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Red Hook Research Questions 

For consideration in evaluating potential resiliency projects 

 

DRAFT January 5, 2014 

 

 

NOTE: This document is intended to provide general information for reference by the 

New York Rising Planning Committee. It is a draft working document, and is not 

intended to reflect final analysis, conclusions or recommendations regarding existing 

conditions and/or policy solutions for resiliency planning in Red Hook. 
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
 

1. What is the breakdown of jobs across all industries in Red Hook? What is the breakdown of 
employment by sector among Red Hook residents? 

 
In 2012 according to Dun & Bradstreet/ESRI, of the 6,000 jobs located in Red Hook, 39% were in the 
industrial, manufacturing, and maritime sectors (Wholesale Trade, Transportation & Warehousing, 
Manufacturing, Waste Management). This rises to 58% when one adds in construction. 
 
Retail jobs comprise 5% of Red Hook employment according to Dun & Bradstreet, or approximately 300 
jobs. However ReferenceUSA, another data source that more carefully tracks retail specifically and that 
lists number of employees by business, identified 650 retail jobs in Red Hook, 400 of which are located at 
Ikea.  
 
 
Breakdown of jobs across all industries in Red Hook (Dun & Bradstreet/ESRI 2012) 

 

 

Industrial activity comprises a smaller share of employment among Red Hook residents. According to a 

2005-2009 American Community Survey estimate, 15.4% of Red Hook’s employed population over age 

16 works in the industrial sector (including jobs in manufacturing, construction, wholesale trade, 
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transportation and warehousing, and waste management services). Among Red Hook residents, 22% work 

in retail (including retail, accommodation and food services).  

It is noteable that only 6% of Red Hook residents (300 people) work within Red Hook itself. Among Red 

Hook Houses residents only, roughly the same proportion work within the neighborhood.  

 
Breakdown of employment by sector among Red Hook residents (American Community Survey 2005-
2009 Estimate) 

 

 

2. What resources does the Industrial Business Zone currently provide for industrial businesses in 
Red Hook?  

The Industrial Business Zone in Red Hook is one of 16 citywide established by the City of New York in 

2006. In IBZs, the City provides tax incentives and other benefits to support the preservation and growth 

of industrial and manufacturing businesses. The City also expressed a commitment not to re-zone industrial 

land for residential use in IBZs. Red Hook is part of the Southwest Brooklyn IBZ, whose contract is managed 

by the Southwest Brooklyn Industrial Development Corporation (SBIDC); the majority of Red Hook industrial 

businesses are located within it. The Planning Team has not yet identified existing evaluations of the impact 

that the IBZ has had on Red Hook. However the IBZ structure may be a vehicle for delivering future 

resiliency-focused technical assistance or financing tools to industrial businesses. 

Industrial and manufacturing businesses which relocate to or within an IBZ are currently eligible for an IBZ 

Relocation Tax Credit and technical assistance: 

 A Relocation Tax Credit is a one-time tax credit, administered by the NYC Department of Small 
Business Services, available to firms either relocating to an IBZ from outside, or relocating within it.  
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Eligible businesses must be industrial or manufacturing firms (utilities and waste management firms 
are ineligible) which have been operating continuously during the 2 years prior to the relocation.  
Firms must continuously occupy the new site (which can be purchased or leased) for a minimum of 5 
years immediately following relocation.  Businesses receive a credit against their NYC 
Incorporated/Unincorporated Business Taxes up to the lesser of $1,000 per relocated employee 
or $100,000.  Firms typically apply for the credit within the tax year in which they relocated. 

 Technical assistance: SBIDC, as part of its IBZ contract, provides industrial and manufacturing 
firms guidance on additional funding opportunities that may be available, abiding by regulatory 
requirements, and workforce development. These efforts have included technical assistance on 
resiliency upgrades for Red Hook businesses, including a Small Business Storm Preparedness 
Workshop held in September 2013.  

 

Map of the Southwest Brooklyn IBZ (Source: NYCEDC 2013)  

 

 

3. What are possible mechanisms to increase and/or enforce local hiring?  

Traditional methods for promoting hiring of local residents have included workforce training to bolster 

alignment of residents’ skills with those sought by employers, and job placement services to match 
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companies hiring with residents seeking work. Both have been facilitated either by an outside provider, or 

through direct funding/incentives to local businesses. Additional information about programs available to 

Red Hook includes (but is not limited to): 

 NYC Department of Small Business Services: 

http://www.nyc.gov/html/sbs/nycbiz/html/summary/recruitment.shtml 

 Southwest Brooklyn Industrial Development Corporation: 
http://www.sbidc.org/employment.htm 

 

In addition, there are two mechanisms that have evolved to require businesses to hire locally, generally in 

connection with receipt of public benefits or regulatory approvals: local hiring ordinances, and Community 

Benefits Agreements (CBAs). There are precedents for CBAs in New York City, which are legally-binding 

agreements made between community groups and a developer or government entity that require a 

particular development to meet specified thresholds around local hiring, living wage standards, and 

affordable housing. A number of publicly available sources exist for case studies and resource guides on 

such mechanisms, including: 

 Annie E. Casey Foundation: http://www.aecf.org/upload/PublicationFiles/AECF_CBA.pdf 

 New York City 2010 Task Force on Community Benefits Agreements: 
http://www.goodjobsny.org/sites/default/files/docs/task-force-report-final.pdf 

 PolicyLink: 

http://www.policylink.org/site/c.lkIXLbMNJrE/b.5137627/k.8819/How_to_Use_it.htm 

 

4. What is the definition of and basic considerations for a merchants association, BID, and other 
organization models? 

Commercial corridor organizing entities and systems can provide important emergency preparedness 

resources to Red Hook businesses, and can lead the way on corridor-wide capital improvements. By 

sharing information and resources, businesses that are part of a formal or informal organization may be 

able to protect themselves better and rebound faster after a storm. While Red Hook does not currently 

have a formal commercial corridor association, there have been efforts over the years to establish 

merchant entities and other economic development organizations, such as the Red Hook Business Association 

and Red Hook Economic Development. There are also discussions currently underway, such as among those 

involved in ReStore Red Hook.  

Possible corridor organizational structures that may be considered for Red Hook are summarized in the 

following table. Each presents different pros and cons, but all could establish a platform for providing 

resiliency education, technical support, and/or sharing the cost of resiliency and emergency preparedness 

projects. 

