING 4.1 

PHOTO 4.1 

WEST VIEW OF DOCK STREET 
BRIDGE 
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f. The need for alternate entrances to the site, handicapped accessibility, bicy-

cle access, stair clearance, train clearance, ongoing maintenance and the ef-

fects on the adjacent neighborhoods (i.e., the railroad tracks, Southside Ave-

nue and private property on Southside) were all considered. Future zoning 

and development plans should consider these amenities and adjacent areas. 

The Committee considered the need for a second vehicle bridge at the 

southern end of the site (replacing the Zinsser Bridge). Although a possible 

second bridge is outside the scope of the Committee’s work, it became ap-

parent that a second vehicular access to the site may be necessary for any 

significant density uses. Similarly, whatever road system is developed 

should contemplate this potential second bridge. 

The Committee also recommends adding grade changes and contours to 

the relatively flat site. In addition to enhancing the aesthetics of the site, 

these grade changes could be used to mitigate the height differential from 

the bridge down to the finished grade elevation on the site.  In addition to 

improving storm surge resiliency, grade changes can provide appealing 

landscape features. 

4.2 Traffic Flow/Roads:  

a. The Committee spent a great deal of time reviewing the issue of roads and 

paths on the site. We focused on the most important elements which helped 

define the layout of the roads and structures and,  most importantly, defined 

the eventual blueprint for the infrastructure pathways: 

The orientation and placement of the roads. 

Whether there would be one or two main roads. 

Pedestrian trails. 

Bike lanes. 

b. After considerable discussion and analysis of the flow of traffic and where to 

place utilities, etc., the Committee decided that the site would be best ser-

viced by two primary roads.   

One road would run north to south and be located on the middle of the two 

properties.  It would be a meandering road that would have a somewhat ru-

ral flavor.  It would intersect with or be adjacent to various walking and bik-

ing paths dispersed throughout the site. 

The second road would be a limited access, more urban type of road situat-

ed on the eastern perimeter of the site, also running north south.  It would 

be designed to carry the bulk of the traffic servicing the site, especially 

trucks and heavy vehicles. Mostly importantly, it would serve as the foot 

print for the infrastructure of the bulk of the onsite utilities providing for the 

entire utility infrastructure of the sewer lines and pumping stations, and the 

other pathways for the requisite manholes and other entryways to enable 

ready access to the utilities, without disturbing the cap in the future should 

access be needed for maintenance repair and upgrade of those utilities. 
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Terraced landscaping 
adjacent to new access 
road and ramp. 

Ramps to site, Metro-
North drop-off  and ser-
vice road. 

Bicycle path network. 

Rural type winding road.  
No truck traffic. 

Active recreation area. 

Service road. 

DDRAWING 4.2 
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4.3 Service Infrastructure Recommendations 

 General: The Committee proposes siting major infrastructure in below-grade 

accessible tunnels. Major infrastructure encompasses sewers (both sanitary 

and storm), potable water supply, grey water supply, electrical power, natural 

gas, communications (telephone, cable, fiber optics), as well as empty pipes 

and/or pathways to accommodate future technologies. It is anticipated and 

recommended that these below-grade tunnels have roads, sidewalks and 

pathways on top.  Unlike the majority of the Village, it is recommended that 

power and low voltage distribution lines (telephone, cable, etc.) be placed be-

low grade, dispensing without the need for unsightly utility poles. Required 

“point-of-entry” connections for future buildings will be made in the accessi-

ble portion of utility tunnels, without requiring excavation into the cap. 

a. Redundancy: This proposal for waterfront infrastructure includes a single 

pathway for utilities to reach potential development sites.  This approach will 

vastly simplify the infrastructure requirements on the site, but will also pre-

clude future uses that are required by code or recommended standard of 

care to have two separate sources of water supply and/or electrical supply, 

usually from different streets, to the building.  These uses include high rise 

buildings, hospitals and schools. 

b. Sewers: there should be separated sewer flow.  Sewers will be separated into 

at least two pipes, site drainage and sanitary, to minimize the amount of wa-

ter sent to the Westchester County waste treatment plant in South Yonkers.  

Site drainage will consist of catch basins in roads, public parking lots and 

open-space drainage and conveyance pipes located under streets. Site 

drainage should be delivered to an on-site filtration system. It is recom-

mended that site drainage be tanked and stored on site for grey water uses, 

such as irrigation after filtration. (See sustainability section for concepts 

that may be employed to minimize the amount of runoff water that is deliv-

ered to the filtration system.) 

A new sanitary sewer line should be placed under the limited access north-

south road on the eastern perimeter of the site. Due to the length of the 

sewer, the pitch may be too great to fit within the proposed five-foot cap, 

meaning that either the majority of the pipe should be buried below the cap 

or that intermediate pumping stations may be required. Sewer mains rarely 

require maintenance, but each development will need to connect to the sew-

er main, so it is preferable that the plan allows for future connections run-

ning east west from the sewer with no penetration of the cap. 

c. Potable water will be supplied through pipes in this main infrastructure tun-

nel. Potable water should not be used for irrigation. Instead, “grey water” 

should be recaptured and recycled for onsite uses such as irrigation.  

d. “Grey water” is defined as untreated household waste water which has not 

come into contact with toilet waste. It includes used water from bathtubs, 

showers, bathroom wash basins (lavatories), and water from clothes washers 
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DISCHARGE PIPE 
STRAPPED TO UNDERSIDE 
OF VEHICLE BRIDGE 

PUMP STATION W/ EMER-
GENCY GENERATOR AND 
OVERFLOW TANK IN CASE 
OF POWER FAILURE 

PIPES FOR CONNECTIONS TO FU-
TURE DEVELOPMENT TO BE LO-
CATED ABOVE CONTAMINATION 
BARRIER LAYER 

PROPOSED GRADE 

SEWER PIPE (BELOW EXISTING 
GRADE) 

EXISTING GRADE 

DRAWING 4.4 

Conceptual Infrastructure  

Section 
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and laundry sinks.  Grey water must not include waste water from kitchen 

sinks or dishwashers.  

e. Incorporating private buildings on a public grey water system is difficult.  

Each building would have to deal with grey water internally; separating the 

grey water streams from each private building would vastly increase munici-

pal piping and controls. However, a system including only public facilities 

could be implemented on a smaller scale, as a supplement to potable water 

to be used for landscape irrigation.   

In this scenario, effluent from each public building’s wash basins and showers 

would be diverted to grey water collection tanks. Filtration/disinfection and 

pumping systems would be provided in a central location and would include 

solids separation, biological treatment, and membrane processing.  The grey 

water system would utilize pretreatment/settling tanks with trash screens, 

mixers, aerators and baffles to separate solids and provide biological (aerobic 

and anaerobic) digestion to reduce biological oxygen demand. A cross-flow 

membrane skid would produce the cleaned permeate, which would then be 

sent to a treated water holding tank to be chlorinated and pumped to the 

grey water distribution system. Any deficit in reclaimed water or a system 

shutdown or failure would be supplemented with municipal water as a back-

up source. 

f. Communications (phone/data) – main trunk lines should also be located un-

der this eastern perimeter road. 

g. Empty (future) – there should be room left in the infrastructure tunnel to ac-

commodate future uses. 

h. Storm surge – should be accommodated by empty pipes which would handle 

excess water from the pump storage tank in the event that a storm surge cre-

ates an overflow condition or temporary power outage to sewer pumps be-

yond the emergency power capacity. 

4.4 Shoreline Treatment 

 The Shoreline of the waterfront poses many challenges and opportunities. The 

type of shoreline material will help define future uses. The Committee explored 

and assessed the functional, aesthetic and performance impacts of various types 

of shoreline treatments which can be used to protect the shoreline from erosion.  

Some of these include: 

a. Riprap [Photo 4.13] – is an effective method of protecting the shoreline in 

which random or structured large rocks are placed over a layer of geotextile 

fabric typically placed at a 1:1 to 3:1 slope.  However, since most of the exist-

ing seawall is composed of vertical seawalls, changing to riprap would require 

the loss of real estate since it would not be possible to place the riprap sea-

ward of the existing seawalls.  Aesthetically riprap can be placed randomly or 

placed neatly providing various visual experiences. It has an indefinite 
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lifespan but requires regular maintenance.  Stones which move as a result of 

storm action can be replaced. 

b. Seawall or Bulkhead – this is typically a vertical wall constructed of steel 

sheet piling.  However, this is a costly construction method.  Such structures 

can have a life expectancy of approximately 30 to 50 years. Other materials 

often used for seawalls include vinyl sheet piling, timber or precast concrete 

planks set between vertical “H” piles.  Seawalls typically require tiebacks to 

prevent overturning.   

c. High Platform [Photos 4.11 and 4.12] – this takes the form of a pile supported 

platform with a cut-off wall on the landward side.  One advantage of a plat-

form is that the need for tiebacks is eliminated. 

d. Relieving Platform – this low platform has a seaward bulkhead and a land-

ward cutoff wall.  Like the high platform, this platform also eliminates the 

need for tiebacks. 

e. Beaches [Photo 4.16] , on the other hand, have a very shallow sloped soft edge.  