Through the HUD Rebuild by Design Competition, The HR&A Advisors/Cooper, Robertson and Partners 
team, with SBIDC, is investigating the feasibility of establishing a commercial organizing entity and 
whether this could be a platform for building or corridor-level solutions. This effort may provide additional 
information on the feasibility of a merchants association or other organizations in Red Hook. 

http://www.nyc.gov/html/sbs/nycbiz/html/summary/recruitment.shtml
http://www.sbidc.org/employment.htm
http://www.aecf.org/upload/PublicationFiles/AECF_CBA.pdf
http://www.goodjobsny.org/sites/default/files/docs/task-force-report-final.pdf
http://www.policylink.org/site/c.lkIXLbMNJrE/b.5137627/k.8819/How_to_Use_it.htm
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 BID Merchant Association Local Development 
Corporation (LDC) 

Definition  A City-recognized partnership 
among property owners in a 
commercial district 

A voluntary organization of 
business owners in an 
commercial district 

A private, not-for-profit 
corporation often created 
by, or for the benefit of, 
local governments for 
economic development or 
other public purposes 

Funding Sources Special assessment levied upon 
the commercial properties in a 
district, providing a steady and 
reliable source of funding 

SBS grants available; 
membership fees are 
voluntary contributions and 
may therefore provide a less 
robust and reliable source of 
funding than a BID 
assessment 

Government contracts, 
public and private 
contributions, rental 
income, and administrative 
fees 

Organizational 
Structure/Leadership  

Board of Directors composed of 
property owners, commercial 
tenants, residents and elected 
officials 

Merchant 
leadership/Steering 
Committee composed of 
property owners and 
commercial tenants  

Board of Directors 
composed of business 
leaders, community 
leaders, and residents 

Feasibility of start-up  Difficult: process is supervised by 
SBS and requires extensive 
planning and public outreach and 
City Council legislation 
authorization. Also requires 
significant commercial property 
base to generate enough 
assessments, difficult in Red Hook, 
whose commercial corridors (e.g., 
Van Brunt) feature commercial 
interspersed with residential.  
Additionally, BIDs are required 
to have at least one full-time 
paid staffmember. 

Less complex: guidance is 
provided by SBS but there is 
no required formal process. 
Steering Committee sets 
process criteria. Could tailor 
the scope and coverage area 
of the association to the 
specific needs of Red Hook 
businesses. Staffing is 
voluntary. 

Less complex: can be 
established as a 501(c)(3) 
private nonprofit 
organization or local 
public authority without 
enacting special 
legislation. Typically covers 
a neighborhood and not a 
specific corridor.  LDCs 
typically have larger 
staffing needs due to 
multiple program areas 
within their scope, and 
often employ at least 5-10 
people. 

Services May include: 

 Street maintenance (cleaning, 
graffiti removal) 

 Capital improvements (street 
lighting, street furniture, 
signage, façade 
improvements, etc.) 

 Landscaping 

 Public safety 

 Business recruitment (reducing 
vacancies) 

 Events and marketing 

 Community service 

 Small business technical 
assistance and education 

 Small business grants and 
loans 

Typically similar to BID; up to 
the discretion of the merchant 
association and may be more 
restricted by limited funding 

May include same as BID 
and merchant association, 
in  addition to: 

 Community organizing 

 Affordable housing 
development and 
management 

 Workforce 
development 
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5. Why doesn’t Red Hook have a BID? 

There are a variety of reasons why Red Hook does not have a Business Improvement District (BID). One 

factor is that forming a BID is a complex administrative process which requires authorization by the City’s 

Department of Small Business Services.  Another is that Red Hook’s commercial property base may face 

challenges in generating enough assessment income to support a BID.  BIDs are paid for by assessments 

levied on commercial properties in an area.  Commercial corridors of Red Hook, such as Van Brunt St. and 

Beard St., feature residential uses, whose owners typically pay a lower assessment if any, interspersed 

with commercial uses.  There are additionally vacant properties on these streets whose owners would still 

be liable to pay assessments even if without tenants, which may make such owners less likely to approve 

BID creation.  Due to these factors, the amount of money that could be generated to support a BID may be 

fairly low, and not likely enough to pay for the staff member that a BID legally requires and the other 

operating costs of the entity.   

SBS uses the following criteria and checklist to determine if a BID might work for a neighborhood: 

 Adequate commercial property base: Because the majority of funding for a BID comes from a 
special assessment levied upon the commercial property in a district, it is important that the 
proposed area be home to a substantial commercial property base to generate adequate 
funding.  There should be fewer residential properties, which typically contribute a lower 
assessment, and few government and other tax-exempt property owners, who are exempt from 
any BID assessment.  There additionally should be little undeveloped property. 

 Stable commercial occupancy rates: Stable occupancy suggests a stable assessment base.  High 
vacancy rates can pose a risk to property owners; in vacant properties, owners cannot pass the 
assessment onto a tenant, but must pay it themselves directly while not earning rental income. 

 Strong local support: The process of organizing and administering a BID requires public review, 
approval and oversight. Approval may not occur without support from local elected officials and 
community board members. 

 

 Checklist (Source: NYC Small Business Services) 

 

 Local elected officials and community board members are supportive of BID policy. 

 Property owners have a proven track record of working together and investing in their 
neighborhood. 

 Existing local development organizations will be involved in the formation effort. 

 There is significantly more commercial property than residential property.  

 There are few public and non-profit property users. 

 There is little vacant land. 

 There is a low vacancy rate (less than 20%). 

 There are current or pending capital improvements or public amenities that need to be 
maintained. 
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6. What are possible corridor improvements that can be pursued without these forms of 
organization? 

There are other methods for implementing corridor improvements and corridor resiliency upgrades without 

an organizing entity. Grants to property owners, for example, can fund individual building-level measures, 

such as storefront improvements like exterior flood proofing and installing a deployable food barrier. 

However, coordinating corridor-wide action is much more difficult without an organizing entity. 

Existing grant programs in NYC that may be able to fund such improvements include the Avenue NYC 

program and the Main Streets Program, two funding streams administered by SBIDC.  Avenue NYC 

provides up to $5,000 in matching funds per storefront along Van Brunt St., between King and Coffey Sts., 

which can include signage, painting, awnings, as well as other exterior façade improvements.  The Main 

Streets Program is available to qualifying businesses located between Visitation Place and Van Dyke 

Street along Van Brunt who may apply for up to $10,000 in matching funds for façade renovations. 