However, given the existing conditions and cleanup imperatives, it does not 

appear that they would not be a feasible option.  Beaches would require sac-

rificing land so that a shallow slope could be created landward of the existing 

seawall which would require removal of significant amounts of onsite fill ma-

terial, which may not be feasible due to the contaminated nature of the fill. 

f. Soft Edges [Photo 4.15]  – this softer, more gradual, living shoreline can pro-

vide coastal defense and natural habitat but would most likely reduce the 

amount of usable land at the site. 

g. Special Edge Treatments – the use of rough, textured and porous surfaces 

can facilitate the attachment of both plant and animal marine organisms. 

Varying the characteristics of the material can provide habitat for different 

kinds of fish and invertebrates. 

h. Curvilinear Shoreline – these non-linear shorelines reduce velocity, create mi-

cro-habitats that increase diversity, and improve hydrology of the riparian ar-

ea. Given the existing shoreline of the site, this may not be feasible. 

 The Committee also considered whether filling in part of the Hudson was possi-

ble. State and federal regulations generally do not allow the filling in of waters 

unless mitigation is provided, usually in the form of cutting back the shoreline in 

a nearby location.  Mitigation is usually required at a 2:1 ratio (i.e., expose 2 

square feet of water for each 1 square foot that is filled). 

 Also considered and recommended is the widening of one or both of the existing 

coves to provide more and varied shore area.  

 The Committee also recommends providing access to the two off-shore struc-

tures (dolphins) at the southwestern portion of the site. 
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PHOTO 4.13— RIP RAP AND SEAWALL 

PHOTO 4.14 — HIGH PLATFORM 

PHOTO 4.15 — BOARDWALK/NATURE TRAIL 

PHOTO 4.16 — IN-WATER DOLPHINS 

PHOTO 4.17  — SOFT EDGE 

PHOTO 4.18 — BEACH 
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Riprap in this location will miti-
gate the steep grade change 
and provide an attractive revet-
ment at the edge of  a major 
public gathering spot. 

Boardwalk can extend over the 
water at the deep water port, 
linking the two shores.   

Boardwalk can be sited directly 
above a sheet pile sea wall, 
without the need for a steep re-
vetment. 

The southern corner is an ideal 
location for a natural “soft” 
shoreline. 

Concrete dolphins in the water 
can become destinations ac-
cessed by gangways. 

The existing beach can be 
extended on to the southern 
portion of  the site. 

DDRAWING 4.7 
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4.5 Flood Plain and Grade Elevations 

 This site, adjacent as it is to the Hudson River, lies within the river’s flood plain. 

Any future use must take into consideration the flood plain regulations. 

a. Regulatory floodplains are defined by the elevation of the base flood in rela-

tion to the elevation of the ground. Base flood elevations are used to deter-

mine the required elevation of new buildings in the floodplain.  

b. The new FEMA map has not yet been made official.  It is expected that the 

new maps will raise the existing 100-year flood plain about an additional 

three feet which will cover the entire site.  This means that, even when grade 

on the BP site is raised five feet per the Consent Decree, at least half the site 

will still lie within the revised flood plain.  Without a significant increase in the 

elevation of the site, it is unlikely that any development will be permitted 

within the flood plain.  It should be noted that, if the current 100-year flood 

plain is not changed, the five feet grade increase will remove most of the BP 

site from the flood plain.  Obviously, any increase in the revised FEMA map 

would require a corresponding increase in the site’s elevation. 

c. The Committee recommends that the grade of the site be raised a variety of 

levels to assure that areas designated for development are above the 100-

year flood plain. 

d. In addition to providing enhanced flood zone assurance, site grade change 

will provide an opportunity to separate service and infrastructure levels from 

public access levels.  In essence, services and utilities can be at the “back 

door” of a development accessed from a service corridor along the eastern 

perimeter of the site, while pedestrians and private vehicles can access build-

ings from a “front door” at a higher elevation in the interior of the site. 