 

7. Are there precedents of corridor-level flood prevention? 
 

Corridor-level flood protection precedent: Darlington, WI1 - Darlington, WI faced frequent flooding from 

the Pecatonica River for a number of decades. In 1993 the city took action to address flooding through the 

development of a FEMA Hazard Mitigation Plan which called for the protection of the historic main street. 

The corridor protection plan called for the construction of 150 aluminum shields, enough to protect 

business-district buildings where floodwaters were deepest, which cost the city a total of about $200,000. 

The flood shields were developed and created by a local business2 with expertise in working with stainless 

steel and aluminum materials. Buildings were modified and elevated to accommodate deployable door 

barriers.3 Applying the shields in the Darlington business district takes approximately six hours from the 

upstream warning to completion. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                             
1 https://www.llis.dhs.gov/content/multiple-mitigation-measures-give-darlington-elevating-experience 
2 Local business: David Gough of the Darlington Dairy Supply Company 
3 “Hardened-concrete vestibules, measuring about five to six feet inward, were poured inside the entrances of each 

business building. Concrete steps leading up to the newly raised floor levels then were constructed as were 8-inch 
thick reinforced concrete walls on either side of the steps (see diagram). Steel stanchions were cast into the walls at 

the top step of the vestibule. The concrete entryways were finished with half-inch thick, 8-inch by 8-inch ceramic tiles, 
creating a finished entry. Elevating the old businesses above flood levels was completed by a Madison-based 

contractor that removed entire first floors and filled existing basements with as much as nine feet of compacted pea 
gravel to new levels of four feet above the original first-floor elevation. New concrete slabs were then poured over 
the filled basements, with some slabs placed 13 feet above the original basement elevation.” 

https://www.llis.dhs.gov/content/multiple-mitigation-measures-give-darlington-elevating-experience
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8. Are there resiliency checklists readily available for light industry/manufacturing businesses? 
Other business types? Homeowners and tenants? 

 

Nonprofits and government agencies have worked within New York City’s rapidly evolving post-Sandy 
regulatory, insurance and technical climate to provide resiliency planning guidance to property owners 
and tenants of all types.  

A few examples of such resources include: 

 SBIDC Small Business Storm Preparedness Plan (includes resiliency checklists for surveying at-risk 
equipment, managing communications with employees and suppliers, etc.); Preparedness Plan 
Template Workbooks; Guidance on using the FEMA website; and “Red Hook Small Business 

Hazard Mitigation Case Study Findings Report”. http://www.sbidc.org/ 

 NYC Dept of City Planning and the American Institute for Architects publications with guidance 
on adaptive measures for urban housing, including: 

o Designing for Flood Risk: 

http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/html/sustainable_communities/sustain_com6.shtml 

o Urban Waterfront Adaptive Strategies” 

http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/pdf/sustainable_communities/urban_waterfront_print.p
df 

 Consolidated links to recovery resources, compiled by the City, the State, and nonprofits: 

o NeighborWorks America’s “Navigating the Road to Housing Recovery Guide”, a step-by-
step guide for individuals and families affected by Hurricane Sandy.: 

http://www.nw.org/network/aboutus/documents/HousingRecoveryHurricaneSandy030
513_000.pdf 

o New York City Housing Recovery Office: 
http://www.nyc.gov/html/recovery/html/resources/rebuilding-guidelines.shtml 

o The Governor’s Office of Storm Recovery: http://stormrecovery.ny.gov/ 

o American Red Cross, The Salvation Army, New York City/Long Island Voluntary 
Organizations in Active in Disaster: 
http://library.constantcontact.com/download/get/file/1101899385926-
537/NY_Resource_List_v4+2.pdfhttp:// 

 

Other efforts to provide technical assistance to property owners within Red Hook have been undertaken 

by the Fifth Avenue Committee, the Donors Collaborative, and the Brooklyn Community Foundation, in 

addition to a range of individual initiatives provided by local community based organizations. Additional 

technical assistance and financing initiatives are expected to be rolled out by the City (as part of 

implementation of New York City’s Special Initiatives for Rebuilding and Resiliency) and nonprofits.  

Yet while available resources grow daily, there appears to remain substantial need for further 

development of physical and regulatory guidance specific to Red Hook’s industrial, multifamily, and 

attached housing context. In addition, existing tools will need to continue to be updated to reflect evolution 

of the regulatory environment, as well as ongoing analysis of physical and economic implications of 

http://www.sbidc.org/
http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/html/sustainable_communities/sustain_com6.shtml
http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/pdf/sustainable_communities/urban_waterfront_print.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/pdf/sustainable_communities/urban_waterfront_print.pdf
http://www.nw.org/network/aboutus/documents/HousingRecoveryHurricaneSandy030513_000.pdf
http://www.nw.org/network/aboutus/documents/HousingRecoveryHurricaneSandy030513_000.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/recovery/html/resources/rebuilding-guidelines.shtml
http://stormrecovery.ny.gov/
http://library.constantcontact.com/download/get/file/1101899385926-537/NY_Resource_List_v4+2.pdfhttp:/
http://library.constantcontact.com/download/get/file/1101899385926-537/NY_Resource_List_v4+2.pdfhttp:/
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alternate adaptive strategies. The Planning Committee has identified a number of potential projects that 

may support such efforts through materials development, technical assistance, and financing. 

HOUSING 
 

9. What is the breakdown of renters and homeowners in Red Hook? 

The Red Hook planning area has a high rate of renters versus owners. As seen in the below graph, 

approximately 89% of the 5,300 occupied housing units in Red Hook are renter-occupied and just 11% 

are owner-occupied. When compared to the City or surrounding Kings County, Red Hook has a 

dramatically higher proportion of renters than surrounding areas. Red Hook Houses comprises 51% of all 

rental units in Red Hook. Taking NYCHA units out of the equation, the homeownership rate is on par with 

the City: 34% of occupied non-Red Hook Houses units are owner-occupied units. 

 

 

10. Are there precedents for post-disaster financial support for renters / tenants? 

The majority of programs available to support renters/tenants provide rent relief and relocation support 

for dislocated or impacted households. Examples include: 

 FEMA Transitional Shelter Assistance - pays for displaced residents to stay in a hotel or motel on a 
short-term basis.   

 SBA Loans - low-interest federal disaster loans to renters whose property has been damaged or 
destroyed by disaster  

 Empire State Relief Heartshare Energy Assistance Program – provides financial assistance for 
electric bill expenses  

 Home Energy Assistance Program (HEAP) – helps pay a portion of home heating costs  

 Center for New York City Neighborhoods – provides counseling to renters on how to file insurance 
claims as well as other emergency-related questions. 

 HOPE Coalition America - provides free financial and insurance claims assistance 
 

11. How many units are in Red Hook Houses? On average, how many people are in each unit? 
 

Red Hook Houses accounts for approximately 50% of all housing units in the Red Hook planning area and 

about 50% of the population as well. According to the NYCHA website, Red Hook Houses has 2,900 units 

and houses approximately 6,500 individuals. The high share of the population within Red Hook Houses 
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underscores the importance of resiliency measures to protect those residents, through resiliency 

enhancements to the NYCHA properties themselves or perimeter or integrated flood protections for those 

properties. Potential resiliency measures for the NYCHA properties include protecting or elevating 

mechanical systems; mold remediation and prevention; installation of battery-powered hallway/stairway 

emergency lights; installation of common space faucets on lower stories; and/or provision of emergency 

back-up power. Residential units below the base flood elevation (BFE) may be required to be elevated by 

FEMA/NFIP regulations, those at a higher elevation should be retrofitted to increase resiliency. Other 

measures -- such as alternative power generation – can leverage the physical scale of the Red Hook 

Houses to provide community-wide benefits. 

 

12. What are the options for incentivizing affordable housing growth? 

Housing costs in Red Hook post-Sandy will be impacted by rising insurance premiums and loss of use of 

ground floor. This can impose direct financial losses on owner-occupants, costs may be passed on to tenants 

of rental properties, and reduced supply of rental units generally corresponds with an increase in costs 

should demand remain constant. As such, Red Hook may be interested in using regulatory and financing 

tools to incentivize affordable housing development in strategic locations. A few examples of effective 

incentive tools include: 

 Inclusionary zoning - The city’s Inclusionary Housing Program is intended to create additional 
affordable housing units for families making 80% or less of the median family income in exchange 
for allowing developers to build bigger properties. The incentive program requires a percentage 
of housing units created as part of new developments, either on site or within a half of a mile of 
the property, to remain permanently affordable in exchange for floor area bonuses offered to 
developers. It should be noted that Mayor de Blasio campaigned to create 50,000 new 
affordable housing units over the next ten years through mandatory inclusionary zoning.  
 

 Tax credits to developers - These are a common means of helping to finance affordable housing, 
and include Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) (which target income levels), and New 
Markets Tax Credits (NMTC) (which target specific locations). Developers are awarded the credits 
based on a competitive system that assess the level of support needed to make a project feasible 
and the amount of affordable units that will be generated. These credits can be sold to investors 
to help cover the gaps in development costs. LIHTC, which is specifically designed to increase 
affordable housing, has generated over 25,000 units since 1988. All of Red Hook is eligible to 
receive these tax credits, and certain parts of Red Hook are designated priority areas for this 
program. However, competition can be high for the allocation of these limited funds. 
 

 Tax breaks to developers - The 421a city program exists to encourage affordable housing 
development. The program allows the developer of a site to forgo the taxes on a site after it is 
improved, essentially paying the same tax rate as if it were a vacant lot. In order to qualify for 
this exemption, a developer in Red Hook must set aside 20 percent of the units in a building for 
families making 60 percent of median family income.  
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BUILDING RESILIENCY 
 

13. What are the costs of various basic flood resiliency interventions? 
Costs for flood protection measures are highly variable, depending on unique site conditions such as 

building age, base flood elevation (BFE), basement and building construction, relation to surrounding 

buildings, and other factors. Approximate costs for flood protection measures for residential and 

commercial properties are included below to provide order-of-magnitude estimates and real costs may be 

outside these ranges. A more detailed table of resiliency costs for small businesses which was formulated 

by SBIDC/Dewberry is included in the Appendix.  

The HR&A Advisors/Cooper, Robertson and Partners HUD Rebuild by Design Team will be looking at the 

feasibility and costs for building and corridor level building resiliency projects for commercial properties. 

Information from this effort will be made available in the upcoming months. The Planning Team may also 

be able to aggregate additional estimates depending on the planning committee’s interest in pursuing a 

NY Rising project in this arena. 

Rough estimates for a selection of building resiliency interventions: 

* Small business cost to elevate mechanical estimate from Dewberry/SBIDC report; Estimate for residential from 

FEMA 2008 report (http://www.emd.wa.gov/preparedness/business/documents/RaiseHVAC_FEMA.pdf).   
** Based on standard Presray deployable door barrier cost estimate. Estimate from SIRR Report information 

*** Interior wet floodproofing includes costs to install/apply mold-resistant materials in floodable floors and install 
sewer backflow preventers. Estimate from SIRR Report. 
 

 

 

 

 

Flood Intervention: Small Business Bldg.  Residential Bldg.  

   

   Elevate critical mechanical 
systems above BFE* $1,500 - $3,500 $1,500 - $3,000 

   Flood-protect mechanical 
equipment* $2,000 - $3,500 $2,000 - $3,500 

   Deployable door barrier** ~$200,000 ~$200,000 

   Interior wet floodproofing*** ~$200,000 ~$160,000 
Mold-resistant materials in 
floodable areas and drainage 

boards ~$150,000 ~$150,000 

Backflow preventers ~$50,000 ~$10,000 

   

http://www.emd.wa.gov/preparedness/business/documents/RaiseHVAC_FEMA.pdf
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COASTAL PROTECTION 
 

14. How can the Greenway design plans be enhanced to increase resiliency and become part of a 
coastal flood protection system? 

We understand that Milton Puryear with the Brooklyn Greenway initiative is being invited to share the 

Greenway’s work and associated resiliency opportunities with the Planning Committee. The Planning Team 

has also given some additional thought to this, which will be discussed in greater detail at the January 6 

Committee Meeting.  

ENERGY 
 

15. What is the energy consumption breakdown for Red Hook? 
The Planning Team does not have access to localized data regarding energy consumption. Without a study 

by the energy providers and/or New York City, it is difficult to precisely identify the energy consumption 

breakdown in Red Hook. However, a recent (July 2013) “Economic Snapshot” released by NYCEDC looked 

at energy consumption in New York City, which can serve as a useful indicator of energy consumption in 

Red Hook, despite the likelihood of localized disparities due to differences in transportation, building 

stock, and other factors. According to the snapshot, in 2011, the most recent year for which data is 

available, the average New Yorker consumed 121 MMBtu in total source energy, which includes fuel for 

transportation and heating as well as electricity. This was less than half the U.S. per capita average in 

2011, which was 312 MMBtu. The graphic below shows the breakdown of in-building energy use by 

activity and building type in 2011. 