e. Another advantage to a variety of grade elevations is that surface parking can 

be concealed under a split level. 

f. If employed strategically, grade change will dramatically reduce the risk of 

flood damage, maximize the resiliency of the site and reduce the cost of flood 

insurance.  The increase in grade beyond what is required by the Consent De-

cree should bring the site into compliance with the new FEMA Base Flood Ele-

vations. 
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DDRAWING 4.10 

 

500 Year Flood Plain 

100 Year Flood Plain 

All areas shown in 
green are at elevations 
above the 500 year 
flood plain 
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Elevation +5’ 

Elevation +9’ 

Elevation +14’ 

Elevation +19’ 

Elevation +14’ 

Elevation +11.5’ 

Elevation +9’ 

Elevation +9’ 



PPART V 57 SUSTAINABILITY 

 

PART V 
SUSTAINABILITY 5 SUSTAINABILITY 

5.1 Renewable Energy 

a. Renewable Energy.  Site renewable energy opportunities are primarily driven 

by the physical site characteristics, such as the availability of open and sunny 

land or roof space for solar or the availability of wind. Renewable energy sys-

tems suitable for the waterfront site will also require an on-site load to con-

sume the renewable energy. This is because current renewables policy allows 

for renewable energy consumed on site (on the customer side of the utility 

meter) to be valued at the retail rate of electricity. While the Committee did 

look into the possibility of exporting renewable energy to the power grid (to 

the utility side of the utility meter), it concluded that this would be difficult to 

achieve and that any generated power would only be valued at the wholesale 

rate of power, significantly less than the retail rate. It is most likely not feasi-

ble. 

b. Solar energy can be generated in the form of electricity (solar photovoltaics, 

or “PV”) or thermal energy (solar hot water). Both forms require significant 

amounts of ground or roof space in order to mount the solar PV or solar ther-

mal panels. Solar hot water systems suitable for operation in the northeast 

are generally only configured to provide low grade heat suitable for providing 

energy to domestic hot water systems such as sinks and showers. This type 

of solar domestic hot water system is commercial and can provide reasona-

ble rates of return. Any building designed for the site should consider solar 

hot water systems to meet domestic hot water loads. Solar thermal systems 

suitable for providing space heating in buildings are more difficult in the 

northeast climate, but can be considered during building design, especially 

as part of an advanced non-ground source heat pump system (Note: the use 

of ground source heat pumps is not recommended for this site due to the 

need to limit disturbance to the soil cap installed as part of the site remedia-

tion.) 

c. Significant opportunity exists for solar PV energy generation on the water-

front site. However, allocating space for the PV panels can be difficult. As an 

extreme example, covering the entire 45 or so acres with a ground mounted 

solar power system would generate up to 8 MW of power, or enough to power 

600-800 homes. A more likely scenario would be to not take up any valuable 

land area at the site for solar energy generation and instead integrate solar 

PV panels on to the roofs of any buildings constructed at the site. This type of 

solar configuration is becoming common in New York and is expected to off-

set up to 10%-20% of the electrical load of the type of buildings that may be 

constructed at the site.  

d. Wind Power.  The Committee studied the possibility of utilizing wind power at 

the site. According to a report generated on the New York State Energy Re-

search Authority Small Wind Explorer web site, the Hastings- on-Hudson wa-
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natural systems 
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DRAWING 5.2 

VEGETATED SWALE 

PHOTO 5.1 
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VEGETATED SWALE 
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terfront has a very poor wind resource potential. The report is found in Ap-

pendix V.  This resource potential is based on calculating the expected energy 

generation of wind turbines installed on site relative to other areas on New 

York. While the wind does blow on the Hastings waterfront, and a wind tur-

bine installed there would generate some energy, the overall amount of ener-

gy and the economic payback for the project would be very poor.  

e. Extrapolating this data for the installation of large turbines at this site is rela-

tively straightforward, i.e., the wind resource for a large turbine installation 

would also be considered poor. In addition, because a large wind turbine may 

generate more energy than can be used on site, the excess energy would be 

valued at the wholesale rate, therefore significantly decreasing the economic 

payback. 

f. Economics aside, siting a wind turbine on the waterfront would be difficult, 

primarily due to permitting issues. Wind turbine projects are generally re-

quired to conduct environmental assessments. These assessments include 

how the wind turbine would affect local bird and bat populations, how they 

would affect view sheds for local residents and how much noise they would 

generate. All of these issues have created significant obstacles for siting wind 

turbines in populated areas in New York and would most likely be adverse to 

any use of the site. 

g. Site and street lighting should be kept to a minimum to preserve the “dark 

sky” character of the site. All lighting should be “zero cut-off”, meaning that 

100% of the light produced is aimed downward toward the ground. It is rec-

ommended that lighting be solar powered and LED. 

h. Heat reducing hardscapes are encouraged. 

i. Permeable paving will enhance drainage. 

j. Gas lines will deliver natural gas and the main gas tank line should also be 

located under the eastern perimeter road. 
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PART VI 
ADDITIONAL  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

6 ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS 

6.1 Additional Recommendations 

a. Daylighting a portion of the stream that runs underground from the waterfall 

behind the Cropsey Estate, under the Metro North tracks and continues un-

derground through the site to the Hudson River. The Committee studied day 

lighting only the portion of the stream that runs under the BP portion of the 

waterfront, on the west side of the Metro North train tracks. The recent Yon-

kers day lighting project at Larkin Plaza at the Yonkers train station was used 

as a frame of reference. Positive benefits of daylight include to the potential 

for pedestrian walkways, view preservation, storm water drainage and intrin-

sic beauty. 

b. Bicycle path network: The committee recommends that a dedicated bike path 

be developed from the dock Street bridge all around the site, connecting to 

the recommended replacement Zinsser Bridge. 

c. Walking path. 
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PHOTO 6.1 

Daylit Stream in Yonkers 
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Terraced landscaping 
adjacent to new access 
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Building 52 

DDRAWING 6.3 

As stated in the Introduction, part of the 

Committee's task was to present an in-

frastructure plan and recommendations 

that would work whether Building 52 

were to remain or be demolished.  In an 

effort to avoid developing a lesser plan 

as a compromise, we developed our 

plans as a blank slate.  The site plan 

"Site Plan with Building 52" is provided 

to show how the plan will work if Build-

ing 52 were to remain.  The plan is es-

sentially the same as the "Site Plan with-

out Building 52", with the following ex-

ceptions: 

●  the road extending from the new, 
raised Dock Street Bridge would 
"fly over" Building 52.  Direct ac-
cess from the road to the build-
ing may be possible, but would 
have to be studied and is not 
shown in this drawing; 

 

●  the terraced landscape from 
Dock Street Bridge landing to the 
northwest corner is replaced by 
flat landscaping at the new site 
elevation;  

 

●  a retaining wall is constructed 
around Building 52 to manage 
the grade elevation changes; and 

 

●  the pumping station and emer-
gency generator are relocated 
from their current location to in-
side Building 52, as well as over-
flow or filtration tanks that are 
recommended elsewhere in this 
report. 
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PART VII 
CONCLUSIONS 7 Conclusions 

a. Planning should accommodate a variety of on-site circulation types: pedestri-

an, bicycle, passenger vehicles touring the site, passenger vehicles heading 

to a specific destination, delivery trucks, and service and emergency vehicles. 

 

b. Public access to the shoreline should be continuous and uninterrupted.   

 

c. Development should be toward the eastern part of the site to provide uninter-

rupted access to and views of the Hudson River and the Palisades.  The pri-

mary service access road should run in a north/south orientation adjacent to 

the railroad tracks, providing direct access to areas designated as developa-

ble.  Primary infrastructure pathways should be under the primary access 

road.   

 

d. Infrastructure pathways should be below grade, straight, maintainable and 

upgradable, installed in such a manner as to eliminate the need to penetrate 

the cap to make connections for future development and construction. 

 

 e. Sustainability and resiliency measures should be built into the infrastruc-

ture.    
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APPENDIX A 

HISTORY OF THE SITE 

8.1 Appendix A – History of  the Site 

a. The Anaconda Site 

 The Anaconda site was created in the late 1800’s and early 1900’s from fill 

that was deposited in the river, consisting of a mixture of large stone, gravel, 

ash, slag, broken concrete, brick and glass, and other debris. 