 
Source: “Economic Snapshot: A Summary of New York City’s Economy,” July 2013 
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16. What is the breakdown of areas in Red Hook on the above-ground vs. below-ground power 
network?  

The PlanningTeam does not have access to the localized breakdown of above-ground vs. below-ground 

electric distribution systems. Below is the map from SIRR (p. 109) that depicts this breakdown (as well as a 

version zoomed in on Red Hook), with information provided by Con Edison (and LIPA). It would likely not 

be too useful for the Planning Team to try to gather additional information from Con Edison because the 

community knows the localized nature of the power outages, and we would not be able to do an in-depth 

analysis of causes within this scope. Within the scope of the NY Rising Program, what is likely the most 

effective way to begin addressing power issues in the Red Hook community is to identify localized power 

outages to document the challenges, and subsequently recommend to utilities and decision-makers the 

appropriate research and capital investments that can achieve effective solutions. (Refer to Question 26.) 

 

   

Source: “A Stronger, More Resilient New York,” 2013 

 

17. Is Red Hook underserved by its power infrastructure? (e.g., Imlay Street, frequent brownouts for 
smaller businesses, etc.) 

Rather than focus on the power supply, another way of addressing this question is to consider the localized 

demand for power in areas that experience frequent brownouts. In this vein, a possible recommendation 

that the Red Hook Planning Committee can suggest through the NY Rising Program is to work with Con 

Edison to pursue targeted energy efficiency improvements to reduce total power needs and the frequency 

of brownouts. The approach could include installing meters to measure voltage and establish baseline 

conditions, followed by implementing building-specific efficiency improvements to reduce overall energy 

consumption. This recommendation could be an alternative to increasing the power supply. 

Additionally, it is worth noting that Red Hook is located within the Downtown Brooklyn Solar Empowerment 

Zone (see map below), one of five such zones throughout New York City that comprise strategically 

selected geographical regions where solar power is most viable and beneficial from a technical 
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standpoint. According to CUNY’s description of the Solar Empowerment Zone, each of the five zones has a 

“day-peaking” energy usage profile that conforms closely to solar production, and the five zones are also 

in need of capacity upgrades and/or demand reduction measures over the next few years in order to 

meet expected load growth. Furthermore, according to CUNY, each of the zones has a significant amount 

of rooftop square footage to accommodate solar installations, and targeted solar power development in 

the five zones could play a critical role in reducing peak demand while also potentially deferring or 

eliminating the need for costly upgrades to the electrical system that would increase electricity rates. The 

benefits of inclusion in a Solar Empowerment Zone include eligibility for free data acquisition systems, 

technical assistance from solar ombudsmen, guidance in navigating the City/State/Federal incentive 

programs, and assistance in developing applications for the state Renewable Portfolio Standard funding. 

Additionally, NSERDA provides an additional 15% incentive for solar projects in the Solar Empowerment 

Zones.  

 

Source: CUNY, Downtown Brooklyn Solar Empowerment Zone 

 

A localized area can have increased stress on the power grid if additional loads are added, and as a 

result, brownouts may become more frequent. This problem can be solved using three methods: 

1. Upgraded service by Con Edison. 

2. Increased local power generation, such as through the installation of solar power as incentivized in 

the Solar Empowerment Zone program.  

3. Targeted energy efficiency, as discussed above. This method is the most cost effective for the 

system as a whole. Often there are split incentives, where the utility benefits from investments 

made by private individuals. There are some incentives available for energy efficiency (through 

Con Edison and NYSERDA), but these are not targeted to a specific area. 
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18. What are the specific 22 Red Hook Houses buildings that would fit into a microgrid?   

The addresses of the Red Hook Houses buildings that are collectively metered as 110 Columbia Street are 

as follows: 120 West 9th Street; 110 West 9th Street; 28 West 9th Street; 604 Clinton Street; 590 

Clinton Street; 770 Henry Street; 748 Henry Street; 811 Hicks Street; 791 Hicks Street; 123 Lorraine 

Street; 465 Columbia Street; 451 Columbia Street; 441 Columbia Street; 92 Centre Mall; 93 Centre Mall; 

and 31 Centre Mall. (Note that it is actually 16 buildings—not 22 buildings—that are metered as a single 

unit.) Attachment B includes a map that shows the locations of these buildings—as well as the warehouses 

at 183 Lorraine Street that are also metered as a single unit—which were identified using data from the 

NYC 2012 Energy and Water Data Disclosure. These buildings serve as potential siting locations for a 

microgrid, which could be considered by the Red Hook Planning Committee as a possible project to 

prioritize for implementation through the NY Rising Program. 

 

19. Is there an example of a microgrid that has been undertaken in other existing public housing 
developments? 

While not public housing, there are precedents of cogeneration—the most established and commonly used 

power source for microgrids—in existing affordable housing developments in New York City. One of the 

largest and most well-known examples is Starrett City (Spring Creek Towers), which contains nearly 6,000 

apartments and was developed under the Mitchell-Lama Housing Program to provide affordable 

apartments to middle-income residents. Similarly, the Rochdale Village Housing Complex, comprising 20 

buildings in southeastern Queens, similarly has a cogeneration facility that generates power for the entire 

development. 

With respect to NYCHA, as part of a recent (2013) request for insurance, FEMA reimbursement, and 

CDBG funding that was referenced in the 6/3/13 City Council Hearing on the 2014 Five Year Capital 

Plan for NYCHA, the Authority requested $25 million for “advanced approaches” including cogeneration 

(in addition to new facades and roof boilers), which indicates that the Authority is considering a technology 

that is conducive to use in a microgrid.  

These precedents are noteworthy for the Planning Committee to consider as they move forward with the 

prioritization process for projects through the NY Rising Program, especially because the Committee has 

expressed an interest in alternative energy for Red Hook. 