 This fill material is approximately 10-20 feet thick along the railroad tracks, 

and 20-40 feet thick along the river. Beneath the fill layer lies the Marine Silt, 

which is a structurally weak clayey silt material that is approximately 40 feet 

thick along the shoreline. Beneath the Marine Silt lies the Basal Sand unit, a 

very dense sand and gravel material, into which all structural piles for site 

buildings were placed. Groundwater is approximately 2 to 8 feet below 

ground surface in the fill material, and is influenced by tidal variation. 

Groundwater in the Basal Sand unit is confined by the Marine Silt unit and is 

present in an artesian condition.  

 The shoreline shows signs of historical erosion due to storm events and wave 

action.  

 Low-lying parts of the site have been flooded during larger storms, most re-

cently in 2012 during Super Storm Sandy which saw flooding across the en-

tire site onto River Street. 

 The Anaconda site has been used for industrial and commercial purposes 

since it was created in the mid-1800’s.  

 Early uses include a sugar manufacturing, pavement manufacturing, and ca-

ble manufacturing by a predecessor of Anaconda, National Conduit and Cable 

Company. From 1919 to 1977, the property was owned and operated by Ana-

conda and its predecessor, the Hastings Wire and Cable Company.  It was 

used for manufacturing copper wire and cable, including a unique type of pol-

ychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) insulated cable made for the United States Navy 

during the World War II era. 

 The legacy of those cable manufacturing operations is the presence of elevat-

ed levels of PCBs that require remediation under the aegis of the DEC. 

 Most of the Anaconda site is now covered by pavement or concrete building 

slabs. All but one of the buildings has been razed. The remaining building on 

the site is known as Building 52.  

 The shoreline consists of areas of loosely-placed rip rap and concrete rubble 

in the north and decaying wooden bulkheads, docks and piers in the central 

area. Two former boat slips are present along the waterfront, both of which 

have filled in to a shallow depth with naturally-deposited sediment. The 

shoreline south of the South Boat Slip consists of modern steel sheeting. 

 Anaconda ceased operations in 1974. Wire manufacturing operations, espe-

cially those during World War II under the direction of the U.S. Navy, caused 

the release of PCBs and metals to site soil, groundwater and sediments. A 

site investigation was performed in 1986-87 in connection with a proposed 
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real estate development which led to the discovery of high levels of PCBs be-

neath the northwest corner of the site. 

b. The Tappan Terminal Site 

 The Tappan Terminal site is an inactive hazardous waste disposal site and 

was formerly used for petroleum storage and the manufacture of dyes, pig-

ments and photographic chemicals. 

 Like the adjacent Anaconda site, the Tappan Terminal site was created by the 

placement of fill into the Hudson River between 1868 and 1970. This fill ma-

terial typically consisted of sand and gravel mixed with bricks, concrete, 

stone, timber, ash, slag, shells, and other debris.  

 Between 1897 and 1955 the site was owned by Zinsser & Company and used 

for the manufacture of dyes, pigments and photographic chemicals. In 1955, 

the Harshaw Chemical Company purchased Zinsser and continued operations 

at the site. In 1961, Tappan Tanker Terminal purchased the property and be-

gan operating a petroleum distribution facility on the western portion of the 

site. Beginning in 1964, Paul Uhlich & Company leased, then purchased, the 

eastern portion of the site for the manufacture of pigments. This operation 

later became the Uhlich Color Company. Mobil purchased the western por-

tion of the site in 1975 and continued petroleum distribution operations. The 

DEC has identified the presence of the following contaminants at the site: 

chlorobenzene, semi-volatile organic compounds, and metals including cop-

per, nickel and zinc. 

 When Mobil ceased operations on their property in 1985, a number of oil 

spills and bulk storage violations were discovered. In 1987, the NYSDEC 

listed the site as a Class 2 site in the Registry of Inactive Hazardous Waste 

Disposal Sites in New York.  

 During a 1992 repair of a sewer pipe at the site, evidence of a petroleum re-

lease on both properties was discovered. Contaminated soil was stockpiled 

and later sent off site for disposal. The extent of petroleum contamination 

was investigated between 1992 and 1994. In 1994, an oil remediation plan 

was approved under the NYSDEC's Spill Response program and Mobil and 

Uhlich entered into a Stipulation Agreement to remediate this spill. 

 In 1996 Mobil entered into a Voluntary Agreement with the DEC to investigate 

petroleum contamination on the western portion of the site. Because none of 

the potentially responsible parties agreed to perform a comprehensive inves-

tigation of the entire site, the site was referred for a State-funded investiga-

tion in 1998. However, after 1998, Mobil conducted some focused investiga-

tions and technology pilot studies on contamination located on their portion 

of the site. The Uhlich Color Company ceased operations at the site in 2002, 

and most buildings at the site were demolished in early 2003. There are no 

structures on the site at the present time. 
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APPENDIX B 

CONSENT DECREE 
OUTLINE 

8.2 Appendix B – Consent Decree Outline 

a. In 1994 the Hudson Riverkeeper Fund, Inc. (“Riverkeeper”) sued  the AR  in 

the United States District Court for the Southern District of New York, 94 Civ. 

No. 2741 (WCC). The Village subsequently intervened as a party plaintiff in 

the suit. The Riverkeeper and the Village alleged claims under the Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act (“RCRA”) Section 7002(a)(1)(B), 42 U.S.C. 

§6972(a)(1)(B) that the presence of PCBs in soil, water, and sediment at or 

near the Anaconda Site presented an imminent and substantial endanger-

ment to health. An additional claim was asserted for response actions and 

response costs under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compen-

sation, and Liability Act, as amended (42 U.S.C.§§9601 et seq.). 

b. In 2003, the parties entered into a Consent Decree resolving the litigation. 

That Consent Decree established a broad set of remedies for the Anaconda 

site, the essential components of which include the following:  

 
Depths of Excavation of PCBs and Heavy Metals: The excavation of soils 

containing concentrations of PCBs greater than 10 parts per million 

(“ppm”) as follows: 

 Throughout most of the 28-acre site, excavation of all soils containing con-
centrations of PCBs greater than 10 ppm and all lead hotspots; 

 in the Northwest Corner of the site, on approximately 1.25 acres, and 
along the shoreline in the vicinity of the Northwest Corner, excavation is to 
be to a depth of at least 7 feet; and 

 in the limited remaining area (consisting of a few acres) in the northern 
portion of the Site, excavation to a depth of at least to 9 feet, and, in an 
approximately 12,500 square-foot subportion of this area, to a depth of up 
to 12 feet (excavation to these depths in this area should remove substan-
tially all soils containing PCBs in concentrations greater than 10 ppm). 

In those limited areas known as the Northwest Corner and the adjacent 

shoreline area, where total removal is not practical or safe for engineering 

or environmental reasons, the remaining pockets of contamination would be 

contained by underground walls, covered with 7 or more feet of clean back-

fill in the excavated area, and then sealed with the additional five-foot cap 

that is required for the entire Site, as described below, which is more than 

adequate to provide for human and environmental health and safety. 

c. A five-foot cap is to be placed on the entire OU-1 site consisting of: 

a six-inch layer of asphalt or similar material at the Site’s current elevation 

a demarcation layer to identify the cap and indicate the “no excavation” are-

as, for instance a snow fence or material of a different character 

a four-foot layer of clean fill; and 

a six-inch layer of topsoil 

d. Installation of Bulkhead:  installation of a new bulkhead along the shoreline of 

the Site. 
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e. Additional features: 

the designation of a minimum of 6.25 acres, and possibly up to 14.25 

acres, of open space on the Site; 

public access to such open space areas that would allow for the creation of 

parks, riverfront promenades, or other desirable public uses; 

a 65-foot height restriction and 100-foot setback from the Hudson River (60 

feet from the coves) for any buildings constructed on the Site; 

a prohibition against the use of any groundwater from the Site for drinking, 

irrigation or domestic purposes; and 

a prohibition against any detached single family residential homes on the 

Site; and a long-term financial commitment from BP to maintain the Site 

bulkhead and cap for a period of 100 years.  
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APPENDIX C 

VILLAGE SURVEY 
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TRAFFIC STUDY PREPARED BY: 
BFJ Planning and Pratt Institute PSPD (2014) 

“REPRINTED WITH PERMISSION” 

APPENDIX D 

TRAFFIC STUDY 
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APPENDIX E 

WIND STUDY 
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100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN - A oone-hundred-year flood is a flood event that has a 1% probability 

of occurring in any given year. The 100-year flood is also referred to as the 1% flood, since 

its annual exceedance probability is 1%,[1] or as having a return period of 100-years. The 

100-year flood is generally expressed as a flowrate. Based on the expected 100-year flood 

flow rate in a given creek, river or surface water system, the flood water level can be 

mapped as an area of inundation. The resulting floodplain map is referred to as the 100-

year floodplain, which may figure very importantly in building permits, environmental regu-

lations, and flood insurance. 