 

20. Is harnessing cold-ironing energy a viable option for alternative energy? 
Together with shipping power, cold-ironing can be part of a two-way power strategy for alternative 

energy. Cold-ironing is a process whereby a land-based power source (i.e., either a grid or remote 

generator) provides electrical power to a ship when docked. Shipping power is an alternative energy 

source that can either be provided from permanent power barges or from docked ships, and can help to 

reduce the number of brownouts. (Power barges are already in operation in the Gowanus Bay and at 

Sunset Park.) A two-way power connection refers to a combination of shipping power and cold-ironing. A 

pilot project in Red Hook could implement a two-way power connection at one of several possible 

locations, given Red Hook's extensive waterfront with many existing operating piers.  
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TRANSPORTATION 
 

21. How many people that get off at the IKEA ferry actually go into Red Hook? How about for 
Fairway?  

The 2011 Comprehensive Citywide Ferry Study does not address this question, and instead focuses on 

ferry commuters from Red Hook to Manhattan. According to the study, in 2009, 447 commuters within a 

half-mile radius of the ferry landing at the foot of Van Brunt Street took the ferry to employment in 

Manhattan. An additional 202 ferry commuters to Manhattan lived outside of this radius and within a 5-

minute drive of the landing.  

 

22. How does ferry demand change when you change the catchment area (i.e., put Atlantic Basin in 
the center)? 

According to the 2011 Comprehensive Citywide Ferry Study, the NYCEDC calculates a market area for 

walk-on and driving markets. The walk-on market includes up to a half-mile radius around the ferry 

landing, and the driving market generally includes all areas within a 3-minute drive time, depicted in the 

figure below. 

 

 

Source: Comprehensive Citywide Ferry Study, NYCEDC, 2011 

 

Changing the catchment area to Atlantic Basin would change the demographic composition of the walk-on 

and driving markets, and potentially more so for the walk-on market because the radius is smaller than 

that for the driving market. This question is relevant in the context of the NY Rising Program, as a potential 

project or recommendation that has been suggested by the Red Hook Planning Committee is to expand 

ferry service to/from Red Hook, potentially including an additional stop at Atlantic Basin. Since demand 

for ferry service is dependent upon a number of factors, including—but not limited to—price, headways, 

and location of employment, an origin and destination study would be required to determine if/when ferry 

service would be warranted. 
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23. How does the East River Ferry make decisions about where it makes stops? 
According to the 2011 Comprehensive Citywide Ferry Study, the governance and operational structure for 

ferry service in New York harbor is fragmented; many agencies control pieces of the overall puzzle, but no 

one agency is responsible for governance and for funding. As such, many agencies are involved in the 

decision-making process for the provision of ferry service.  

The 2011 study examined the ferry market demand and potential ridership from sites throughout the City, 

including Red Hook. As noted in the study, while the existing Red Hook commuter market is very small, the 

reductions in commuting time that ferry service could offer are quite substantial - 30 to 35 minutes for Red 

Hook residents who commute to Lower Manhattan, and 10 to 20 minutes for those who commute to 

Midtown. Additionally, the study notes that not only could ferry service provide access to a variety of 

destinations in Red Hook, but the dramatic improvement in Manhattan commuting times that ferry service 

would offer could greatly enhance the neighborhood's attractiveness to potential residents who work in 

Manhattan. These statements from the Comprehensive Citywide Ferry Study are relevant in the context of 

the NY Rising Program, as a potential project or recommendation that has been suggested by the Red 

Hook Planning Committee is to expand ferry service to/from Red Hook. As the Committee moves forward 

with refining projects and recommendations to include in the Final Community Reconstruction Plan, it could 

be worthwhile to consider what the feasibility, cost, co-benefits, etc. would be for a current operator of 

commuter ferries in New York City to modify existing routings to incorporate a stop in Red Hook. Important 

considerations would include existing versus potential demand and associated subsidy needs. 

 

DRAINAGE 
 

24. How much upstream water is coming into Red Hook and contributing to flooding? 
Members of the Planning Team met with NYCDEP on December 17th to discuss a range of issues pertaining 

to stormwater and wastewater. This question was not specifically addressed during the meeting (and 

would require a sewershed analysis based on data that is not readily available), but one noteworthy take-

away from the meeting was that NYCDEP would rather respond to location-specific issues and complaints 

as opposed to speaking generally about the sewer system and supply system-wide information. During the 

meeting, representatives from NYCDEP noted that while there are regular maintenance and repair 

schedules, drainage complaints (via 311) can also drive the process, and thus the Red Hook community 

should be proactive in informing NYCDEP about problem areas. The representatives from NYCDEP also 

mentioned that they are happy to meet with community groups regarding specific drainage complaints.  

 
25. Is the Red Hook CSO Watershed able to qualify for the Green Infrastructure Program? How does 

New York City select the Priority CSO Watersheds? 
This question was not specifically addressed during the December 17th meeting with NYCDEP, but will be 

included for discussion at a follow-up meeting. According to the NYC Green Infrastructure 2012 Annual 

Report, Priority CSO Watersheds were chosen based on water quality of the receiving waterbody and the 

frequency and volume of CSO events. The report indicates that NYCDEP will also review and refine 

Priority CSO Watersheds as it ensures green infrastructure implementation to achieve long-term 

milestones—identified in the 2012 Consent Order between NYCDEP and NYSDEC—and 2030 targets. 
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As shown in the figure below and as discussed at a recent Planning Committee meeting, Red Hook is 

located near—but outside the boundaries of—the Gowanus Canal Priority CSO Watershed, and the 

NYCDEP is implementing the Green Infrastructure Program in Priority CSO Watersheds.  

  

Source: New York City Green Infrastructure Combined Sewer Area Reference Map, NYCDEP, July 2013 

In addition to prioritizing CSO Watersheds for implementation of the Green Infrastructure Program, 

NYCDEP has also offered a grant program for private property owners in combined sewer areas of New 

York City, and according to the October 2012 NYC Green Infrastructure Combined Sewer Area Reference 

Map below (now superseded by the July 2013 Reference Map, above), the Red Hook CSO Watershed 

was eligible for this grant program. (Whereas the July 2013 Reference Map only distinguishes between 

Priority and Other Combined Sewer Watersheds, the October 2012 Reference Map distinguished 

between Priority Combined Sewer Watersheds, Other Eligible Combined Sewer Watersheds, and Not 

Eligible Areas.)  