BOARDWALK - A bboardwalk (board walk, boarded path, promenade) is a constructed pedes-

trian walkway along or overlooking beaches; or as walking paths and trails over bogs and 

wetlands and above fragile ecosystems, usually built with wood.  Many of the original 

boardwalks in the United States have developed to be so successful as commercial districts 

and tourist attractions that the simple wooden pathways have been replaced by esplanades 

made of concrete, brick or other construction, sometimes with a wooden facade on the sur-

face and sometimes not. Indeed in many parts of the U.S. today the term boardwalk often 

carries more the connotation of a waterfront, pedestrian, entertainment district than the 

original meaning of a wooden path. 

BULKHEAD - A bbulkhead is a vertical structure that acts as a retaining wall usually con-

structed parallel to a shoreline. 

BULKHEAD TOE REVETMENT - A sloped stone structure placed on the channelward side of a 

bulkhead. 

ELEVATION - The eelevation of a geographic location is its height above a fixed reference 

point.  NGVD 29 stands for National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929. It is a system that 

has been used by surveyors and engineers for most of the 20th Century. It has been the ba-

sis for relating ground and flood elevations, but it has been replaced by the more-accurate 

North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88).  

ESTUARY -- An embayment of the coast in which fresh river water entering at its head mixes 

with the relatively saline ocean water. When tidal action is the dominant mixing agent it is 

usually termed a tidal estuary. Also, the lower reaches and mouth of a river emptying di-

rectly into the sea where tidal mixing takes place. The latter is sometimes called a river es-

tuary. 

GRADE - the pitch of a slope such as a hill, road or railway. 

INFRASTRUCTURE - Technical structures (pipes, tunnels, utility poles, catch basins, etc.) that 

support development, such as roads, bridges, potable water supply, grey water supply, fire 

water supply, sanitary sewers, storm sewers, normal electrical power, emergency electrical 

power, telecommunications, (telephone, cable, fiber optics, emergency), street lights, as 

well as empty pipes and / or pathways for future technologies.  

PART IX 
DEFINITIONS 
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INTEGRATED VEGETATION BUFFERS - Create or enhance wetland and riparian buffer vegeta-

tion along gradient from mid tide landward to upland area; allow native vegetation to grow 

without frequent mowing or add new wetland and riparian buffer vegetation, e.g. trees, 

shrubs, deep rooted grasses, perennials, and ground covers. May require bank grading.  

Replace waterfront lawn with ornamental grasses, native shrubs and small trees. 

NEARSHORE WATER DEPTH - The vertical distance between the water surface and the sub-

merged bottom usually referenced in feet below the mean low water elevation (e.g. – 2 ft 

MLW).  SShallow  at 30 ft. channelward from MLW, water depth is < 3 ft.  DDeep  at 30 ft. 

channelward from MLW, water depth is > 3 ft. 

RIPRAP - Riprap, is rock or other material used to armor shorelines, streambeds, bridge 

abutments, pilings and other shoreline structures against scour, water or ice erosion.  It is 

made from a variety of rock types, commonly granite or limestone, and occasionally con-

crete rubble from building and paving demolition. It can be used on any waterway or water 

containment where there is potential for water erosion.  

REVETMENT - A sloped structure constructed with large, heavy stone or other material 

(riprap) placed against the upland bank for erosion protection. The size of a revetment 

should be dictated by the wave height expected to strike the shoreline. 

SHEET PILES - a pile that is pressed or molded from sheet metal or vinyl so as to interlock 

with other such piles to form a retaining wall or other piling installation. 

SHORELINE - The intersection of the land with the water surface. The shoreline shown on 

charts represents the line of contact between the land and a selected water elevation. In 

areas affected by tidal fluctuations, this line of contact is the mean high water line. 

SOFT EDGE - Soft engineering is defined as the use of ecological principles and practices to 

reduce erosion and achieve the stabilization and safety of shorelines and the area that sur-

rounds rivers, while enhancing the habitat, improving aesthetics, and also saving money. It 

is achieved through use of vegetation and other materials to soften the land-water interface, 

thus improving ecological features without compromising the engineered integrity of the 

shoreline or any river edges. 
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