  

Source: New York City Green Infrastructure Combined Sewer Area Reference Map, NYCDEP, October 2012 

Of note, the Green Greenway Initiative was a recipient of a 2011 award (for $462,259) from the Green 

Infrastructure Grant Program for a green infrastructure project in Red Hook, specifically on Columbia 

Street between Sigourney and Bay Streets. Below is the description of the project from the 6/9/11 

NYCDEP press release: 
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The Brooklyn Greenway Initiative will install infiltration planters and 

porous concrete in the sidewalk along an entire block of Columbia 

Street.  The project will remove street runoff from the combined sewer 

system by directing the water into the planters. The project will reduce 

CSOs to the East River by managing approximately 285,000 gallons of 

stormwater per year from 10,400 square feet of roadway.  Brooklyn 

Greenway Initiative will partner with local organizations to enhance 

residents' participation in design and stewardship of the project. 

 

Source: NYCDEP Press Release (6/9/11),  

http://www.nyc.gov/html/dep/html/press_releases/11-46pr.shtml  

Applications for the 2013 Green Infrastructure Grant Program are closed, and it is unclear if this grant 

program for private property owners outside of Priority CSO Watersheds will continue in 2014.  The 

minimum requirement for the Green Infrastructure Grant Program was to manage 1” of stormwater runoff 

from the contributing impervious area, and if selected, NYCDEP would provide funds for the design and 

construction of the green infrastructure system, with eligible projects including blue roofs, rain gardens, 

green roofs, porous pavement and rainwater harvesting on private property in combined sewer areas. 

The relevance of the Green Infrastructure Grant Program in the context of the NY Rising Program is that it 

could serve as an additional funding source that could be used to facilitate implementation of qualifying 

resiliency projects that reduce flooding risk and offer other co-benefits to the community in Red Hook. 

 

26. What does DEP know about the IKEA development and the possible partial blockage of a 
drainage pipe under Richards Street during filling of the Graving Dock? 
 

This was raised to NYCDEP during the December 17th meeting, but they were not familiar with the issue. 

They also noted that if the issue is related to groundwater backup, that this is not NYCDEP jurisdiction and 

not an issue that NYCDEP (or likely any NYC agency) can address. The necessary steps to explore this issue 

would be to conduct an independent engineering investigation of the IKEA site, using groundwater 

http://www.nyc.gov/html/dep/html/press_releases/11-46pr.shtml
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modeling to compare conditions pre- and post-development by IKEA. The conclusions from such a study 

could be compared to the engineering conclusions from the EIS completed for the IKEA development to 

determine if there are significant differences in the respective findings. This would be a very expensive 

endeavor. 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 

27. What/where are the toxic hazards in Red Hook? What businesses have hazardous materials? 
Within Red Hook, there are several Environmental Remediation Sites that have been identified through the 

NYC Office of Environmental Remediation’s Searchable Property Environmental E-Database (SPEED) 

portal. The sites identified through the SPEED portal include: Chemtura 633 Court Street; Chemtura 688-

700 Court Street; Witco Corporation Brooklyn Plant (633 and 688-700 Court Street); Former Barrett 

Manufacturing Co. (627 Smith Street); Red Hook Smith Street (627 Smith Street); Gowanus Canal Site; and 

Waste Management Allegro Facility (518-526 Columbia Street, 29 Bay Street). Each of the identified 

sites are included within one of the following Remediation Programs: Brownfield Cleanup Program; State 

Superfund Program; or the Voluntary Cleanup Program. In addition, a site classification code (2, A, or N) is 

provided to describe the status and condition of the site. The aforementioned Remediation Programs and 

site classification codes are explained in Attachment C, which also includes a table and map of the 

identified Environmental Remediation Sites in Red Hook. 

However, Environmental Remediation Sites are only a small subset of the total inventory of sites that 

use/store hazardous materials. Additional sites that are not included in a Remediation Program can be 

identified using the online EPA Cleanup in My Community database, the NYSDEC Environmental Site 

Database Search tool, and potentially through the ongoing work in the NYC Open Industrial Use Study.  

In the context of resiliency and long-term reconstruction planning for the Red Hook community through the 

NY Rising Program, it is important to understand the locations of sites that use/store hazardous materials 

because flooding at these locations could potentially exacerbate the health risks associated with the 

hazardous materials by facilitating the spread of such risks to off-site locations. As such, the Planning 

Committee might want to consider risk-reducing measures at these locations when prioritizing projects in the 

NY Rising Program. 

 

28. What are the hazards from flooding from the Gowanus? 
According to a 9/30/13 EPA Press Release regarding the cleanup plan for the Gowanus Canal Superfund 

Site, more than a dozen contaminants, including polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), polychlorinated 

biphenyls (PCBs) and heavy metals, including mercury, lead and copper, were found at high levels in the 

sediment in the Gowanus Canal, and PAHs and heavy metals were also found in the canal water. PCBs 

and PAHs are suspected of being cancer-causing and PCBs can have neurological effects as well. As a 

result of decades of discharges, storm water runoff, sewage overflows from sewer systems that carry 

sanitary waste from homes and rainwater from storm drains and industrial pollutants, the Gowanus Canal 

has become one of the nation's most seriously contaminated water bodies. The cleanup plan for the 

Gowanus Canal Superfund Site will require the removal of contaminated sediment and the capping of 

dredged areas, and the plan also includes controls to reduce sewage overflows and other land-based 
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sources of contamination from compromising the cleanup. With community input, EPA has decided on the 

option in the proposed plan that will require the disposal of the least contaminated sediment at a facility 

out of the area rather than building a disposal facility in the water near Red Hook. The cost of the cleanup 

plan is currently estimated to be $506 million. (All of this information was excerpted directly from the 

9/30/13 EPA Press Release.) 

 
There is great value in knowing the contaminants in—and the associated health hazards from—the 

sediment and canal water in the Gowanus, as it underscores the importance of both cleaning up the 

Gowanus and reducing flooding risk from the Gowanus. The contamination issue is explicitly being 

addressed through the EPA’s cleanup plan, and the flood risk issue can potentially be partially addressed 

through projects funded in the NY Rising Program. The risk associated with flooding from any water body 

is exacerbated in the context of the Gowanus because of the fact that there are known contaminants with 

potential health hazards in the sediment and water. 

 

PENDING QUESTIONS 
1. Is there a precedent for a job training program that is tied into flood protection design/building? 

Might there by job training opportunities with the EPA or other entities involved in the Gowanus 
Superfund site clean-up? 

2. Is there a precedent for a company granting immediate credit card forbearance after a disaster?  

3. How many residential units are on the ground floor of Red Hook Houses?   

4. Under current zoning text is it possible to install a check-valve? Under existing zoning text is it 
possible for roof to be disconnected from stormwater drainage? 

5. Are there precedents or rezoning techniques that have maintained industry while allowing some 
residential growth? Are there precedents of successful coexistence of industry and housing? 

6. What is the rough cost comparison for building-level versus community-wide resiliency 
interventions? 

ATTACHMENTS 

A: SBIDC Building Resiliency Costs 

B: Buildings Metered as a Single Unit in Red Hook 

C: Red Hook Environmental Remediation Sites 
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ATTACHMENT A: SBIDC Building Resiliency Costs 
 

 
Excerpt from the SBIDC Small Business Hazard Mitigation Case Study Findings Report conducted by Dewberry: 

 
“The cost ranges presented in the table that follows are estimates to provide a range of mitigation measure costs. 

Once a mitigation approach has been determined and the appropriate officials have been consulted, it is 
recommended that at least three bids or estimates are obtained and that an attorney review a contract with the 
selected contractor or tradesman installing the mitigation measure. All contractors should carry full licenses and bonds 

per New York City requirements, and should present certificates of insurance so the business is not liable for on-site 
injury.” 

 

 

 

  

Building Mitigation $0 - $500 $500 - $1500 Over $1500 

Flood Barrier for Doors and Windows 

Plywood  
  

Sandbag openings  
  

Water tight doors and windows 
 

  

Temporary flood barriers 
 

  

Retrofit gaskets and seals   
 

Building Infrastructure 

Elevate electric service 
 entrance and meters  

 
 

Floodproof electric meters 
 

 
 

Emergency generators 
 

  

Backflow prevention device 
 

  

Elevate HVAC equipment   
 

Floodproof HVAC equipment    

Isolate air handler below BFE    
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ATTACHMENT B: Buildings Metered as a Single Unit in Red Hook 
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ATTACHMENT C: Red Hook Environmental Remediation Sites 

 

Site Name Remediation Program Site Class Site Class Description Address 

Chemtura 633 Court Street State Superfund Program 2 State Superfund Program 633 Court Street 

Chemtura 688-700 Court 
Street 

State Superfund Program 2 State Superfund Program 688-700 Court Street 

Witco Corporation Brooklyn 

Plant 

Voluntary Cleanup 

Program 

N No Further Action at this 

Time 

633 and 688-700 Court Street 

Former Barrett 

Manufacturing Co. 

State Superfund Program N No Further Action at this 

Time 

627 Smith St. 

Red Hook Smith Street Brownfield Cleanup 

Program 

A Active 627 Smith St. 

Gowanus Canal Site State Superfund Program 2 State Superfund Program Gowanus Canal 

Waste Management- 

Allegro Facility 

Voluntary Cleanup 

Program 

N No Further Action at this 

Time 

518-526 Columbia Street (incl. 29 Bay 

Street) 

 

Brownfield Cleanup Program 
 

The Brownfield Cleanup Program provides tax incentives to enhance private-sector cleanup of brownfields and to reduce 
development pressure on "greenfields." The NYS Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) publishes the Brownfield Cleanup 
Program Guide to provide guidance on establishing eligibility for the program. Eligible taxpayers must enter into a Brownfield 
Cleanup Agreement (BCA) which allows property owners to apply for tax credits related to the cleanup and redevelopment of 
brownfield sites. 

 
Source: http://www.dec.ny.gov/chemical/8450.html 

 
Voluntary Cleanup Program 

 
The Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP) is a predecessor of the Brownfield Cleanup Program, which replaced the VCP in late 2003. 
Many, but not all, sites listed under the VCP were included in the Brownfield Cleanup Program. For instance, the Waste Management 
Allegro Facility in Red Hook which has not been designated a Brownfield Cleanup Site. 
 
Source: http://www.dec.ny.gov/chemical/8442.html 

 
State Superfund Program 
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The State Superfund Program, otherwise referred to as the Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Site Program, identifies, investigates 
and conducts clean up of sites with hazardous waste. Sites undergo various stages of investigation and cleanup, beginning with the 
identification of sites through citizen complaints or other responsible parties. Sites are then grouped in classes according to their 
relative threat to public health and/or environment, a process which helps to determine the required steps for clean-up. Remediation 
plans for each site are designed and implemented by the state Division of Environmental Remediation. 
 
Source: http://www.dec.ny.gov/chemical/8439.html 

 
Site Classes 
 

For Environmental Remediation Sites, there are two sets of remediation classes. Classification codes 1-5 are for “Registry” sites, and 
are used to classify State Superfund Program Sites. All other alphabetical classification codes are used for “Non-Registry” sites, which 
simply describes sites that are not in the State Superfund Program. The following brief descriptions explain the site classes for sites 
identified in Red Hook. 
 
Classification Code 2: This classification is assigned to a site at which the disposal of hazardous waste has been confirmed and the 
presence of such hazardous waste or its components or breakdown products represents a significant threat to public health; or 
hazardous waste disposal has not been confirmed, but the site has been listed on the Federal National Priorities List (NPL). 
 
Classification Code A (Active): The classification assigned to a non-registry site in any remedial program where work is underway and 
not yet complete (i.e., Brownfield Cleanup Program, Environmental Restoration Program, Voluntary Cleanup Program and RCRA 
Corrective action Program sites). This may be used for Manufactured Gas Plant sites or those being remediated under an EPA 
Cooperative Agreement. 
 
Classification Code N (No Further Action at this Time): Sites are given a classification of "N" when the investigation and evaluation of 
a Class P site results in a determination that contamination at the site does not warrant placing the site on the Registry or it is being 
addressed under a brownfield program; a site was in a brownfield program (BCP, ERP or VCP) or other non-Registry program, 
remediation was not completed, and the site did not otherwise qualify for listing on the Registry. As an example, this occurs when a 
volunteer begins a brownfield project and then for economic or other reasons, determines they cannot complete the work and the 
brownfield project is terminated. If the contamination at the brownfield site qualifies it for placement on the Registry, the Department 
acts to do so. If the site re-enters a brownfield program, it can be reclassified to Class A (active) to indicate that work has 
recommenced; a site was identified simply as the location(s) where a drum(s) or other discrete waste was at one time present and 
subsequently removed by DEC or others and, based on the resulting conditions, no need for additional work was apparent; or an 
application to the BCP, ERP or VCP was submitted, and was then withdrawn or terminated before any actions were taken to 
investigate or remediate the site.  
 

Source: http://www.dec.ny.gov/chemical/8663.html  
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ATTACHMENT C: Red Hook Environmental Remediation Sites (Continued) 

 

 


